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Hill Park In the District of Columbia as the
Malcolm X Park; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.15473. A bill to provide for the com-~
prehensive program for the control of noise;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by request) :

H.R. 15474. A bill to amend chapter 17, title
88, United States Code, to provide drugs and
medicines to veterans of World War I, World
War II, the Korean conflict, or the Vietnam
era, who are receiving increased compensa-
tion or pension because of being housebound;
to the Committee on Veterans® Affairs.

By Mr. WHALEN:

HR.15475. A bill to provide additional
benefits for optometry officers of the uni-
formed services; to the Committee cn Armed
Services.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.J. Res. 1047. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appointments
of Supreme Court and other Federal judges
be required to be reconfirmed every 6 years,
to require 5 years' prior judicial experience
as a qualification for appointment to the
Bupreme Court, and to require retirement of
Federal judges at the age of 70 years; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRINELEY :

H.J. Res. 1048. Joint resolution, propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States prohibiting involuntary
busing of students; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MIKVA:

H.J. Res. 1040. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that the right to
vote shall not be denied on account of age
to persons who are 18 years of age or older;
to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. OLSEN:

H.J. Res. 1060. Joint resolution author-
izing the Secretary of the Interlor to pro-
vide for the commemoration of the 100th
anniversary of the establishment of Yellow-
stone National Park, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, QUILLEN:

H.J. Res. 1051. Joint resolution designat-
ing the week commencing February 3, 1970,
as International Clergy Week in the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIEKES:

HJ. Res. 1052. Joint resclution propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.J. Res. 1053, Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. TUNNEY:

H, Con. Res, 478. Concurrent resolution
expresses the support of Congress for the
principles embodied in the Santa Barbara
Declaration of Environmental Rights; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries,
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By Mr. GARMATZ:

H. Res. 785. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the studies and investi-
gations authorized by House Resolution 131;
to the Committee on House Administration.

e —————

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. GRAY:

H.R. 15476, A bill for the relief of Ofelia

C. Santos; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. PUCINSKI:

H.R. 15477. A bill for the relief of James
J. Keilman; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. RUPPE:

HR. 15478. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Fernande M. Allen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

375. By the SPEAEER: Petition of the City
Council, Seattle, Wash., relative to supporting
proposed legislation regarding repeal of the
Emergency Detention Act of 1950; to the
Committee on Internal Security.

376. Also, petition of Maurice Sullivan,
Atlanta, Ga., relative to redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,

on the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. RUSSELL) .

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

Almighty God, in whose will is the
destiny of men and nations, deliver us
now from the tumult of the busy world,
from the claims of many duties, and the
confusion of many voices, that we may
hear again Thy still small voice, lifting
our vision, allaying our fears, instructing
our minds, and flooding our inmost being,
Imbue with Thy higher wisdom all whose
service to Thee is rendered in this place.
Make them sure of the goal toward which
the Nation moves and certain of each
step taken to reach it. Grant Thy recon-
ciling grace, that being united in devo-
tion to the Nation’'s welfare and the bet-
terment of all mankind, Thy servants
here may be ministers of healing to a
broken world. In the stress and strain of
this day and all the days ahead lead them
by Thy spirit to the fullness of Thy
kingdom, the law of which is love and the
ruler of which is the Lord of Life.

In His holy name we pray. Amen.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate:

HR. 6244. An act to enable the Secretary
of Agriculture to extend financial assistance
to desertland entrymen to the same extent as
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such assistance is available to homestead
entrymen;

H.R. 10184. An act to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds of the Sioux
Tribe of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation,
Mont.;

H.R. 11372. An act to amend the act en-
titled "An act to authorize the partition or
sale of inherited interests in allotted lands in
the Tulalip Reservation, Wash., and for other
purposes”, approved June 18, 10566 (70 Stat.
290); and

H.R. 12795. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to provide better facilities for
the enforcement of the customs and immi-
gration laws,” to increase the amount au-
thorized to be expended, and for other pur-
poses.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:

H.R.6244. An act to enable the Secretary
of Agriculture to extend financial assist-
ance to desertland entrymen to the same
extent as such assistance is avallable to
homestead entrymen; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

H.R. 10184. An act to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds of the Sioux
Tribe of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation,
Mont.; and

H.R.11372. An act to amend the act en-
titled "An act to authorize the partition
or sale of inherited interests in allotted
lands in the Tulalip Reservation, Wash.,
and for other purposes”, approved June 18,
19568 (70 Stat. 290); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R.12795. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to provide better facilities for
the enforcement of the customs and im-
migration laws,” to increase the amount

authorized to be expended, and for other
purposes; to the Commitiee on Public
Woarks.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Monday, January 19,
1970, be approved.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ATTENDANCE OF SENATORS

The following additional Senators at-
tended the session of the Senate today:
BayH, Dopp, GoopeLL, and STEVENS.

DEMOCRATIC CONFERENCES HELD
YESTERDAY AND THIS MORN-
ING—REMARKS BY THE MAJOR-
ITY LEADER

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Democratic conference met yesterday
morning to prepare for the beginning of
the second session of the 91st Congress.
This first meeting largely concerned

routine matters—housekeeping chores of
the Senate, so to speak. It was followed
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today by a second conference on ques-
tions of majority policy.

The leadership presented an opening
statement to the first conference. Follow-
ing the statement, it was moved and
unanimously approved that sections of
this statement be incorporated in the
Recorp today in the hope that Senators
on both sides of the aisle would take
notice of and bring to the atiention of
their staff personnel those portions of the
statement which deal with order on the
floor of the Senate.

T ask unanimous consent that the con-
ference statement be incorporated at this
point in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered tc be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

REMARKS BY THE MAJORITY LEADER PRESENTED
AT THE DEMOCRATIC CONFERENCE, MONDAY,
JANUARY 19, 1970

On behalf of the Leadership, I am happy to
welcome you back to the Second Session of
the 91st Congress. Today marks the resump-
tion of the work left unfinished at the end of
the last session.

Immediately following the reading of the
Journal, the pending business will be the
Conference Report on HR 13111, the appro-
priations measure for Labor-Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. It is the intention of the
Leadership to -have a rollcall vote on this
Conference Report as early as practicable.

I realize that it has been customary in the
past to walt until the President presents his
State of the Union message before undertak-
ing legislative matters. There are a number of
reasons why this tradition is being broken.
Chief among them is that this measure, with
its impact on the education and health of
Amerlcans, is too important to postpone.
Educators and health officials throughout the
nation have budgets and schedules whose
determination await this action.

The President has indicated that he will
veto the bill when we send it down. He has his
own reasons, I am sure, for doing so. I re-
spect them. But I must also state my judg-
ment that for the Administration to reject
this measure is to fight inflation, it seems to
me, at the expense of those least able to bear
it. A rejection of this bill, whatever its intent,
is to strike at the needs of the young, the
needy, the schools, the old, the sick, and the
handicapped.

Following the disposition of the Labor-
HEW Conference Report, it is the intention
of the Leadership to move expeditiously to
the following measures:

S, 30, the Crime bill.

S. 8246, the Drug bill.

5. 1520, the Failing Newspaper bill.

8. 3154, the Mass Transportation Act.

H.R. 514, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.

Of course, a Conference Report on H.R.
15149, the Forelgn Aid Appropriations Act,
would be privileged under the Rules, and if
it becomes available, it will take precedence
on the floor over a pending measure.

In accordance with suggestions made at
previous Conferences, it is the intention of
the Leadership to conduct the business of
the Senate on at least a Monday through
Friday schedule. At least for the present, it
is planned that business will actually be
transacted on a Monday through Saturday
schedule until legislation which is now on
the Calendar can be acted upon, It is hoped
that Committees will set to work, without
delay, on a similar full-time basis. With the
cooperation of the Committees, the Leader-
ship intends to follow the legislative pro-
gram with as little interruption as possible.

I wish to remind all Senators that votes
may come at any time on a pending measure,
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and Senators should be on notice that once
a rollcall has been completed, the regular
order can be expected. Senators are asked to
instruct their personal stafls to respond ac-
curately and quickly to inquiries of Cloak-
room personnel as to the whereabouts and
status of each Member. Personal staffs, prop-
erly, try hard to protect the interests of
members, but it is often easier for a page to
find you in the Capitol than for your own
staff to reach you from the Senate Office
Building. In order to do this, however, we
must know where you can be reached.

For several years now, the Leadership has
undertaken to announce at the beginning of
every session the dates of recesses in connec-
tion with certain national holidays. This
practice has enabled all Members to plan
their speaking schedules, and home visits in
advance. It will be continued this year. As
soon as concurrence of the Minority Leader
Is obtained on the dates, you will be noti-
fied by the Secretary for the Majority of the
recesses for Lincoln's Birthday, Washington's
Birthday, Easter, Memorial Day, and the
Fourth of July.

It is the intention of the Leadership to
keep these recesses to minimum length in
this election year. Speaking personally, I am
prepared to stay here until two weeks hefore
election day and return after election if
necessary, However, with full cooperation,
the essential business of the Congress could
be completed for a much earlier sine die
adjournment.

This is a good time to ralse before the
Conference the question of an August re-
cess, I know that last year's experlence in
this regard met with wide approval, par-
ticularly from younger Members with grow-
ing families. However, if we wish to at-
tempt an early adjournment this year, a
long summer recess may not be practica-
ble. I wish Members would give some thought
to this matter. For the present, I would
prefer that the issue not be resolved. If it
appears that there is a good possibility of
completing all appropriations bills some-
where near Labor Day, it would be my rec-
ommendation not to take an August re-
cess. If the Congress Is bogged down in leg-
islation, it may be desirable to recess brief-
ly in August.

A matter of continuing concern is the
order on the floor of the Senate. There
is an increasing objection on the part of
many Senators to staff personnel who re-
main on the Senate floor without an ap-
parent need for their presence. I would urge
that as a courtesy to each other we in-
struct our staffs to refrain from coming to
the floor of the Senate unless tiere is an
overriding need for their presenc:. If they
are merely monltoring the procee.iings, the
gallery is the proper area. In any case, I
see little justification for any Senator hav-
ing more than one personal aide on the floor
at any one time except, perhaps, when he
is actually handling a plece of legislation.
Along this same line, I again. suggest most
respectfully that there be less talk among
Senators on the floor.

The Leadership has recelved a number of
complaints concerning staff members using
the Democratic Cloakroom and the tele-
phones therein. As has been pointed out on
several occaslons, it is not possible for Mem-
bers to carry on conversations or make tele-
phone calls in private In these circum-
stances. The Conference has gone on record
against staff using the Cloakroom and has
adopted a resolution which states:

“Resolved: That no person be permitted
in the Democratic Cloakroom of the Sen-
ate except Senators, Members of the House
of Representatives, Pages, and officers of the
Benate.”

An exception to policy has been granted
only to staff members of the Democratic
Policy Committee. All other staff personnel
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are to refrain from using the Cloakroom,
and I have instructed the Secretary for the
Majority to uphold this resolution.

The rules which apply to the telephones
in the Democratic Cloakroom are equally
applicable to those in the Senators’ Lobby.
The Sergeant-at-Arms is directed to enforce
a strict policy of restricting the use of tele-
phones and news tickers in the Senators’
Lobby.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp the remarks made by the
Senate majority leader, the Senator from
Montana, now speaking, at the Demo-
cratie conference of this morning, Tues-
day, January 20, 1970.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR MIKE MANSFIELD AT THE
DEMOCRATIC CONFERENCE, TUESDAY, JANU-
ARY 20, 1970

This Conference met yesterday to consider
certain housekeeping problems. As Demo-
crats—as a Democratic majority—we also face
political questions in this election year. With
that in mind, I have called this second Con-
ference. I think I am personally as mindful
of these questions as any of the Democratic
Senators whose seats will be contested in
November since my term also expires. I real-
ize, too, that not only seats but the organi-
zation of the Senate is at stake. Most sig-
nificantly, the part which the Democratic
Party will be able to play in a Republican-
dominated government for the next two years
is at stake. These are facts of political life.
They are there. They will not go away. They
must be faced, frankly, bluntly, and withcut
apology.

However, to state them is not to call for a
political session In this election year. To
state them is to underscore the Leadership's
belief that this Conference must continue {o
function—even in this election year—as a
responsible Senate majority. That is our obh-
ligation as Senators of our States and the
United States. It is our highest obligation; it
must take precedence over our political
CcONCcerns.

In my judgment, in this session as in the
last the objectives of the Democratic Con-
ference must be to contribute a constructive
opposition to the development of national
policies, while operating the Senate respon-
sibly. In that way, we will do all that can be
done, in all realism, from the Senate, to re-
store greater public confidence in the leader-
ship of the Democratic party.

During the first session of this Congress,
I believe the Senate Democrats did present
a cohesive and constructive opposition. In so
doing, we contributed to the nation and its
citizens. I believe, for example, that tha%
opposition helped to bring about the shift
away from an ever-deepening American in-
volvement in Viet Nam. In that connection,
let me make clear what I have not hesitated
to say on other occasions: The President de-
serves great credit for this shift. In making
it, he has had the urging and the supporc
of the Senate.

In a similar fashion, Senate Democrats
moved, with Republican cooperation, to bring
the issue of tax relief and tax reform to a
decision during the last session. It tock time
to overcome the skepticism. In the end, how-
ever, an effective measure was adopted not-
withstanding efforts to dodge, defer, and
delay., Out of that reform will come some
benefit for the over-burdened wage earners
and for others, without convenient write-
offs, who live on small and moderate incomes.
Out of it, too, will come a modest increase in
soclal security payments to older cltizens
which has been covered by tax adjustments '
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that will act to offset any additional infla-
tionary pressure.

In the last session, the Senate was also
ifnstrumental in modifying the Administra-
tlon's tendency to propose military expendi-
tures without regard for inflationary effects,
cven as domestic needs were ignored in the
name of fighting inflation.

‘That is indicative of the initiatives which
came from the Senate during the last session.
In cooperation with Republican Senators, It
will continue to be the responsibility of the
Democratic Majority to add correctives of
this kind to the national policies proposed
by the Administration.

May I say that the Administration’s an-
nounced intention of vetoing the Labor-HEW
appropriations bill provides, in my judgment,
the first occasion for the exercise of this
responsibility. Our votes on that issue, today,
should afirm the insistence of the Democrats
in the Senate that this Republican Admin-
istration must strike a better balance in the
distribution of national funds as among ur-
gent needs at home, expenditures for foreign
policy and inexhaustible demands in the
name of military security.

In this three-way balance, I must express
the view that this Administration has not
given sufficient recognition to domestic ur-
gencies—to the requirements for pollution
control, health-research, soclal security, wel-
fare and education. Therefore, we must try,
as best we can, from the SBenate, to see to it
that these needs are not ignored during this
session,

It is time to state, bluntly, too, that while
this Administration has yet to stop inflation
its actions are already tending to stop the
economy. According to the latest officlal eco-
nomie reports, the nation’s economic growth
has ground to a halt. Yet, prices continue to
climb at a rate in excess of 6% . That is not
a formula for lowering the cost of living.
Rather, it is a prescription for raising the
prospects of recession and unemployment,
There is, even now, a three-way squeeze of
disappearing credit, high interest rates and
ever-rising prices.

Other issues are emerging and will grow
stronger unless there is action by the Admin-
istration to match words. It would be my
hope, for example, that appropriate Senate
committees will use their delegated powers
to inquire fully into the abuses and Inade-
quacies of the welfare system, Into the costs
of health and hospital insurance and into
the sky-rocketing crime rates which, during
the past year, have reached record levels.

Nor Is the draft problem now to be laid
aside because the system has been =zeroed
in on the 19 year olds. The system Is no less
antiquated, no less Inequitable, and no less
ineffective., In my Judgment, It is time to
rectify it or to get rid of it.

Vietnam has not yet disappeared as a
matter of deep public concern: Nor will it
disappear from the concern of the Senate,
if the effort to bring about a final solution
continues to drag on in Paris, while the
drain of blood and rescurces goes on in
Vietnam.

May I say again, that In the approach to
these and similar issues, our responsibilities
as Senators takes precedence over our politi-
cal concerns. I do not mean to suggest, there-
by, indifference to the Party’'s problems. What
happens In the next election, to be sure, is of
great concern. I am not disposed to see Demo-
crats become a Senate Minority—if for mo
other reason than that this Government will
then be left without an effective check on the
present Administration.

In this connection I should note that your
M=zjority Policy Committee, by unanimous
agreement yesterday, directed me to an-
nounce that it is prepared to meet in the near
future with Senate Democrats whose terms
expire at the end of the year. These 25 Mem-
bers constitute an excellent cross-section of
the Party. For the most part they have just
returned from visits to their States. They are,
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in the judgment of the Policy Committee,
acutely attuned to the contemporary con-
cerns of the people of the nation. Therefore,
the Committee will seek thelr viewpoints in
the context of contributing a constructive
Senate opposition to the formulation of na-
tional policy during this session.

It is a emall matter whether political credit
adheres to Senators for playing a part in re-
shaping Vietnamese policy, in bringing about
tax relief and reform and restoring a better
balance as among domestic urgenecies, foreign
policy needs and defense requests or for other
constructive acts. That i{s our job. However,
blame will certailnly attach to us—and prop-
erly—for any failure or faltering in doing
the people’s business in the Senate.

On that score, I wish to bring to your at-
tention at this time a matter of particular
concern to the Leadership. In my judgment,
every effort must be made to avold a repeti-
tion of last year's delays in the appropriations
process, I know the Congress and especially
the Senate was by no means the only source
of the logjam last year. Nevertheless, the situ-
ation is one which I belleve requires urgent
attention

It Is to be hoped that a permanent solu-
tion for the problem will eventually be de~
vised. I am frank to state, however, that en-
during reform of the fiscal process which still
operates under an antiquated fiscal year con-
cept is not yet visible. In the eircumstances,
the Democratic Policy Committee, on yester-
day, authorized me to seek an interim ad-
justment. It is my intention to request a
meeting of the Majority and Minority Lead-
ers of the Senate with the Speaker and the
Minority Leader of the House, together with
the Chairman and ranking Member of the
Benate and House Appropriations Committees
in order to give prompt attention to this
question. Thereafter another meeting may
be requested—a meeting of the jolnt Con-
gressional group with the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget and, if deemed advis-
able, with the President.

All are involved in the appropriating proc-
ess and all are potential sources of delay; the
President and the Executive Branch, if the
Administration’s general statements and mes-
sages are not followed promptly by specific
legislative requests and if speclsal items con-
tinue to be added to original requests; the
House which claims a Constitutional right
of priority of action in appropriations bills;
the Senate if it becomes bogged down in the
procedural delays.

By taking this initlative at the outset of
the session, it is the hope of the Democratic
Policy Committee that the entire process can
be expedited. If possible, it would be my in-
tentlion to try to establish a tentative sched-
ule of appropriations, from clearance at the
Budget Bureau to final adoption of Confer-
ence Reports around Labor Day. I must cau-
tion, however, that the process, as I have
indicated, is many-sided and completion by
Labor Day may be an excessively optimistic
objective.

To conclude, I would only reiierate my
view that Democratic Senators will put above
all else the interests of the United States
and our primary Constitutional responsibili-
ties as Senators in the United States Senate.
This is going to be a difficult year for the
party—I make no hbones of it—but that
principle, in my judgment, will be upheld.
That I have tried to do since this Conference
first selected me to the Leadership of the
Senate. That I will continue to do as long
as I occupy this Chalr. So far as the Demo-
cratlic Majority is concerned, this will not be
a political session, It will be a practical ses-
sion, a progressive session, a productive
gession,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DE-
PARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES,
1970—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The
Chair lays before the Senate the confer-
ence report on HR. 13111 and reminds
the Senate of the time lmitation and
that it will vote on the report by 2:30
p.m. today.

The Chair is now ready to recognize
any Senator who desires to speak on the
conference report.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Washington will state it.

Mr, MAGNUSON. As I understand the
pending order of business is the confer-
ence report on the Labor-HEW appro-
priation bill, HR. 13111.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Washington is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And that we have
2% hours for debate, the time to be con-
trolled by myself and the distinguished
minority leader, and that we vote at
2:30 pm.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, That

is correct.
" Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
have no one on this side who has re-
quested to speak on the conference re-
port, but the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. CorroN) does have something
to say. He is a distinguished member of
the subcommittee and rendered literally
weeks of yeoman service in the long, and
complicated testimony that was taken.
He has been a distinguished member of
the HEW Subcommitiee on Appropria-
tions for a long time. He is, to my mind,
one of the most knowledgeable persons
in this field, and I would be glad to yield
a portion of my time to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr, President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, since half of the time is
allocated to me, we will have some re-
quests for time beginning with the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the sub-
committee, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, the distinguished assistant floor
leader, the Senator from Michigan, and,
I believe, the Senator from California,
and other Senators who want an op-
portunity to be heard.

We are ready to proceed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
point I am making is that I think we
will be able to accommodate any Senator
who wishes to speak on this subject. I
would be glad to yleld some of my time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, We are
now in the allocated time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, I yield
so much of my time as he may desire to
the Senator from New Hampshire,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington, the chairman of our subcommit-
tee, for his kind words.

It seems appropriate that I should ac-
cept the time from the chairman of my
subcommittee rather than from the
leader on this side of the aisle because of
the position I find I will take on this con-
ference report.

Mr, President, I am perfectly aware of
the fact that there is very naturally a
feeling on the part of a considerable
number of Senators that they must op-
pose the adoption of the conference re-
port because of the supposed and im-
pending veto by the President of the
United States. They have the feeling that
a vote to adopt the report would in some
way indicate their position on any veto
which would come before the Senate.

In my own case, Mr. President, I do not
take that position.

As the senior minority member of the
Subcommittee on Health, Education, and
Welfare Appropriations, I served
throughout the hearings. In fact, I be-
lieve that the distinguished chairman of
that subcommittee, the Senator from
Washington, and I were perhaps two that
had to be present and were present over
many weeks of hearings.

At the end of those hearings our sub-
committee reported a bill to the full
Committee on Appropriations, I did not
agree with all of that bill. I felt there
were some soft spots. Curiously enough,
I am not sure that the spots I had in
mind were the same ones that the Presi-
dent considered soft. However, I par-
ticipated in the report of the subcom-
mittee to the full committee. I partici-
pated in the action of the full committee
in reporting the bill to the Senate. And
I served as a conferee on behalf of the
Senate in considering this bill. It was
reduced in conference, not as much as
I would have liked in one particular de-
tail, and because of that, I withdrew my
signature from the report.

Nevertheless, having participated on
the subcommittee, in the full commit-
tee, and in the conference report, I feel
that I would be highly inconsistent if I
did not vote to adopt the conference
report. And that is my intention.

I want to make it very clear, however,
that in casting that vote I am in no way
indicating what my position will be in
the event the President should veto the
bill. And it is not an indication that I
will not support the President if he does
veto the bill.

Mr. President, I can continue to talk
and use up considerable time and say no
more than that. It is a fact—and I want
to make this clear—that I feel certain
provisions in this bill are excessive. How-
ever, also contained in the bill are some
of the most necessary expenditures in
the whole appropriations picture of this
Government.

I also feel that while we could have
produced a bill with greater economy, it
is impossible for any five men, six men,
or 20 men sitting on a committee to
agree on what particular point should be
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involved in the cutting of the appropria-
tion. And the appropriating process, like
the process involved in all legislative
actions, consists of a series of compro-
mises and agreements,

We on the committee agreed on the
bill. We carried it to conference. We
agreed on the conference report. I shall
support it. I shall support the adoption
of the conference report without amend-
ment, And when and if the time comes,
to determine the position on a Presiden-
tial veto, then the determination can be
made.

I merely want to make it very clear
that in voting to adopt the conference
report, I am not indicating in the slight-
est degree that I do not intend to sup-
port my President if, when the time
comes for him to exercise his function,
he feels that he must veto the measure.

That is all I want to say. That is all
I need to say at this time.

I thank the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee for yielding this time
to me.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on
yvesterday and on December 22 and 23,
when we had a great deal of debate on
this bill there was considerable discus-
sion about the largest item, the increase
over the House bill and the increase over
the Budget recommendation for that
specific item, not the total Budget rec-
ommendations, for impacted areas, And
I hope the Recorp will be clear that both
the Senator from New Hampshire and I
stated on the floor over and over again
that we were concerned about this item,
too, and that probably there should be
a change in the basic formula, because
it involves one of the biggest items in
the bill. But any changes in the basic
formula for Public Law 874 should be
by legislation, and not Presidential uni-
lateral action.

The Senator from Colorado proposed
an amendment to increase the amount
over the House amount. And the Senate
agreed with him. The Senator from New
Hampshire and I suggested that this was
an item on which we felt we had to ap-
propriate the amount of money involved,
including a vote for the amendment of
the Senator from Colorado, but we felt
that there should be a change in for-
mula.

I suggested yesterday in what few re-
marks I had to make, that if the Presi-
dent and the administration feel the
amount is too large, then what they
should suggest is that we amend the
legislative act. This is what we call a
noncontrollable item, and it cannot with-
hold.

The Senator from New Hampshire and
I, if I recall the Recorp correctly, sug-
gested—and we heard from other mem-
bers of the Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Subcommittee—that this is an item
that we should take up in a legislative
way, but it cannot be changed by say-
ing, “We are not going to appropriate
money, when the law exists.” We were
concerned about that very much.

The Senator from Colorado even had
an amendment to increase it by $60
million. It was increased in the House
from the budget figure. The House figure
was $600 million. That is one of the big-
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gest dollar items in this bill that the con-
ference committee and the House agreed
to

Mr. President, I want the Recorp to
be clear that the Senator from New
Hampshire has been very consistent
about this one item. I do not know what
the Senate wants to do about Public Law
874, but they voted for the bill and this
item almost overwhelmingly. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire and I did not
have much choice in the matter as long
as the legislative mandate exists.

Is that not correct?

Mr. COTTON. Yes, it is correct, but I
would go further than that.

The matter of funds for impacted
areas, as every Senator knows, has been
the subject of long controversy. I would
not hesitate to assert that probably there
is not a Senator in this body who is fa-
miliar with the formula and the history
of these funds, who would say that the
formula is or ever was a fair, equitable,
and workable formula, or who would dis-
agree with the statement that it has
come to be out of adjustment. I think it
is generally agreed that this subject
should be reviewed legislatively and that
the question of impacted area funds
must be overhauled. It cannot be done
by the adoption of a conference report.

(At this point, Mr. EAGLETON obtained
the chair.)

Mr. MAGNUSON. We cannot do it in
an appropriation bill.

Mr. COTTON. We cannot do it in an
appropriation bill. That is generally
agreed. However, there is one thing I am
confident almost every Senator who
reads his mail understands. That is that
there is one reason why our people back
home in the States that we represent feel
very deeply and very passionately about
impacted area funds. The reason is that
those funds are practically the only
funds of any magnitude whatsoever, that
go into the school districts of this coun-
try to be used as the people in those
school districts want to use them and for
purposes that satisfy their needs. Practi-
cally all the rest of the funds in this huge
bill that go to education are under the
supervision and the control of the Office
of Education in Washington.

Because of that, I am sure that what-
ever bill is eventually passed—whether
it is the bill on which we are acting to-
day, or another bill—the Committee on
Appropriations and the Senate will con-
tinue to see to it that there shall be im-
pacted area funds.

As a matter of fact, it has been a
source of some amusement, perhaps, if
not puzzlement to me through the years.
I have seen various Presidents of the
United States proceed to cut out im-
pacted area funds. Sometimes they have
cut out school lunches, and sometimes
they have cut out or reduced Hill-Burton
funds, or some of the other sensitive
areas. I think in most cases they did it
with tongue in cheek. They well knew
that Congress would promptly put those
funds back in the appropriation bill be-
cause the people in the States would de-
mand them. I do not say this with dis-
respect to any President, but they could
say, “Well, it was the Congress that ex-
ceeded the budget and it was the Con-
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gress that was the spender. If they had
followed my budget the appropriation
would have been less.”

Apparently the present President of
the United States takes this matter seri-
ously, and he may be laboring under the
belief that if his veto is sustained—and in
all probability this Senator would vote to
sustain it—the impacted area funds
would be cut to the point he recom-
mended in his budget and the increase in
Hill-Burton funds would be modified. I
think probably we have news for him be-
cause in any continuing resolution or in
any other bill that should be prepared
by our subcommittee and the Committee
on Appropriations and sent to the Presi-
dent I predict Senators would find im-
pacted area funds included.

Those are the facts. I would hope, and
I join in the hope expressed by my dis-
tinguished chairman, that we could re-
view this matter carefully—not by the
Committee on Appropriations, because
we do not have that power, but in a dif-
ferent forum. I would hope even more
fervently that if there is going to be a
situation of tax sharing, then there
would have to be some compensating fac-
tor or else we would break the Treasury.
I hope any compensating factor would
provide that from that time on there
would be some matching, not necessarily
50-50, but a substantial matching of
funds by the States and local subdivisions
on programs. I know I am perhaps in-
dulging in fantasy and vain hope, but if
that could be done, it would be the people
back home who would determine priori-
ties and not the Congress, not the Bureau

of the Budget, not the White House, not
the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare, because if the States were
matching such programs as they desire
to match, and with some Federal tax
money returned to them to use for their
purposes, they could select those pro-
grams they believe vital and necessary.
They could determine the priorities and
when the money was spent, it would be
spent more frugally, efficiently, and ef-
fectively because it would be spent nearer
home.

There is one thing I wish to add that is
unusual, and in this I am not in dis-
agreement with my distinguished chair-
man. It has been a privilege and pleasure
to work with him. I know of the time,
dedication, and effort he puts into this
matter. I know of no man in the Senate
who has greater knowledge of these mat-
ters and keener and more perceptive in
dealing with them. But some remarks
were made on the floor yesterday about
how much the committee and the bill
cuts the President’s recommendations,
That is true in one sense, but it is true
as an overall figure. It should be remem-
bered, however, that in one fell swoop we
obliterated from the bill advance fund-
ing for 1971. If my memory Serves me
correctly, that was $1.2 billion. That was
in the President’s recommendation. It
was a big cut and made up for additions
in many other areas.

I would also like to say that I was
most reassured and very happy when the
people in the administration indicated
in letters to many of us—I suppose to all
Senators—the points on which the Presi-

_dent found himself in disagreement with
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the bill as reported in conference. Ap-
parently the President asgrees with us
that the small, 10-percent average in-
crease over fiscal 1969 that we adopted in
the case of research for the various in-
stitutes of health—heart, stroke, cancer,
and other research—was not one of the
points with which the Executive dis-
agreed. So we are not so far apart.

I say again, let us deal, if we must,
with a veto message when the veto mes-
sage comes. As far as the conference re-
port is concerned, I believe at least those
of us who served on the committee of
conference and supported the conference
report are honor bound to support it on
the floor. That is what I shall do, without
any indication whatsoever that I do not
intend to support my President in such
action as he may feel he must take after-
ward,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr., President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

I think we ought to clear up the im-
pacted area matter a little more. The
administration sent up a budget request
for $202 million, for all titles. The House
increased that item to $600 million, by a
vote of 293 to 120 on the so-called Joel-
son amendment. The Senator from Colo-
rado then asked the Senate to increase
it, and finally we agreed to vote for a
$60 million increase, which made it $660
million, The budget request was $202 mil-
lion for impacted areas. So it became $660
million in the Senate, but in conference
it was cut back to the House figure of
$600 million,

I want to say to the Senator from New
Hampshire that I did not get any letter
from the President of the United States.
I do not know what specific items he is
objecting to. I have not found a Demo-
crat who received a letter from the Presi-
dent.

Mr. COTTON. If the Senator wili yield,
I do not know of anyone who got a letter
from the President.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Or communication.

Mr. COTTON. But we received a com-
munication from people in the Bureau
of the Budget or from people who could
be said to be in the President’s confi-
dence, but no direct eommunication.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is why I was
eliminating him, I did not receive any
letter, but I understand, from people
who are in the confidence of the Presi-
dent, that one of the main items he is
objecting to is the impacted areas item.
That amounts to less than one-half of
all the money added for items by the
House or Senate.

It is a kind of strange situation when
the House voted 293 to 120 for $600 mil-
lion, and then the Senator from Colo-
rado wanted to add $60 million more, and
the vote in the Senate on amendment
of the Senator from Colorado was 73 to 9.

The Senator from New Hampshire and
1 still suggest that we should change the
formula by legislative act. When the
Senate votes 73 to 9 to increase even the
House figure, which was $600 million,
and that item accounts for about 35 to
40 percent of the whole maiter we are
talking about here, it is obvious how the
Congress feels. The vote in the House on
impacted areas was nonpartisan and it
was nonpartisan here in the Senate. So
this is a procedure that is a little strange.
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As I have said, I have not received
any letter or communication from the
President. I am not in his confidence on
this matter, I guess, although I am chair-
man and am handling the bill. I under-
stand this is one of the main items to
which he objects, and the Senate voted
73 to 9 to increase the House figure of
$600 million, which was about $400 mil-
lion over what the budget suggested.
This to me is a very strange procedure.

If Members of Congress who wanted
impacted areas aid voted for it in that
strength, I would think they would vote
against a veto, because, in round figures,
this item is 40 percent of the whole
amount. The rest of the differences with
the President are in smaller amounts.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
said, the administration may not be ob-
jecting to the increase for research. So
what we are talking about in the bill is
objection to very few items. One is im-
pacted areas, which was voted for in the
Senate by a vote of 73 to 9. I do not know
whether the two Senators I see right now
voted for it or not, but I will look at the
RECORD——

Mr. PEARSON. I voted for it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from
Eansas voted for it. The vote in the
House was over 2 to 1. So, naturally, the
Senator from New Hampshire and I said,
when we went to conference, “The Con-
gress wants this,”

I understand the second item—again,
I get my information secondhand—is the
amount of money we provided for Hill-
Burfon hospital construction, which the
House agreed to overwhelmingly and
which the Senate agreed to. Now some
Members of Congress are saying, “We
did not mean it.”

With respect to the other items, one
by one, I know that the administration
has been opposed to our additions—and
I have the figures here—amounts for
education of deprived children under
title I ESEA. $170 million over the budget
estimate was provided. Another item is
supplementary education centers, $48
million. Another item is library resources
and community services.

The Budget sent up a request of zero
for library resources. I think one of the
prime needs in the country, particularly
in primary-secondary education, is that
very item, and we added $50 million.

There is a relatively small sum, $30
million, provided for equipment and
minor requirements. All of these con-
tained within a $312 miilion increase for
elementary and secondary education.
Then there is the item for impacted
areas, $398 million, which I have already
discussed. Another item is an increase,
to which the House and Senate agreed,
for Hill-Burton hospital construction, of
$104 million. The last large item of dis-
agreement with the President’s budget is
vocational education, where we have
added $209.5 million.

This is what we are talking about. But
it seems to me a little strange, when the
Senate voted 73 to 9 for the provision for
aid to impacted areas it is criticised so
much. The Senator from New Hampshire
and I were rather lukewarm on that cne,
because we thought the formula ought
to be changed. The Senator from Florida
knows that we discussed that in com-
mittee,
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida feels very strongly that the
formula should be changed, and he
thinks it is a complete injustice that
counties like Montgomery, Prince
Georges, and the counties adjoining the
Distriet in Virginia are included in this
provision, when they simply have civilian
employees of the United States who own
their own homes and pay their own taxes.
Those counties are still included in this
bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. But the State of Flor-
ida has two vitally affected counties,
among others. One of them is Brevard
County, where the Kennedy Space Cen-
ter is located, and the other Okaloosa
County. Actually, there are three coun-
ties in that latter area: Santa Rosa, Oka-
loosa, and Walton; but Okaloosa is the
principally affected one. That is where
Eglin Field is located; and Eglin Field
takes about half of the area of Okaloosa
County off the tax rolls, and contributes
about 50 percent of the children to the
publie school system of Okaloosa County.

Brevard County is already hard hit by
the cutting down of the space program—
though the formerly employed people are
still there, and their children are still
there. So those two areas very greatly
need the help under this program.

I will join with my friend from Wash-
ington and others in revising what I
regard as a much too-broad provision of
the impacted areas act.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The interpretation
of it.

Mr. HOLLAND. But I am not going to
strike a blow—and it would be a very
hard blow—against the chance for an
education of several thousand children,
particularly in those two counties of
Florida by turning down this bill. Others
are adversely affected, but those are the
two main ones in our State.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is right.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida also has very strong feelings on
the hospital construction matter. We are
a State which is growing with exceeding
rapidity. We have more people who want
to get in hospital beds than we have beds.
We have areas crying out for hospital
construction. I feel this is a field which
should not be ignored and cannot be
responsibly ignored at this time,

I have been very plain in my discus-
sions of this bill with the Senator from
Washingion. There are items in this bill
which I would have liked to have seen
decreased. The question now is, having
cut other budgets covering other agen-
cies in an amount vastly greater than
this, and having already made a cut in
the foreign aid bill which is an offset——

Mr. MAGNUSON. Almost to the dollar.

Mr, HOLLAND., Almost to the dollar
for this increase, I am not willing to see
very worthwhile and necessitous objec-
tives set back, We are already set back
too far, because by the time this bill can
be passed and made operative, the fact is
that we will have probably only 4 to 5
months remaining in the fiscal year.
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So the Senator irom Florida, with some
reluctance—and the Senator from Wash-
ington knows this is the case—finds so
many necessitous items in this bill, so
many items that are required if the pres-
ent needs of our population are to be
served, he is certainly not going to vote
to turn down this conference measure.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is a small amount
in the bill, but for a pretty important ob-
jective—and I see the Senator from New
Mexico is here—we added $15 million for
bilingual education. There are several
million youngsters to be served.

Mr. MONTOYA. 3 million youngsters.

Mr., MAGNUSON, 3 million young-
sters in this country who need this
special assistance, so that they can take
full advantage of their schooling.

Mr, MONTOYA. That is right. Those
youngsters are handicapped, because
when they go to school they cannot speak
the English language.

IS THE ADMINTSTRATION USING LIVES TO BALANCE
THE BUDGET?

Mr., President, President Nixon has
announced his intention of vetoing the
pending HEW-Labor-OEO Appropria-
tions Act if Congress adopts it in the
form approved by a conference commit-
tee. The President bases his opposition on
increased inflation he claims would be
caused by funds added by Congress to the
amount he asked for.

Certainly we added $1.262 billion. Most
of it, $919 million, was added to the Fed-
eral contribution for support of Amer-
ica’s public schools. Moreover, I see no
reason at all for cutting such an essential
expenditure, and if the President, in his
wisdom, does veto the measure, I shall
vote to override that veto.

President Nixon's own Commissioner
of Education, James E. Allen, Jr., re-
cently expressed public dissatisfaction
with education’s place among the Nixon
administration’s domestic priorities. A
50-member urban education task force
appointed last year by Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare Finch
has recently recommended a $5 to $7
billion annual increase in Federal funds
for urban schools. Congress has sought
to respond to an increasingly acute crisis
through such added funds. Now the Pres-
ident responds to such an urgent situa-
tion by holding the sword of a veto over
the head of our Nation's children. It is
terribly sad to see such shortsighted-
ness on the part of an administration.

Local school districts are now taxed to
the absolute limit, as voter rejection of
larger numbers of school bond issues
shows. Federal spending for public
schools dipped in 1969, according to the
National Education Association. Yet such
signals are ignored by the administra-
tion.

How can we pour $30 billion annually
into Vietnam and cut our schools and
health expenditures? How can we sub-
sidize some already oversupported ele-
ments of America’s business community,
yet shortchange our children? How can
we assume S0 many costs around the
world while ignoring health and educa-
tion needs?

In my own State of New Mexico, such
a veto would immediately deprive our
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schools of $8.4 million in funds for edu-
cation. Pederally impacted areas would
be struck a body blow, and such areas are
many all over the west.

The cut in medical research and
health funds is an equal tragedy, for
such slashes hurt twice. Once in imme-
diate losses, and again in terms of long-
reaching effects that will be felt for
years. Research teams are being broken
up, as relatively modest Federal backing
is cut or withdrawn. Medical research,
medical school faculty salaries, and aid
to medical students is being hamstrung.
Laboratory animals will be sold or de-
stroyed. Invaluable files and research
results will be lost or disposed of. Close
working relationships will be broken up.
Demoralization is already setting in
across the land in the ranks of research-
ers, faculties and students. Early reports
are reaching us of the first such signs
of this.

Every major educational, medieal,
hospital, dentistry and public health as-
sociation in America has joined in beg-
ging the President to refrain from exer-
cising his veto on this measure. A spokes-
man for the National School Boards
Association has predicted that some
schools will have to close their doors
early or drop programs—which could
force dropout-prone, less motivated stu-
dents onto our streets, creating problems
in every American city.

In health the picture is as gloomy, as
leaders in this area have assured us we
will be unable to train the 70,000 addi-
tional doctors the Nation requires. How
can the administration use lives to bal-
ance the budget?

One example that immediately comes
to mind is Government’s failure to pro-
vide some $40 million to train workers
in coronary care units in our hospitals.
This could mean that 50,000 people might
die in the next 12 months who need not
perish.

The last time a President of the United
States vetoed a major education mecsure
of this type was in 1859, when President
Buchanan did so. We all know President
Nixon is a compassionate man with de-
cent instincts. I fervently hope his com-
passionate feelings will overrride reasons
he has given recently as grounds for
threatened veto of this measure. If not,
then America will have totally turned its
order of priorities around in the past
year.

Each of the three American scientists
who recently participated in the winning
of the Nobel Prize for Medicine have
had their research funds cut by the Fed-
eral Government. Dr. Max Delbruck, of
California Institute of Technology at
Pasadena, has his funds cut 8 percent.
Dr. Alfred D. Hershey, of the Carnegie
Institution of Cold Spring, N.Y¥., had his
funds cut 10 percent., Dr, Salvador E.
Luria of MIT lost 9 percent of his money
for research.

Mr. Presdent, such facts speak for
themselves. In addition to cutting aid to
education, libraries, hospitals, Job Corps,
OEOQ, conservation, antipollution moneys,
and funds for acquisition of new national
parks, the President now seeks to cripple
basic areas of endeavor essential to na-
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tional well-being for years to come. We
must prevent him from doing so. Our
duty as Senators is clear. We must
override any Presidential veto.

Under the Bilingual Education Act,
which the Senator from Texas and I
sponsored here, we would be able to give,
under this program, instruction to chil-
dren before they started in the first
grade, so they could be on a competitive
level with their counterparts in the edu-
cational system. I think this is sorely
needed. We have had some very good
pilot programs, and this kind of instruc-
tion has proved itself out. HEW is for if,
and the educators who have tried it are
for it. In fact, other educators through-
out the country are copying it.

I commend the Senator from Washing-
ton, because he was very sympathetic to
this particular program, as well as to
other educational programs. In fact, I do
not think there is a valid, credible, logical
argument for saying that this expendi-
ture for education is inflationary, that it
feeds the fires of inflation. I do not think
so. I think that uppermost in our minds
should be whether or not we are going to
establish education as one of the top
priorities in this country; and I think
that we have ample room here to justify
this additional expenditure, in view of
the faet that we cut expenditures in the
defense budget, we cut foreign aid, and
we cut other programs that do not relate
to our domestic priorities. That is what
the Senator from Washington and his
subcommittee were doing, and that it
what we were aware of when the full
Appropriations Committee acted upon
this bill.

I think that Congress itself has reacted
similarly in giving an overwhelming vote
to this appropriation. I commend the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. May I, right at that
point, state for the ReEcorp that the vote
on final passage on this bill in the Senate
was 88 to 4.

Mr. MONTOYA, That is right. I am
hopeful that the President will realize
that education should have a top priority
in this country, and that this expendi-
ture is in proper order, because the rep-
resentatives of the people—those in the
House of Representatives and we here
in the Senate—have spoken for and on
behalf of the people and the educators
of this country, who sorely need this
Federal funding to upgrade the school
systems.

We need this type of money. We need
to imbue our local systems with Federal
moneys, because school bond issues have
been going down the drain. The taxpay-
ers at the local level are overburdened
with taxation to support their school sys-
tems, and it is up to us to establish this
as a top priority, and to give it due con-
sideration, as we are giving it in this bill,
and I commend the Senator from Wash-
ington because he was the great leader
in this movement to put education in the
forefront.

Without a good, healthy educational
system, America will retrogress, and
many of our individuals, many of our
children, will be dropouts, and they will
continue in that cycle of adversity—of
economiec adversity, if you please—unless
we do something for them.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Senator
for that contribution. I wish to make it
clear again that I gather this, though I
have no direct word from the administra-
tion, that the main objection is we are
above—and when they say “above,” I do
not know; above what? Above a budget
estimate originally sent up, and then a
dozen or more amendments afterward,
changing their minds clear up until
November?

It is a little like when I was handling
the truth-in-packaging bill. We said that
they should stop the practice, in retail
stores, of permitting the marking of
goods “10 cents off,” when one could
ask the question, “Off from what?"

It is the same way with this matter.
Off the budget, yes. We were not off
from the budget at all. If you include the
$1.226 billion that they asked for forward
financing on title I of ESEA, which I
agreed to. As a matter of fact, the total
budget request for HEW—and I hope
these figures will be stated completely in
the Recorp; I wish I could capitalize
them—was $19,834,125,700 for all these
functions; and the total appropriation in
this bill, the current total, is $19,747,-
153,200, or $86,972,500 under the request
of the administration.

But we shifted the priorities. What
did this shift include? We took money
from one thing and we put it in the
Hill-Burton program—=$104 million more
than the budget. In the NIH training
grants and research we put $56 million,
but I understand they are not objecting
to that, and I hope that is true. We did
more for health manpower, we added
$16,449,000.

The next big item was $312 million for
elementary and secondary education,
which includes the bilingual libraries,
guidance, supplementary centers, title
I and many other matters. Impacted
aid, $398 million and higher education,
direct student loans, $67,100,000.

The last one is vocational education.
That is $209 million.

Those items are approximately 85 to
90 percent of what we are talking about.
If there is any need in this country in the
whole spectrum of education, it is for
vocational education, and not one person
who testified before our committee sug-
gested that we cut back on vocational
education. That is what this is all about.

We understand that there is not too
much argument about the rest of it.
At least, I hear this.

It is a very strange thing that is hap-
pening to the impacted areas program,
for which the Senate voted 73 to 9. That
is a strange political switch. The Senate
voted 73 to 9 to increase aid to impacted
areas, and then the suggestion is made
that we turn around and say we did not
mean it. The committee thought the Sen-
ate meant it, and when we went to con-
ference, we came out with the House fig-
ure. That is a substantial increase over
the President’s budget.

The vote in the House on this bill,
which is substantially the same as the
Senate—was 293 to 120. The teller vote
on the amendment I mentioned was 242
to 106, and the vote in the House on the
conference report December 22 was 261 to
110.
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Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. MONTOYA. As the Senator well
remembers, I introduced the amended
continuing resolution in the Senate.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. MONTOYA. And 47 Senators
joined in cosponsorship of that joint
resolution with me, indicating to me that
there is an overwhelming sentiment in
this body for the additional funding for
educational purposes such as are pro-
vided in this biil.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The continuing
resolution in many cases provided much
more than the President’'s budget.

Mr, MONTOYA. The amended con-
tinuing resolution provided the type of
funding that is now in this bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The word “inflation™
is used a great deal, and every Member of
this body is concerned. There may be
some objections about how we go about
fighting inflation.

Apparently, the economy is not getting
any better under some of the procedures
that have been going on. No one has made
a move on tight interest that is causing
so much trouble in this country. If some-
body does not change some direction in
this case soon we are going to have a re-
cession, Under the Eisenhower adminis-
tration we had a couple of them, but they
called it a rolling readjustment. But
when you are out of a job, it is not a
rolling readjustment. Unemployment is
rising, and perhaps you can have defla-
tion without some unemployment.

But when you suggest to the American
people that it is inflationary when you do
something about the training of people
for the health care of the American peo-
ple, so that we have more trained peo-
ple available, I think you are off on the
wrong track.

The reason for the inflationary prices,
the tremendous rise in hospital costs,
medical costs, and clinical costs is the
lack of trained personnel. They are hard
to get, hard to find, and hard to train.
There is a shortage of at least 50,000 doc-
tors and I do not know how many den-
tists. If you do not believe it, try to get
an appointment with a dentist. You will
stand in line. There is a shortage of tech-
nicians and clinicians of all types in
health care. A great number of the poor
in the country are sick, and they are sick
because they are poor, and they do not
get adequate health care.

When you talk about inflation, you had
better specify your direction. The infla-
tionary cost of health care in this coun-
try is due to the fact that we have not
paid attention to personnel and health
manpower. Here we are talking about an
amount of money that is less than one-
hundredth of 1 percent of the gross na-
tional product. I think we can afford that.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may I in-
quire as to the time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy
minutes to the minority leader or his
designee and 28 minutes to the Senator
from Washington.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA).

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr, President, will
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the Senator yield to me for a minute, for
an observation, on my own time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am now the recip-
ient of the message from down below.
I just got it. It reads:

Drar Warren: I enclose a copy of a letier,
with enclosure, relating to the HEW bill,
which Bryce Harlow has sent apparently to
Republican Members of the House and Sen-
ate, because this particular letter was ad-
dressed to a Republican Member, and called
to my attention by a friend of mine.

This is a most unusual letter, (1) that
before a bill reaches the President, that he
announced it is going to be vetoed, and (2)
that the announcement is made apparently
to Republican Members by Bryce Harlow,
Counselor to the President.

I thought you would be interested to re-
ceive the copy of the enclosed letter.

I am about to read it—to myself.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I intend
to cast my vote against the adoption of
the conference report on HR. 13111.

I urge my colleagues to join in this
opposition.

Not because we have less confidence in
our conferees, for they have done a
magnificent in preserving the
essentials of the Senate’s wishes. Not be-
cause we have lost faith in the members
of our Appropriations Committee, for I
can attest to the long, serious considera-
tion they gave each and every item in
the bill that was before them.

Rather, we should reject the confer-
ence report because new facts are now
available and we are faced with a dif-
ferent situation from which existed in
mid-December. It would be the height of
irresponsibility to hold a previous posi-
tion when we now know that position to
be faulty. It would be even worse if we
acted out of some mistaken notion of
partisan advantage. The situation at
hand is far too grave for that.

These new facts include the follow-
ing points:

The conference report seeks to appro-
priate amounts totaling about $1.3 billion
over and above the budget figure re-
quested by the President.

This increase would be inflationary. It
would badly impair the President’s figcht
against inflation.

Many of these increases provide ex-
cessive, misdirected, and low priority ex-
penditures—expenditures that can be
deferred.

The President has said that he will
veto the bill in its present form. His
decision is not capricious. Nor does it fol-
low any pattern of antagonistic response
to the Congress. On the contrary, he has
accepted legislation passed by this Con-
gress even though he had strong reserva-
tions about some aspects of several bills
which he signed into law. He has been
moderate in his comments about the
product of our first session, even though
our output has been tardy, and in some
respects skimpy.

From a nearsighted partisan stand-
point, President Nixon might prefer to
see the bill stand as it is, since it appears
to provide extra funds to some
popular programs. We can be very sure
that the President’s decision to veto is
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not based on any shallow political con-
siderations.

We should consider very seriously,
then, why the President—who is a con-
summate political, as well as a great
President—has publicly decided to take
this politically unpopular course,

The answer is not hard to find. If this
report is approved here, the President
will veto it because his conscience re-
quires him to do so. He will veto it be-
cause it runs counter to the higher
priority he has placed upon his many-
faceted efforts to stem inflation; and to
get the most out of every dollar spent. He
must take the responsible road, regard-
less of the political consequences.

The fight against inflation is as dif-
ficult as any which this country has ever
faced. If it is not won, we will devour
ourselves as a society and as a nation.
The conference bill would be a serious
setback in this battle.

In attacking inflation, the President is
not singling out the field of health, edu-
cation, or welfare. He has taken pro-
gressively stronger actions in similar
fashion to correct a situation not of his
own making. One of the major efforts in
these actions is to reduce the inflationary
fuel of Federal expenditures.

He has drastically and substantially
cut back in the military.

He has reduced the popular space pro-
gram,

He has slowed the pace of Federal con-
struction.

He has urged both labor and industry
to be responsible in their actions, as to
wages and prices.

He is in the process of taking new and
drastic steps to reduce even further the
F;:.:Iieml budget requests for fiscal year
1971,

And he seeks now to oppose the exces-
sive, in some instances, low priority items
in the conference report now before the
Senate,

Each of these actions is bound to be
unpopular with those who are adversely
affected. Some of them, I am sorry to say,
have been frustrated or mitigated by the
actions of this Congress,

Mr. President, it is submitted that we
cannot let the President of the United
States stand alone in this ficht. We
should have the understanding and the
courage to act for all the people and for
the good of the whole Nation. I, for one,
do not intend to desert the President on
this crucial issue.

Mr. Nixon was nominated by the Re-
publican Party to be our President, and
to carry out the programs and principles
enunciated in his party’s platform.

The people found that platform to be
in concert with their wishes, and the
election of Mr. Nixon was the result.

Among other things, the Republican
platform promised to “restore fiscal in-
tegrity and sound monetary policies.”
The President is working hard to do this.
We can do no less, as members of his
party, to support him in his efforts. I can
do no less, as chairman of the platform
subcommittee on fiscal policy, than to
help the President meet our common
pledge.

I have noted with interest that the
platform of the Democratic Party also
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made a commitment to the objective of
price stability. That platform points out
that “price inflation hurts most the weak
among us,” a fact recognized by all, and
specifically mentioned by the adminis-
tration as a reason for the promised veto,

Thus Republicans and Democrats alike
are committed to price stability and fiscal
integrity, by their promises to the people
who elected them. The President is calling
upon us to honor those promises. He has
put the fight agzainst inflation in first
place, so that our schools, and our hos-
pitals and our needy, do not have to see
their resources eroded by continually -
spiraling costs.

Mr. President, I voted for H.R. 13111
as it was amended by the Senate, and I
make no apologies for that vote. The pro-
grams contained in the bill are necessary
to the people in Nebraska, as they are to
the people throughout the land.

Under other circumstances, I could in
good conscience vote to increase many of
those programs by very substantial
amounts—those programs which are in
the bill and which are in dispute in the
conference report. The problems they
seek to solve are still with us, and the
President is as aware of this as the most
experienced among us. The question iz
primarily one of timing, priority, and
emphasis.

As the President has pointed out, in-
flation does its worst damage to those
whom the bill is designed to serve. Hav-
ing been apprised of the dangers and of
the President’s position, who among us is
50 cynical as to pretend that we are con-
cerned about health and education,
knowing that, in large degree, our actions
are detrimental to those causes?

Mr, President, there is an alternative
and it is the duty of this body and of the
Congress to reflect on the issue before us.

We must avoid a disastrous confronta-
tion with the President and seek instead
to reach an accommodation. The Presi-
dent is a man of conscience and good will.
We are a body of responsible men, I am
completely convinced that some middle
ground exists which will lessen the dan-
gers cited by the President and at the
same time permit the legislative will to
be exercised.

I therefore propose, Mr. President, that
the conferees be instructed to reex-
amine the conference report, in concert
with whomever the President designates,
with the objective of crriving at a mu-
tually acceptable position.

With formidable legislative and execu-
tive prospects facing us in the coming
year, we do not need—in fact, we cannot
stand—the chaos and bitterness which
will surely follow from any other course
than fo oppose the conference report.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SronG in the chair). The Senator from
Michigan is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr, GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in pass-
ing judgment today on this conference
report we must consider not only what
is desirable and appealing, but what is
practical, and what is in the best interest
of the Nation at this particular time,

Viewed independently and separately, I
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am suré that almost everyone could easily
find some merit in each item and every
part of this appropriation bill. j

But it must be viewed as a whole, in
light of priorities so far as the economy
is concerned—and so far as education is
concerned. It must be viewed in light of
the importance of the President's deter-
mined effort at this particular point in
history to contain the inflationary spiral.

There are compelling reasons why the
Senate should reject the conference re-
port, and why we should vote to sustain a
veto if that should become necessary.

I take that position for three basic
Teasons:

First, the conference report calls for
misdirected spending. The measure
would spend too much in some areas; but
of equal importance and concern is the
fact that it would not spend enough in
ofher areas,

Second, this appropriation measure in-
volves ineffective—and possibly waste-
ful—spending, because the additional
funding comes too late in the fiscal year,
and in the school year, to be spent wisely,
in some circumstances.

Third, the appropriation of $1.3 billion
over and above the HEW budget request
would be inflationary.

At the outset, it should be acknowl-
edged that the conference report does
appear to call for an appropriation of
$16.725 billion for HEW, as compared
with an administration request of $16.689
billion.

But those figures do nof reflect an
accurate picture.

The figure in the conference report was
reached by dropping, entirely, $1.2 bil-
lion requested by the administration for
advance funding under title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.

This advance funding feature, re-
quested by the administration, would
have had no inflationary impact this
year. It was, and is, a very important
feature so far as school administrators
are concerned—those who are striving
to plan intelligently for the next school
year.

To eliminate the advance funding fea-
ture requested by the administration, as
the conference agreement does, is truly
a serious blow to education unless the
move was made for appearance’s sake
only. I believe the latter is the case—and,
accordingly, no one should be fooled.

The record clearly demonsirates that
this President is not only deeply con-
cerned about education—he is very inter-
ested in a reordering of priorities in the
field of eduvcation that will benefit par-
ticularly the poor and the disadvantaged.

During the 1968 campaign, President
Nixon emphasized the importance of
improving education at the elementary
and secondary levels. In a CBS radio
network speech on October 20, 1968, he
said:

Buildings, books, administration struc-
tures—all these are important. But every-
one knows the key to learning is the gifted
teacher. We must make a serious and com-
prehiensive effort to rejuvenate the teaching
profession at the elementary and secondary
levels , . . For too long we have riveted our
attention on the needs of higher education.
Important these still are, but we must now
turn more attention to the guality, effective-
ness and requirements of classroom teachers
from kindergarten through the twelfth grade.
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In the same address the President also
said:

Effective programs already In operation
« « « Will be expanded as the need grows.
When research indicates the desirabllity of
new programs, they will receive support from
my administration, All of us need to under-
stand that perhaps our greatest deficiency
today is in the teaching of remedial reading.

This deep concern of the President was
reflected in the HEW budget he sub-
mitted to Congress last year. His budget
request emphasized the need for new
approaches and new techniques relevant
to rapidly changing times.

For example, he requested $25 million
to provide a testing ground for new
teaching techniques and methods, par-
ticularly for remedial reading for chil-
dren in the inner city.

While ordering huge increases in some
areas of the bill which the President did
not request, the conference report dis-
regards altogether this request of $25
million by the President for a very im-
portant program for children who need
help with remedial reading.

The report cuts $11 million from the
President's request for education schol-
arships and opportunity grants—a cut
that would deprive at least 20,000 stu-
dents of needed assistance.

For the Teachers Corps, the measure
provides $10 million less than the
amount asked for in the President’s
budget.

Funds requested by the President for
a highly successful dropout prevention
program were reduced by $19 million—a
reduction that will prevent any new pro-
grams from being started in this area.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary showing these re-
ductions be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
WELFARE
DECREASES IN HIGH PRIORITY PROGRAMS
National Institutes of Health
Nursing Scholarships—#$4.8 million below the
President’s budget

Nursing scholarships are designed to assist
qualified young people with serious finan-
cial needs to become nurses. Thirty-eight
percent of nursing students come from fam-
ilies with incomes of $7,500 or less. As a re=
sult, at least thirty percent of students en-
rolled in nursing schools require financial
aid to complete their education. Scholarship
funds are of particular value in reaching
minority and disadvantaged groups not now
entering the nursing field in sufficient num-
bers. Yet in the face of this great need, the
congressional reduction of 4.8 million rep-
resents a cut of 4,822 in the number of needy
students who can be awarded scholarships
for the 1970-1971 academic year.

Office of Education

Elementary and secondary education: Drop-
out prevention—&$19 million below the
President's budget
The decreasc will confine this successful

demonstration program to its present level

of operations. It will not allow for (1) the
initiation of any new projects, (2) the opera-
tion of programs for which planning funds
were Included last year, or (3) the normal
expansion of existing demonstrations., The

Administration proposed to plan 20 new

projects, to make operational nine projects
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planned last year, and to expand slightly 10
projects now operational.

The purpose of this program is to develop
and demonstrate educational practices that
help to reduce and prevent dropouts in
urban and rural schools having a high con-
centration of children from low income
families and a high dropout rate,

There are almost 1,000 dropouts a year from
the school system. Today, only about five
percent of the jobs in this country are in
the unskilled category. Each year that passes
Without the availability of a meaningful
dropout prevention program increases this
unskilled labor force, which will produce a
large unproductive segment of the U.S. Labor
market in the 1970's.

The Dropout Prevention program seeks to
meet these problems. The program hopes to
produce benefits, not only in dollars saved,
but in effective utilization of our most valu-
able resource—our Nation's youth.

Teacher Corps—$9 Million Below the Presi-
dent's budget

The decrease in this program for improving
the teaching of the disadvantaged will result
in fewer new Corpsmembers than were BuUp-
ported last year. Although the total size of
the Corps—which includes both new trainees
and second-year members will remain the
same, namely 3,479, the crucial number of
new recruits will drop by more than 25 per-
cent—from 1,500 last year to less than 1,100
this year. To capitalize on the effectiveness of
this program, the Administration had hoped
to increase the number of new Corpsmembers
to 2,000 in 1970.

The Teacher Corps program is now a na-
tionwide effort to improve educational oppor-
tunities for children in low-income families,
It attracts college graduates and undergradu-
ates to a two-year program of professional
training and service in poverty areas. Teacher
Corps programs are planned and adminis-
tered by poverty area schools, local universi-
ties, and State departments of education.
These programs provide special training for
teachers in educating the disadvantaged
child, and has been highly successful in
retraining these persons in poverty areas.
The program has been praised by a broad
spectrum of public opinion as an effective
way of improving the education of the dis-
advantaged.

Research and training: Major demonstra-
tions—D.C. model school—§4 million below
the Presldent's budget

The decrease for this item will prevent any
planned expansion of the project and will
seriously impair the Federal Government's
credibility with the community where major
expectations have been raised.

This program, located in the District of
Columbia, is a model of nationwide signifi-
cance of what can be done to deal with some
of today’s urban education problems. So far,
the program has focused on the improve-
ment of basic reading skills and on in-
creased community participation—a subject
of great interest throughout the country.
The additional funds requested—but de-
nied—would have permitted the program to
add teacher aides, special job training activ-
ities, in-service training of teachers and sev-
eral other new components which had been
carefully planned to phase in during the
second year of the project. The problem of
improving inner-city schools has recelved
nationwide attention and recognition, Many
have despalred of an answer and increasing
turmoil in our schools and communities has
been the result. This program was designed
to serve as a model of what might be done
in the way of constructive solutions.
Research and training: Experimental

schools—$25 million below the President’s

budget

The elimination of funds for this program
is a significant set-back for the Improve-
ment of educational practices. Although the
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Conference Agreement would permit plan-
ning activities to proceed within exist-
ing research resources, the lack of opera-
tional funds will delay implementation of
the program.

The Experimental Schools program was
developed in response to increasing reports
of uncertainty about the pay-off on our
larger educational assistance programs. Stud-
ies have shown that we do not know
enough about which educational methods
and techniques are really successful. Despite
the expansion of research and development
activities in education, there is still a need
to test these discoveries in large-scale set-
tings where an entire school or system of
schools is involved. Under the HEW plan,
proposals would be solicited from State and
local officlals. Rigorous testing and evalua-
tion would assure improved education prac-
tices and substantial savings in the educa-
tion dollar.

Social and Rehabilitation Service

Work Incentives Program—#$9.6 Million
Below the President's Budget

The Work Incentives Program will form
the nucleus of the very essential training
portion of the Family Assistance Plan. Cash
assistance can be planned and carried out
in a relatively short time, but an effective
work and training program of the magnitude
necessary for the success of the Family As-
sistance Plan, cannot be initiated overnight.
We must ensure an expanding work and
training capability in the States. This reduc-
tion of $9,640,000 which would have funded
training in FY 1971, may very well mean that
the program will expand by only the slight-
est margin in FY 1971. This would stifle the
development of training capabilities in the
States on the eve of the Family Assistance
Plan.

Formula Grants to State Vocational Reha-
bilitation Agencies—$35 Milllon Below the
President's Budget
The Vocational Rehabilitation State grant

program (section 2) is one of the most suc-
cessful in terms of serving people, and one
of the most cost-effective in terms of re-
turns on the Federal and State dollar in-
vestment. Rehabilitants return to the Gov-
ernment in increased taxes, many times the
cost of their rehabilitation. The reduction
allows only enocugh Increase in 1970 to cover
the statutory increase in the Federal share
from T5% to 80%. It excludes further pro-
gram increases.

Vocational Rehabilitation of Migrant Fami-
lies—$3.5 Million Below the President's
Budget
An adequate supply of migrant labor is

crucial to much of our agricultural industry.

The migrant labor population in this coun-

has an incidence of physical and mental
disability, far greater than that of the general
population, and yet they are among the
last and most difficult to be reached by re-
habilitation services. This sub-group has
simply not received its proportionate share
of social services because of the many special
problems involved. This program will be de-
signed to deal with the special problems of
the migrant family.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con-
trol—$5 Milllon Below the President’s
Budget
The 1969 appropriation of $5 million, pri-

marily funded State planning activities and

technical assistance to aid in the develop-
ment of those plans. Most of the States are
now ready to institute programs of preven=-
tion and rehabilitation based on the State
plans. These action programs are most costly

than planning activities and the full $15 mil-

lion dollars requested is necessary to mount

a meaningful program. We have begun an

effort by thoughtful planning and raised

expectations in the States, To keep faith with
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the States, we must provide adequate funds
for implementation now.
Salaries and Expenses—$4.2 Million Below
the President’'s Budget

The 1970 budget was prepared in a climate
of severe restraint. With all of HEW's pro-
gram responsibilities which grow yearly, the
1970 budget contained only one request for
additional personnel—that was for the So-
cial and Rehabilitation service. There were a
number of proposals for reductions in per-
sonnel, but this was the only increase. The
Secretary has determined that the agency
cannot effectively do its job with the current
level of staff. Such problems as Medicaid
abuse and the planning and development
of a new soclal service system to support the
Family Assistance Plan simply must be dealt
with,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on my time for a point?
I am sure that he wants to be correct.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, we
added $15 million to the dropout pro-
gram in the Senate. That is one of the
things they were objecting to.

Mr. GRIFFIN. My information is oth-
erwise.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Perhaps the Sen-
ator is privy to some information that I
do not have.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, what this
boils down to, can be stated quite suc-
cinetly:

The refusal to approve these modest
funds comes at a time when the Nation
is spending $40 billion a year on its
schools but is devoting less than one-
half of 1 percent of that to exploring new
ways to improve them. This figure should
be compared with the 10 percent of the
Defense budget which goes for research
and development.

It concerns this Nation, we know foo
little about how to get more for our edu-
cational dollar.

Mr. President, it is also of serious con-
cern that the funds provided in this bill
above and in addition to the budget re-
quest are not likely in some instances to
be spent wisely or most effectively.

This fiscal year began last July. The
school year began last September.

When the planning was done at the
State and local level for the school, it
was based—or should have been based—
on the level of Federal appropriations
requested in the budget. Surely, no one
can argue with the logic that a Governor
or local school board had no right to
expect and plan on the basis that Con-
gress would appropriate 5 months prior
to the end of the 1970 fiscal year $1.3
billion more than the President asked
for in his budget.

Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare Robert Finch, touched on this
point in an appearance at the National
Press Club on January 12. He said:

When the budget goes into effect . . .
you cannot posslbly. const.ructlve}y spend
those dollars through the State and sub-
systems that you have to do, you can't hire
teachers on that basis. You might be able
to buy some good athletic equipment. A bil-
lion two is not going to be spent effectively
in the final days.

It is also evident that some of the
large increases have been made in areas
which the administration feels should be
reexamined. If we are to have fiscal re-
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sponsibility, and I think most of us could
agree, on that point this reexamination
should be done if inflation were not a
problem.

An editorial in the January 14, 1970,
edition of the Wall Street Journal em-
phasizes this point. In commenting on
excessive and misdirected spending in
the HEW bill, the editorial notes:

No matter how stable the Nation's
economy, Federal spending should be re-
lated to need and outlays restricted to pro-
grams that have some chance of achiev-
ing results. And the fact is, of course, that
the economy now is not stable at all.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the Wall Street Journal
editorial printed in the Recorp follow-
ing my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, one of
the more disturbing aspects of the in-
creases written into the HEW appropria-
tion is that they occur primarily in pro-
grams calling for mandatory spending.
In short, these increases simply tie the
President’s hands.

Without discretion to impound appro-
priated funds, the President will be un-
able, in the face of new inflationary pres-
sures, to cut or delay programs which
could be postponed without detriment to
the country’s welfare.

I know there is some question of
whether the President could be forced to
spend money that he does not want to
spend. But the President has obtained
legal opinions from his advisers that, in-
deed, the special nature of the funds
added to the Labor-HEW bill for educa-
tion raises serious questions as to his
authority to impound these funds.

In this connection, I would like to read
a pertinent paragraph from one of two
memorandums prepared by the Justice
Department on this question:

It is In our view extremely difficult to
formulate a constitutional theory to justify
a refusal by the President to comply with a
Congressional directive to spend. It may be
argued that the spending of money is inher-
ently an executive function, and it seems an
anomalous proposition that because the Ex-
ecutive Branch is bound to execute the laws,
it is free to decline to execute them, Of
course, if a Congressional directive to spend
were to interfere with the President's au-
thority in an area confined by the Constitu-
tion to his substantive control and direction,
such as his authority as Commander-in-
Chief of the Armed Forces and his authority
over foreign affairs . . . a situation would be
presented very different from the one before
us. But the President has no mandate under
the Constitution to determine national pol-
icy on assistance to education independent
from his duty to execute such laws on the
subject as Congress chooses to pass.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Justice Department memo-
randums be inserted in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit No. 2.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 5 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, accord-
ing to estimates I have obtained, about
$1 billion of the $1.3 billion in HEW in-
creases are considered of a mandatory
nature. Some of the increases in manda-
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tory spending under the formula grant
provisions include:

For hospital construction $104.4 mil-
lion under the Hill-Burton Act; the $398
million added for impacted school aid,
and all but $17 million of the $209.5 mil-
lion added for vocational education.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
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sent to have inserted at this point in
the Recorp a series of tables showing in-
creases over budget requests in the areas
of mandatory formula grants.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

MANDATORY FORMULA GRANT PROGRAMS RECEIVING INCREASES IN HOUSE OR SENATE

[Dollars in thousands]

Appropriation/activity

1970 budget

1970 House

1970 final
conference

1970 Senate action

OFFICE OF EDUCATION
entary and ¢ d d

dep lwed hild A
Supplemenraw educatwnal centers._.
Library resources._

Guidance wunselmg. and testing. .
Equnpmenl.' and minor mmodalinx

Schoo in federally aff d areas
t: Grants ln Stalas =

p
Higher education: J v
Undergraduate instructional equipment
Direct loans.
Facilities grants
Vocational education:

e A e e e R e

¥
Programs for students with special needs_.
Research (State portion only)

Consumer and homemaking sdueation. ...

Libraries:
Library services. _ =
Construction of public libraries...
Education for the Handicapped: Preschool and rograms..
Total, Office of Education. ... ... .. ....

HEALTH AGENCIES
Hill-Burton construction granis
Community mental health center construction grants
Health professions siudent loans
Nursing student loa
Grants to the Sta{es Ior public health services (314d)

Total, health agencies._ i

1, 396, 975
, 876

$1, 396, 975 lJ'D 9?5
164, 876 +3

$1, 396, 975
124.8 6

352, 836
10,
40, 000
17, 000
20, 000

40,709
9,1
29,190

-+17, 500
+9,185
—60

3,341,571

3,134,761 +1, 08? 5?3

254, 400
36, 200
27,781 23,781
17,610 16, 360

100, 000 100, 000

31, 500

435,991 426, 041 +132,231

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE

Development of programs for the aging: Grants to States__________

20, 000 1000 e

I I - o T e s o A s L S S S T B A A e S e e

3,797, 562 3,573, 802 +1,219, 904

1 Consideration deferred due to lack of authorizing legislation.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Any question but that
an effort would be made to require the
spending of the money should be dis-
pelled by an article appearing in the
Washington Post of January 7, 1970,
dealing with this matter, In part, the
article said:

« « « it was learned that the Emergency
Committee for Full Funding of Education

ms—which helped lobby the increases
through Congress—is considering bringing a
law sult to force Mr. Nixon to spend the
money if he should decide to sign the bill
or if Congress should override a veto.

Charles Lee, a spokesman for the group,
sald he considered most of added funds to
be indeed mandatory in character and be-
lieve the President could legally be compelled
to distribute them. A sult brought by a state
would go directly to the Supreme Court and
could be settled rapidly, he said.

So we come down to this point. The
needs of education and health services,
however deserving, cannot be considered
apart from the overriding problem of in-
fation.

As we are all aware, inflation is a
clear and present danger., If allowed to
go unchecked, it would render ineffective,
if not meaningless, many of the objec-
tives we seek in this and in other meas-
ures we have considered or will consider
in this session.

The increases made in this conference
agreement in the name of education ig-
nore the fact that the schools themselves
are among the chief victims of inflation.

According to the January issue of
School Management, increases in school
spending are being consumed by infla-
tion.

On the basis of a survey of 1,000 school
districts, the magazine reported:

While many administrators complain bit-
terly, these days, about the adverse effect on
education of the Nixon administration’s
tough anti-inflation measuers, the Cost of
Education Index makes it abundantly clear
that inflation itself is far more damaging
than any of the attempts to bring it under
control.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the entire article to which I have
referred be printed in the Recorp follow-
ing my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, more-
over, a substantial amount of the in-
creases are for construction items where
the effects of inflation have had the
greatest impact.

So, on this issue, we must consider, as
the President has, the welfare of the en-

tire country—not just one segment of it.

The vote on the pending matter will be
of crucial importance in the President's
determined effort to stem the tide of
inflation and restore fiscal integrity in
government, His sound position deserves
our support.

Therefore, I shall vote against the
conference agreement. If it becomes nec-
essary, I also shall vote to sustain a veto.

ExHIBIT 1
[The Wall Street Journal, Jan. 14, 1970]
CONFRONTATION ON SPENDING

The Administration is determined to curb
Federal spending, and many Congressmen
appear to see profligacy as a virtue. A key
confrontation between these points of view
is shaping up later in the month,

At issue Is the massive appropriations bill
for the Departments of Labor and Health,
Education and Welfare. President Nixon
asked for about $19 billion, a substantial
sum by any standards, but Congress decided
to put up around $2 billion more.

When Mr. Nixon first threatened to veto
the package, House-Senate conferees cut the
total to $20 billlon. The reduction, however,
scarcely qualified as economy: The conferees
achieved most of it by eliminating $1.1 bil-
lion of advance funding for fiscal 1971 edu-
cational programs, money that sooner or
later must be appropriated.

Reasonably encugh, the President figures
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this sort of change is no improvement and
still promises a veto. So the forces are mo-
bilizing on both sides of the battle.

“If the bill is vetoed, every effort will be
made to override the veto,” declares House
Speaker John W. McCormack. “I hope the
national interest above partisan interest will
be displayed by Republican members if the
bill is vetoed.”

Well, we would hope so too. But is It
really true, as some of Mr. Nixon's more
virulent critics charge, that he is trying to
economize at the expense of the natlon’s
health and well-being?

HEW Secretary Robert H, Finch, who isn't
known as a hidebound conservative, obvious-
ly doesn't think so. He notes that the bill
would increase outlays on several educa-
tional programs that are “under a cloud”
and should be re-evaluated.

He mentioned compensatory education
for deprived children and Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, which provides extra money for
schools In poor neighborhoods. The Office
of Education currently is investigating re-
ports that Title I funds have been widely
misused. However great the need to attain
the aims of such programs, it would make
little sense to pour extra funds into the
programs if they are headed in wrong di-
rections.

Moreover, about half of the increase voted
by Congress would go to schools in so-called
Federally impacted areas, where Govern-
ment employes may send many children to
school but provide only limited tax revenue.
This program has always been controversial,
and surely could stand closer study before
any expansion.

According to White House officials, the
program in 1968 paid $5.8 million to Mont-
gomery County, Md., which leads the na-
tlon's counties in per-capita income. At the
same time, they added, a total of only $3.2
million went to the 100 poorest counties.

“In many cases these (impacted area)
payments exceed the cost to local schools
of educating Federal pupils,” the White
House statement continued. “In other in-
stances the program enables wealthy dis-
tricts to exert a lower tax effort than other
districts in the same state.”

No matter how stable the nation’s econ-
omy, Federal spending should be related
to need and outlays restricted to programs
that have some chance of achieving re-
sults. And the fact is, of course, that the
economy now is not stable at all.

Thanks to the Congressional spending
attitude and the recent broad tax cuts, the
projected Federal budget surplus for the
current fiscal year is swiftly disappearing.
The Administration promises a balanced
budget for next fiscal year, but such a re-
sult obviously depends on the lawmakers’
willingness to approve a wide range of tax
boosts, hardly a sure prospect in this elec-
tion year.

The upshot is that efforts to check in-
flation depend almost entirely on continua-
tion of the Federal Reserve System's re-
strictive monetary policy. That policy, with
its high interest rates and its uneven im-
pact on the economy, is lamented by nu-
merous lawmakers, few of whom seem to see
that their actions have forced the Fed’s
hand.

It's worth mentioning, too, that the in-
flation is rapldly raising costs for the na-
tion's educational institutions, just as it is
elsewhere. Inflation also is making it vastly
more difficult for states and localities to
raise funds to finance new or expanded
schools.

As Mr. McCormack says, the national in-
terest should be the prime concern of the
legislators, Democrats as well as Republi-
cans. That interest won't be advanced by
spending that is both excessive and mis-
directed.
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ExmisiT 2

Decemser 1, 1969,
Hon. Epwarp L. MoRGAN,
Deputy Counsel to the President,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Ep: Attached is a memorandum deal-
ing with the authority of the President to
impound funds appropriated for assistance
to federally impacted schools. A memoran-
dum dealing with other education programs
is in preparation.

Bincerely,
THOMAS E, KAUPER,
Deputy Assistant Attorney General,
Office of Legal Counsel.

MEMORANDUM

Presidential Authority to Impound
Funds Appropriated for Assistance to
Federally Impacted Schools.

You have asked us to consider whether
the President may, by direction to the Com-
missioner of Education or to the Bureau of
the Budget, impound or otherwise prevent
the expenditure of funds appropriated by
Congress to carry out the legislation for fi-
nancial assistance to federally impacted
schools, Act of September 30, 1950, as
amended (“P.L. 874"), 20 U.8.C. 236 et seq.,
and Act of September 23, 1950, as amended
(“P.L. 815"), 20 U.S.C. 631 et seq.

In July the House of Representatives, in
adopting the Joelson Amendment to the
Labor-HEW Appropriations bill, added ap-
proximately one billion dollars to the sum
to be appropriated for various programs ad-
ministered by the Office of Education. One
of the largest increases was in the appro-
priation to carry out PL. 874, which was
raised to $5856 million, nearly £400 million
over the figure requested by the Adminis-
tration and reported by the House Appro-
priations Committee. The appropriation for
PL. 815 on the other hand, is only £15,-
167,000, the same as that requested by the
Administration.

The question arises whether, assuming
that the appropriations carried in the Joelson
Amendment are not significantly reduced
by the Senate, the Administration is bound
to spend the money appropriated. This
memorandum considers the situation with
respect to P.L. 874 and P.L, 815, particularly
the former. In a subsequent memorandum
we shall consider the situation with respect
to certain of the other items In the Joelson
Amendment.?

P.L. 874 authorizes financial assistance for
the maintenance and operation of local
school districts in areas where school en-
rollments are affected by Federal activities,
Payments are made to eligible school dis-
tricts which provide free public eduecation
to children who live on Federal property with
a parent employed on Federal property (§3
(a)) and to children who either live on Fed-
eral property or live with a parent employed
on Federal property (§3(b)); to those
school districts having a substantial increase
in school enrollment resulting from Federal
contract activities with private companies
(§ 4); and to school districts when there has
been a loss of tax base as a result of the ac-
quisition of real property by the Federal
Government (§ 2). Where the State or local
educational agency is unable to provide sult-
able free public education to children who
live on Federal property, the Commissioner
of Education is required to make arrange-
ments for such education (§6). Major dis-
aster assistance is authorized for local edu-
cational agencies under section 7 of P.L.

Re:

i1This memorandum does not consider
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Ed-
ucation Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C. 241a et seq.,
which, although enacted as title IT of P.L.
874, is usually cited as a separate statute and
is listed as a separate appropriation item in
the Joelson Amendment.
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874. It should be noted that the $585 million
provided by the Joelson Amendment is for
assistance “as authorized by sections 3, 6,
and 7" of P.L. 874. Consequently, no funding
is provided for sections 2 and 4, and these
sections need not concern us further.

Section 3 of P.L. 874 requires the Commis-
sioner to compute the “entltlement” of a
local educational agency undeér a formula,
whereby, simply stated, the number of cate-
gory A children and one-half the category B
children * is multiplied by the local contri-
bution rate for the school district as deter-
mined under section 3(d). The determina-
tion of entitlement is not entirely mechani-
cal, for within fairly narrow limits the Com-
missioner has discretion in selecting the
basis for his determination of the local con-
tribution rate, and other provisions permit
him to make favorable adjustments in en-
titlements under narrowly defined circum-
stances (§§3(c)(2), 3(c)(4), 3(e), 6(d) (1)).

Once a district's section 3 entitlement has
been determined, however, the process of
making payments becomes mechanical. Sec-
tion 5(b) of P.L. 874 provides:

“{b) The Commissioner shall * * * from
time to time pay to each local educational
agency, in advance or otherwise, the amount
which he estimates such agency is entitled
to receive under this title. * * * Sums appro-
priated pursuant to this title for any fiscal
year shall remain available, for obligation
and payments with respect to amounts due
local educational agencies under this title
for such year, until the close of the follow-
ing fiscal year."

However, PL. 874 does not constitute a
promise by the United States to pay the
full entitlement, for the statute contem-
plates that Congress may choose not to ap-
propriate sufficient money to fund the pro-
gram at 100% of entitlement. In such a
circumstance section 5(c) provides that the
Commissioner after deducting the amount
necessary to fund section 6, shall, subject to
any limitation in the appropriation act, ap-
ply the amount appropriated pro rata to the
entitlements’ (Since the Joelson Amend-
ment provides no funding for sections 2 and
4, this would mean that after deducting the
amount necessary to fund section 6 and, per-
haps, constituting a reserve for possible ap-
plication to section 7, the appropriation
would be applied to the payment of section
3 entitlements.)

2 The terms “category A" and “category B"
refer to the standards for eligibility under
subsections 3(a) and 3(b) respectively.

3 This provision for continued availability
beyond the close of the fiscal year conflicts
with section 405 of the appropriation bill.
However, we understand that HEW regards
the obligation of the funds as occurring
within the fiscal year, even though the pre-
cise amount due may not be ascertained un-
til after the close of the fiscal year.

% Thus, he would have no authority to vary
this formula in order to provide fuller fund-
ing for category A entitlements at the ex-
pense of category B entitlements unless Con-
gress were so to provide in the appropriation
act.

iIt is arguable that since the Joelson
Amendment appropriates funds to carry out
sections 3, 6 and 7, the Commissioner could
set up a reserve for contingencies under sec-
tion 7, disaster assistance. On the other hand,
section 7(¢) of P.L, 874 permits the Commis-
sioner, notwithstanding the Anti-Deficlency
Act, to grant assistance under section 7 out of
moneys appropriated for the other sections,
such funds to be reimbursed out of sub-
sequent appropriations for carrying out sec-
tion 7. Since the statute permits such ap-
plication of funds allocated to carrying out
section 3, it would be hard for the Commis-
sioner to justify withholding funds from al-
location on the basis of the possibility that
they might be needed for disaster assistance.
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In sum, whatever limited discretionary au-
thority the Commissioner may have with re-
spect to determining entitlements, section §
does not appear to permit any exercise of
discretion in the application of appropriated
funds to the payment of entitlements. Since
the $585 million carrled in the Joelson
Amendment is only 980% of the total esti-
mated entitlements, Departments of Labor
and HEW Appropriations, 1970, Hearings be-
fore a subcommittee of the House Appropri-
ations Committee, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., Pt,
6, p. 229, discretlonary cutbacks on entitle-
ments would have to exceed 10% of the total
before there would be any impact on the
total funding of the program.

We do not, in short, find within P.L. 874
any statutory authority for the Commissioner
in the exercise of his discretion to avoid ap-
plying to the entitlements the full sum ap-
propriated, and we conclude that the pro-
visions of section 5 are mandatory in this
respect.’ We understand that this conclusion
is consistent with the position taken over
the years by the General Counsel of the De-
partment of HEW.*

P.L. 8156 authorizes payments to assist local
school districts in the construction of school
facilities in areas where enrollments are in-
creased by Federal activities. The entitlement
for assistance is computed under a statutory
formula, and in addition there is provision for
Judicial review of a Commission’s determina-
tion refusing to approve part or all of any
application for assistance under the Act.
(P.L. 815, §11(b), 20 U.S.C. 641(b).) On the
other hand, the mechanics of administration
of P.L. 815 differ significantly from those of
PL. B74. First, the Commissioner is not re-
quired to apply appropriations pro rata
among the eligible districts, but in accordance
withwith priorities which he establishes by
regulation (§ 3). Second, entitlement for as-
sistance is not computed on a annual basis,
but as a share of the cost of a particular proj-
ect. Thus, if funds are held up in one fiscal
year, the project may be funded the next year.
Finally, the Commissioner is apparently free
to allot, in his discretion, an indefinite share
of the appropriation to section 14 purposes,
school construction on Indian Reservations,

While we hesitate to conclude, on this
fairly summary consideration, that the Com-
missioner has discretionary authority under
P.L. 8156 to delay indefinitely the obligation
and expenditure of funds appropriated to
carry out the statute, it does appear to us
that there are enough discretionary powers
throughout the statute to permit him to
postpone the obligation of funds during fiscal
1970, Indeed, the Joelson Amendment pro-
vides that the appropriation for P.L. 815
shall remain avallable until expended, which
would seem to confirm the conclusion that
there is no legal requirement that the funds
be obligated in the year for which the ap-
propriation is made. However, inasmuch as
the appropriation in question is relatively
small and is consistent with the Administra-
tion's budget request, we see no need to dis-
cuss in greater detall the legal arguments

& Mandatory, that is, provided that the
school district is in compliance with appli-
cable federal statutes and regulations. Where
a district is not in compliance, the Commis-
sioner may have authority to withhold or
terminate assistance, see e.g., Civil Rights Act
of 1864, title VI, 42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.; 45
C.F.R. Part 80. Whether In the event of such
a8 withholding or termination the Commis-
sioner would be required to apply the funds
to the unfunded entitlements of other dis-
tricts is a point we need not decide at this
time.

S Memorandum of March 29, 1966 from
General Counsel Willcox to Assistant Secre-
tary Huitt; Memorandum of August 6, 1958
from General Counsel Bants to the Secretary
(HEW files do not indicate whether this
memo was actually sent).
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which could be used to support a deferral
of action to obligate the funds.

Notwithstanding the apparently manda-
tory provisions of P.L. 874, it has been sug-
gested that the President has a constitu-
tional right to refuse to spend funds which
Congress has appropriated. In particular,
there have been a number of statements by
Congressmen with respect to the very pro-
grams of the Office of Education presently
under consideration that Congress could not
force the President to spend money which he
did not want to spend.

Section 406 of the Vocational Education
Amendments of 1968, 20 U.S.C.A. 1226 (Feb.
1969 Supp.) provides that notwithstanding
any other provision of law, unless expressly
in limitation of this provision, funds ap-
propriated to carry out any Office of Educa-
tion program shall remain available for ob-
ligation until the end of the fiscal year. The
purpose of this provision was to deny to the
President authority which he would other-
wise have had under the Revenue and Ex-
penditure Control Act (P.L. 90-364), §§ 202,
203, to reduce obligations and expenditures
on Office of Education programs, and, in
particular, the impacted area programs and
title III of the National Defense Education
Act, 20 U.S.C. 441 et seq. See volume 114, part
22, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 201556. Dur-
ing the debate in both Houses on this provi-
sion several members stated that section 406
would not interfere with the President's con-
stitutional authority to reduce expenditures
in the area of education. See remarks of Sen-
ators Dominick and Yarborough, volume 114,
part 22, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 20159;
remarks of Congressmen Perkins and Quie,
volume 114, part 22, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
page 20477.

Similar vlews were expressed almost con-
temporaneously in connection with the
House of Representatives’ consideration of s
Senate amendment to the Labor-HEW Ap-
propriations Bill, 1968, (H.R. 18037), which
would exempt from both the Anti-Deficiency
Act and the Revenue and Expenditure Con-
trol Act an appropriation of $91 million for
impacted area school assistance for fiscal
1968. In advising the House to accept the
Senate amendment, Cong. Flood stated:

“Section 406 of the Vocational Education
Act amendments seems to many and, I must
say, not to others, to cover what the language
in disagreement seeks to do; but in any event
there are many instances in which it has
been made clear that the President has the
constitutional powers to refuse to spend
money which the Congress appropriates,”
volume 114, part 23, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
page 30588.

Cong. Laird agreed:

“The language will not be interpreted as
& requirement to spend because of the con-
stitutional question which is involved. The
Congress cannot compel the President of the
United States to spend money that he does
not want to spend.” I'bid.

More recently, in the hearing on HEW's ap-
propriation bill for fiscal 1970, Congressman
Smith stated his belief that HEW was not
compelled to spend the funds appropriated
for the impact ald program. Hearings before
a Subcommittee of the House Appropriations
Committee, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., Pt. I, p. 263.
Subcommittee Chairman Flood appeared to
agree. Ibid., p. 264.

Taken together these statements evidence
broad Congressional support for the proposi-
tion that the President has some residual
constitutional authority to refuse to expend
those funds to which section 400 applies.
What is not clear is the nature or the precise
source of the authority the speakers had in
mind.

For the reasons discussed below we con-
clude that the President does not have a
constitutional right to impound P.L. 874
funds notwithstanding a Congressional di-
rective that they be spent. However, before
proceeding with discussion of the constitu-
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tional question we might note that the Con-
gressional statements cited above might be
used in support of another argument for
Presidential authority, based on statutory in-
terpretation. It might be argued that al-
though these statements cannot affect the in-
terpretation of P.L. 874, since they were not
made in the course of enacting or amending
that statute, nevertheless P.L. 874 is not seli-
executing, and its operation is expressly con-
ditioned on the enactment of subsequent
appropriations legislation. Therefore, in de-
termining the duties of the Commissioner of
Education one must construe the intent of
both the substantive leglslation, P.L. 874, and
the appropriations legislation, and the pres-
ent understanding of Congress, as evidenced
by the statements above, is that the enact-
ment of the appropriation does not create a
duty to spend.

Up to a point this argument has a certain
amount of validity. We do not doubt, for ex-
ample, that notwithstanding the terms of
P.L. 874, Congress could provide in its ap-
propriation that the money need not be
spent. Or it could enact an appropriation,
and then provide in contemporaneous or sub-
sequent legislation that the money need not
be spent, as was done in title IT of the Reve-
nue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968,
PL. 90-364. However, the Congressional
statements cited above refer to the Presi-
dent’s constitutional powers and not to Con-
gressional intent. It seems doubtful that one
can infer from those statements, most of
them made in 1968, that Congress, in enact-
ing the appropriations legislation in 1969, in-
tended to exert less than its full authority
to require the expenditure of funds appropri-
ated to P.L, 874. Still, since at this writing
the appropriations legislation has not yet
been passed, it may be that legislative his-
tory may still be made which would support
the argument that Congress does not intend
to require the expenditure of the entire sum
appropriated.

With respect to the suggestion that the
President has a constitutional power to de-
cline to spend appropriated funds, we must
conclude that existence of such a broad pow=-
er is supported by neither reason nor prece-
dent. There is, of course, no question that an
appropriation act permits but does not re-
quire the executive branch to spend funds.
Bee 42 Ops. A, G. No. 32, p. 4 (1967). But
this 1s basically a rule of construction, and
does mot meet the question whether the
President has authority to refuse to spend
where the appropriation act or the substan-
tive legislation, fairly construed, require such
action.

In 1967 Attorney General Clark issued an
opinion, 42 Ops. A. G. No. 32, upholding the
power of the Presldent to impound funds
which had been apportioned among the
States pursuant to the Federal-Ald Highway
Act of 1956, 23 U.8.C. 101 et seq., but had not
been obligated through the approval by the
Secretary of Transportation of particular
projects. This opinion appears to us to have
been based on the construction of the par-
ticular statute, rather than on the assertion
of a broad constitutional princlple of Execu-
tive authority, While the reasoning of the
opinion might lend support to Executive ac-
tion deferring the obligation of funds under
PL. 815, we think the case of PL. 874 is
cleary distinguishable, because, among other
reasons, impounding the P.L, 874 funds would
result not in a deferral of expenditures, but
in permanent loss to the recipient school
districts of the funds In question and de-
feat of the Congressional intent that the
operations of these districts be funded at a
particular level for the fiscal year,

While there have been instances in the
past in which the President has refused to
spend funds appropriated by Congress for a
particular purpose we know of mo such in-
stance involving a statute which by its terms
sought to require such expenditure.

Although there is no judiclal precedent
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squarely in point, Eendall v. United Siates,
12 Pet. 524 (1838), appears to us to be au-
thority agninst the asserted Presidential
power. In that case it was held that man-
damus lay to compel the Postmaster General
to pay to a contractor an award which had
been arrived at in accordance with a proce-
dure directed by Congress for settling the
case. The court said:

“There are certain political duties impaosed
upon many officers In the executive depart-
ment, the discharge of which Is under the
direction of the President. But it would be
an alarming doctrine, that Congress cannot
impose upon any executive officer any duty
they may think proper, which is not repug-
nant to any rights secured and protected by
the Constitution; and in such cases, the duty
and responsibility grow out of and are sub-
ject to the control of the law, and not to the
direction of the President. And this is em-
phatically the case where the duty enjoined
is of a mere ministerial character.” 12 Pet,
at 610.

It might be argued that Kendall is not ap-
plicable to the instant situation because the
Commissioner of Education’s duties are not
merely ministerial. Cf. Decatur v. Paulding,
14 Pet. 487, 515 (1840). On the other hand,
while discretion is involved in the computa-
tion of the entitlement of the recipient dis-
tricts, as we have pointed out, the applica-~
tion of the appropriation to the payment of
entitlements pursuant to section 5(¢) of P.L.
874 might reasonably be regarded as a minis-
terial duty. In any event, the former distine-
tion between discretionary and ministerial
duties has lost much of its significance in
view of the broad availability of judicial re-
view of agency actions and of a remedy in
the Court of Claims for financial claims
against the Government. 28 U.S.C. 1491. Thus,
the mere fact that a duty may be deseribed
as discretionary does not, in our view, make
the prineciple of the Kendall ease inapplicable,
if the action of the federal officer is beyond
the bounds of discretion permitted him by
the law,

In an unpublished opinion letter of May 27,
1937 to the President, Attorney General
Cummings answered in the negative the
question whether the President could legally
require the heads of departments and agen-
¢les to withhold expenditures from appro-
priations made. Insofar as the opinion con-
cludes that a Presidential directive may not
bind a department head in the exercise of
discretionary power vested in him by statute,
this opinion appears inconsistent with the
views expressed in the opinton of Attorney
General Clark previously cited and with con-
stitutional practice in recent years." How-
ever, the Cummings opinion also rejects any
idea that the President has any power to
refuse to spend appropriations other than
such power as may be found or implied In
the legislation itself.

It is in our view extremely difficult to for-
mulate a constitutional theory to Justify a
refusal by the President to comply with a
Congressional directive to spend. It may be
argued that the spending of money is inher-
ently an executive function, but the execu-
tion of any law is, by definition, an executive
function, and it seems an anomalous prop-
osition that because the Executive branch
is bound to execute the laws, it is free to de-
eline to execute them. Of course, if a Con-
gressional directive to spend were to interfere
with the President’s authority in an area
confided by the Constitution to his substan-
tive direction and control, such as his au-
thority as Commander-in-Chief of the
Armed Forces and his authority over for-
elgn affairs, United States v. Curtiss-Wright
Ezport Corp., 209 U.S. 304, 319-322 (1936), a
situation would be presented very different
from the one before us. But the President

¥ See, also, 2 Ops. A. G. 482 (1831).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

has no mandate under the Constitution to
determine national policy on assistance to
education independent from his duty to ex-
ecute such laws on the subject as Congress
chooses to pass.

It has been suggested that the President's
duty to “take care that the laws be faithfully
executed™ might justify his refusal to spend,
in the interest of preserving the fiscal integ-
rity of the Government or the stability of the
economy. This argument carries welght in a
situation in which the President is faced with
conflicting statutory demands, as, for exam-
ple, where to comply with a direction to
spend might result in exceeding the debt
limit or a limit imposed on total obligations
or expenditures. See, e.g., P.L. 9147, title IV,
But it appears to us that the conflict must be
real and imminent for this argument to have
validity; it would not be enough that the
President disagreed with spending priorities
established by Congress. Thus, if the Presi-
dent may comply with the statutory budget
limitation by controlling expenditures which
Congress has permitted but not required, he
would, in our view, probably be bound to do
£0, even though he regarded such expendi-
tures as more necessary to the national in-
terest than those he was compelled to make,?

If Congress should direct the expenditure
of funds in the carrying out of a particular

or undertaking, say, comstruction
of a public building, but without limiting
the Executive's discretion In such a way as
to designate the recipient of the appropri-
ated funds, a better argument might per-
haps be made for a constitutional power to
refuse to spend than is available in the
formula grant situation presented by PL.
874. Or this might be viewed simply as a
situation in which the duty to spend exists
but there is no constitutional means to com-
pel its performance.

As to the availability of a remedy, if our
conclusion that section 5 of P.L, 874 reguires
expenditure of the appropriation is correct,
we believe that the recipient school districts
will probably have a judicial remedy. It is
true that unlike PXL. 815 PL, 874 has no
specific provision for judicial review of a
refusal to make a grant. However, absence

* We understand that the operation of the
expenditure limitation imposed by title IV
of P.L. 81-47 may require curtailment of cer-
taln controllable expenditures. Paradoxically,
title IV would not conflict with the increases
over budgeted amounts in appropriations
provided by the Joelson Amendment, because
the expenditure limitation would automati-
cally be adjusted upward. Nevertheless, we
are Informed that it might prove difficult to
comply with title IV without cutting back
on expenditure of budgeted funds for P.L.
874 and other Office of Education programs.
Whether in such a situation title IV could
be viewed as conflicting with and thus super-
seding the requirements of FP.L. 874 depends
to a large extent on the Executive's spending
options at that time. Two considerations
cause us to hesitate to infer from title IV a
grant of authority to the President to Im-
pound appropriations for formula grants for
education. First, title IV, as passed by the
Senate, contained specific language permit-
ting the Impounding of funds appropriated
for formula grants and other mandatory pro-
grams, but exempting from this authority
education programs, The conference report
contained neither the grant of authority nor
the exemption. Second, sectlon 406 of the
Vocational Education Amendments of 1968
(see p. 6, supra) would conflict with such a
grant of authority, and there Is legislative
history to the effect that title IV was not
intended to alter the effect of section 4086.
See CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, vol. 115, pt. 14,
pPp. 18928-18929, Nevertheless, we da not rule
out at this time the possibility that in appro-
priate circumstances title IV might permit
the Impounding of such funds.
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of such a provislon does not imply that
no judicial review was intended. See Abbott
Laboratories v. Gardner, 387 U.S. 136, 13946
(1967). It may be that a suit to com-
pel the Commissioner to apply the appro-
priation would he inappropriate, see Land v.
Dollar, 830 U.S. 731, 738 (1947), but if the
school districts are legally entitled to pay-
ment under the statute, they can sue he
Government In the Court of Claims. 28 US.C.
1491, Such a suit could raise interesting legal
problems, for it is clear that “entitlement"
under P.L. 874 is not iteslf equivalent to a
legal obligation to pay, and it is doubtful
that even entitlement plus appropriation
creates a vested right which may not be de-
stroyed by subsequent Congressional action,
Accordingly, technical defenses might pre-
vent recovery by a school district even if the
court concluded that the Executive branch
had a statutory duty to spend the appropri-
ation,
Wouiam H. REANQUIST,
Assistant Attorney General Office of Le-
gal Counsel.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE Epwarn L.
MorGAN, DEPUTY COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

Re Presidentlal Authority To Impound Punds
Appropriated for Office of Eduecation
Programs.

In our memorandum to you of December 1,
we considered the authority of the President
to impound funds appropriated for assist-
ance to federally impacted schools under
P.L. 874, 20 U.S.C. 236 et seq. and P.L. 815,
20 U.S.C. 631 et seq. We concluded that the
President has no constitutional authority to
refuse to spend funds appropriated for fed-
eral programs for assistance to education
where the substantive legislation, read to-
gether with the provisions of the appropria-
tion legislation, constitutes a direction that
such funds be spent We also considered spe-
cifically the terms of P.I. 874 and P.L. 815.
We concluded that P.L. 874 constituted a
direction to spend but that there was suffi-
clent discretion left in the Executive Branch
under PL. 8156 and the appropriations bill
to justify at least postponing the obligation
of appropriated funds into fiscal 1971,

In this memorandum we will consider the
President’s authority to impound funds for
some of the other items covered in the Joel-
son Amendment to HR. 13111, the HEW-
Labor Appropriations Bill, 1970. With respect
to each item the guestion we will consider
is whether the pertinent legislation com-
pels the obligation and expenditure of the
full appropriation or leaves sufficient discre-
tion to the Executive Branch to justify a
Presidential directive to impound.

A few general comments are in order, As
we stated in our previous memorandum, an
appropriation is not in itself ordinarily in-
terpreted as a direction to spend, To deter-
mine whether or not there is a duty to spend
one must examine the substantive legisla-
tion. The substantive legislation for some
Office of Education programs clearly gives
broad discretion to the Commissioner. For
example, section 402 of the Blementary and
Secondary Education Amendments of 1967,
20 USC 1222, authorizes appropriation of
sums “to be available to the Secretary * * *
for expenses, including grants, contracts, or
other payments for (1) planning for the suc-
ceeding year programs or projects * * * and
(2) evaluation of programs or projects so
authorized” We have no doubt that the
$9.25 million appropriated * for this program
may be impounded

On the other hand, substantially all size-
able Office of Education programs do not in-
volve such broad grants of discretion to
the agency They are formula grant pro-
grams, in which the statute provides for the
allotment or apportionment of the funds

Footnotes at end of article.
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appropriated for the program among the
States on the basis of population or some
other mathematical criteria. Typically, the
substantive legislation provides for submis-
sion by State authorities of a plan for the
use of the funds. If the Commissioner of
Education determines that the plan meets
the statutory criteria, he must approve it,
and the State becomes entitled to its share
of the appropriation. There is usually also
provision for judicial review of a disapproval
of the plan or of action to withhold or ter-
minate assistance on grounds of noncom-
pliance with the plan

Examination of the language and legisla-
tive history of these State plan-State grant
programs indicates little or no attention by
Congress to the question of impounding. The
principal purpose of formula grants was pre-
sumably to assure equitable distribution of
the funds available, and it might reasonably
be contended that no clear purpose to deny
to the Executive the right to make across-
the-board reductions in spending was mani-
fested But neither can it be saild that there
is evidence of an intent to preserve such a
right. Consequently, in each case the gues-
tion is likely to turn on whether the requisite
Executive discretion can be found within
the mechanics of the grant distribution
scheme rather than whether Congress in-
tended or did not intend to preclude im-
pounding

One further point of general application.
Section 406 of the Elementary snd Second-
ary Education Amendments of 1967 ("P.L.
90-247"), as amended, 20 U.5.C. 1226, which
we cited In our previous memorandum,®
provides:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, unless expressly in limitation of the
provisions of this title, funds appropriated
for any fiscal year to carry out any of the
programs to which this title is applicable
shall remain available for obligation until
the end of such fiscal year.”

[“This title" is Title IV of PL. 90-247,
and it is applicable to all programs of the
Office of Education. 20 U.B.C. 1221.]

The purpose of this provision was to deny
to the President authority he would other-
wise have had under the Revenue and Ex-
penditure Control Act (P.L. 90-364), §§ 202,
203, to reduce obligations and expenditures
on Office of Education programs. As we
pointed out in footnote 8 of our previous
memorandum, the present effect of section
406 may be to prevent such Presidential
authority from being inferred from Title IV
of P.L. 91-4T7.

It might be argued that section 406 also
prevents the impounding for budgetary rea-
sons of any funds appropriated for Office of
Education programs, even where the sub-
stantive legislation might otherwise permit
impounding. However, section 406 does mnot,
in terms, require that appropriations be ex-
pended or obligated; it requires that they
remain “avallable for obligation™ until the
end of the fiscal year. The prohibition 1s
apparently almed at the Bureau of the
Budget,* and seems based on the assumption
that Congress can prevent the Bureau of the
Budget or the President from impounding
funds without requiring the agency to which
the funds are appropriated to spend them.
But if the Commissioner of Education has
the diseretionary authority to decline to
spend the funds, the President undoubtedly
has, in our view, the authority to guide the
Commissioner’'s discretion in this matter by
virtue of his constitutional authority to
“take care that the laws be faithfully exe-
cuted.” 2 Ops. A.G. 482 (1831). Consequently,
If section 4068 were read as an attempt to
interfere with the President’s authority to
direct the actions of the Commissioner of
Education, it would raise constitutional
problems. Accordingly, we think the cor-

Footnotes at end of article.
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rect interpretation of section 406 is that it
denles to the President any statutory au-
thority to impound appropriations for the
mandatory programs of the Office of Edu-
catlon, but that it does not interfere with
the President's authority to direct the Com-
missioner to exercise his discretion, where
such discretionary authority exists, to avoid
the obligation and expenditure of funds.t
We proceed, therefore, to consider the au-
thority to impound funds appropriated to
particular Office of Education programs.

TITLE I-A, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT

HR. 13111 appropriates $386,160,700 *“for
an additional amount for grants under Title
I-A of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965 for the fiscal year 1970."
|This sum is additional to appropriations
made for this program for fiscal '70 in the
Labor-HEW Appropriation Act, 1969, P.L.
90-557, 82 Stat. 960, 975.] It is our conclusion
that sums appropriated for this program
must be spent In accordance with the terms
of the statute and may not be impounded.

Title I of ESEA, 20 US.C, 241a et seq.,
provides for federal financial assistance to
local educational agencies for the education
of children of low-income families, The
statutory formula for computation of pay-
ments is falrly complicated, but, basically,
local educational agencies are eligible to re-
ceive from the Federal Government 509; of
the average per pupil expenditure in the
State or, if greater, in the United States,
multiplied by the number of low-income
children in the district. ESEA, § 103(a) (2).In
addition, State agencies are eligible to receive
direct payments computed on a similar statu-
tory formula for the education of handi-
capped children, children of migrant
laborers, and children in institutions for
neglected or delinquent children. ESEA,
§103(a) (5), (6) and (7).°

Payments under Title I are made by the
Commissioner to the States. Local education-
al agencies eligible for assistance apply to
the State educational agency which deter-
mines whether the application meets the
statutory and administrative criteria. ESEA,
§ 105(a). To participate in the program each
State must file an application with the Com-
missioner containing required assurances re-
garding the State's administration of the
program. ESEA, § 106(a). The Commissioner
is required to approve a State application
which meets the statutory criteria, § 106(b),
and disapproval of the application is subject
to judicial review, § 133. There is no specific
provision for judicial review at the instance
of a local educational agency.

Title I Is similar to PL. 874 and P.L. 815 in
that there is no specific dollar authorization
for appropriations. The authorization con-
sists of the aggregate eligibility computed
under the statutory formula, and the Com-
missioner is directed to apply the appropria-
tions for Title I to the satisfaction of such
eligibility.

The language of the statute seems clear
as to the mandatory nature of the program.
Section 102 provides, “The Commissioner
shall, in accordance with the provisions of
this part, make payments to State educa-
tional agencies for grants to local educa-
tional agencies * * *." Bection 107(a) (1)
provides, “The Commissioner shall * * * pay
to each State * * * the amount which it and
the local educational agencies of that State
are eligible to receive under this part.” The
State agencies are, in turn, directed to dis-
tribute the payments to the ‘ocal agencies,
§ 107(a) (2).

Section 108 supplies additional evidence
of the mandatory nature of the program. It
provides that “if the sums appropriated for
any fiscal year * * * are not sufficient to pay
in full the total amounts which all loecal
and State educational agencles are eligible
to receive under this part for such year,” the
eligibilities will be pald in accordance with
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a prescribed formula® Section 108 contem-
plates no shortfall between the appropriation
for making grant payments and sums actu-
ally available for that purpose, for if it did
the formula would presumably be based on
availability and not on appropriations.
Furthermore, if funds were to be impounded,
the Commissioner would either have to in-
terpret the word “appropriated” in section
108 as if it read "available,” ¢f. P.L. 00-218,
§ 204, or he would have to depart from the
Congressional intent with respect to the al-
location of funds in the event of shortfall.

For the reasons set forth above we con-
clude that Title I of ESEA is a mandatory
program, and that funds appropriated to it
may not be impounded.”

TITLES II AND III, ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

H.R. 13111 would appropriate $50 million
to carry out Title II of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C.
821-27, and $164,876,000 to carry out Title
III of that Act, 20 U.5.C. 841-45.

Title II provides for nonmatching grants
to States for the acquisition of school 1li-
brary resources, textbooks and other instruc-
tional materials. The statutory scheme is a
falrly typical State plan-State grant arrange-
ment. The Commissioner is directed to allot
the sums appropriated to carry out the title
among the States on the basis of total ele-
mentary and secondary school enrollment.
ESEA, §202. Each State desiring to partici-
pate must submit a plan for the Commis-
sioner’s approval. The Commissioner must
approve a plan which complies with the stat-
utory criteria, § 203(b), and the State is en-
titled to obtain judicial review of disapproval
of a plan or a determination by the Commis-
sloner that the State has falled to comply
with its plan, § 207. Section 204(a) provides,
“From the amounts allotted to each State
under section 202 the Commissioner shall pay
to that State an amount equal to the amount
expended by the State in carrying out its
State plan.”

From this sketch of Title II it appears that
the Commissioner has little if any discre-
tionary authorlty to decline to spend funds
appropriated to the program. The allotment
is carried out by mathematical formula, the
State plan must be approved if it complles
with the statute, and payments must be
made in the amounts expended by the State
in carrying out the plan.

There is, however, one point at which dis-
cretion may be exercised. Section 202(b)
provides, “The amount of any State’s allot-
ment * * * which the Commissioner deter-
mines will not be required for such fiscal
yvear shall be available for reallotment from
time to time * * * to other States in pro-
portion to the original allotments * * *."
It is not entirely clear from the language
of the title whether such a determination
by the Commissioner must be made in the
context of a partial disapproval of the State
plan, in which case the determination would
presumably be subject to judicial review, or
whether such determination is left entirely
to the discretion of the Commissioner. (Since
allotments must be made annually, while
there is no requirement for annual filing of
a plan, it appears that the determination
to reallot is not part of the process of ap-
proving & plan, Office of Education regula-
tions also indlicate that reallotment does not
occur at the time plans are approved, but at
a later time and on the basis of the States’
statements of anticipated need, 45 CF.R.
11746.) There is legislative history to the
effect that the question of reallotment is
within the discretion of the Commissioner.?
Obviously, to withhold funds for reallot-
ment on the basis of a determination of
comparative need is quite different from
an across-the-board cut in allotments for
budgetary reasons, and it does not follow
that because the Commissioner is author-
ized to do the former, he may also do the
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latter. Nevertheless, this reallotment pro-
vision at least supports the argument that a
State with an approved plan does not have
a "vested right” to its full allotment. Con-
sequently, while on balance we do not be-
Heve that Title II funds may be impounded,
we believe that there is a betier argument
for doing so than with respect to either
Title I of ESEA or PL. 874.

Title IIT of ESEA provides for a program of
grants for supplementary educational ecen-
ters and services. As enacted in 19656 Title
I provided for direct grants from the Of-
fice of Education to loeal educational agen-
cies out of sums apportioned among the
States. However, the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Amendments of 18967
(“P.L. 80-247") revised Title III so that it
provides for a State grant-State plan pro-
gram very similar to that in Title IL

Section 302(a) provides for an allotment
of the appropriation among the States un-
der a formula based partly on school age
population and partly on total population.
Section 302(c) provides reallotment author-
ity similar to that in section 202(b). States
are required to file plans annually for the
uwse of the funds. The Commissioner shall
approve a plan that meets the statutory
criteria, § 305(b), and the State may obtain
judicial review if the plan is disapproved,
§ 305(e) (3). The States, in turn, receive and
act on grant applications from local educa-
tional agencies In accordance with standards
prescribed in section 804. The local educa-
tional agency is entitled to obtain judicial
review of the State agency's action with re-
spect to its application, § 305(f).

Bection 307 provides, "From the allotment
t0 each State pursuant to section 302, for
any fiscal year, the Commissioner shall pay
10 each State, which has had a plan ap-
proved pursuant to section 305 for that fiscal
year, the amount necessary to carry out its
State plan as approved.”*

On the question of authority to impound,
we see no significant difference between Title
HI and Title II, and our conclusion Is, there-
fore, the same.

Voeational education

H.R. 13111 appropriates $488,716,000 for
carrying out the Vocational Education Act
of 1963, 20 U.S.C. 1241-1391 and section 402
of P.L. 90-247, 20 U.8.C. 1222,% of which “not
to exceed $356,836,000™ shall be for State vo-
cational education programs under Part B
of the Act and $40,000,000 shall be for pro-
grams under section 102(b) of the Act.

Parts A and B of the Vocational Edueca-
tion Act provide for formula grants to the
Btates for vocational education programs.
The basic grants are provided under Part B,
while section 102(b) authorizes a separate
appropriation for programs for persons with
“academic, socioeconomic, or other handi-
caps™ that prevent them from succeeding
in regular vocational education programs.
The distinction between the two items is
not important, for the same allotment for-
mula and other administrative provisions
are applicable to both the appropriation for
Part B and that for section 102(b)

Section 102(a) of the Act authorizes an ap-
propriation for Parts B and C, of which 90%
would be available for B, basic grants, and
10% for C, research and training. However,
H.R. 13111 carries “not to exceed $357,836,000™
for Part B, making no mention of Part C.
Whether or not the full sum must be made
available to Part B, a question to which we
will return, it is evident that it may be used
for Part B, without any deduction for Part
C

Sectlon 103(a) provides that out of sums
appropriated pursuant to section 102(a) the
Commissioner shall reserve up to 5 million
for transfer to the Secretary of Labor to fi-
nance certain studies. (This sum, we believe,
can be impounded.) The remainder of the
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sums appropriated under section 102(a) and
all sums appropriated under section 102(b)
“shall be allotted among the States” under
# rather eomplicated formula based on pop-
ulation in various age and per capita
income in the States. In other respects the
provisions of Parts A and B are similar to
those in the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. States must file plans with the
Commissioner; the Commissioner shall ap-
prove a State plan upon making the pre-
scribed determinations, § 123(a). The State
may seek judicial review from unfavorable
action by the Commissioner on the plan,
§ 123(c), and a local educational agency dis-
satisfied with the State's action on its appli-
cation may lkewise obtain judicial review,
§123(4).

Section 124(a) provides, “The Commis-
sloner shall pay, from the amount available
to the State for grants under this part, to
each State an amount equal to 50 per cen-
tum of the State and local expenditures in
carrying out its State plan * * *” As in
Titles II and III of ESEA there is provision
for reallotment of funds on the basis of the
Commissioner's determination that they will
not be reguired. However, the reallotment
provision, §102(c), is more narrowly drawn
than its counterparts in the ESEA Punds
shall be available for reallotment “on the
basis of criteria established by regulation,
first among programs authorized by other
parts of this title within thet Stale and then
among other States, * * *" (emphasis
added). In view of Congress' evident con-
cern that a State should not lose funds
through the realloment process, the argu-
ment of no vested right we suggested earlier
would have Iess validity here.

One further point needs to be touched
upon, Our analysis thus far indicates that
the funds appropriated for Part B must be
made available for that program. However,
the appropriation reads “not to exceed $357,~
836,000," which implies that less may be
allocated to that part. We have no explana-
tion for this language, which is apparently
deliberate® In the absence of any positive
evidence that the intended effect of this lan-
guage is to permit the Commissioner to al-
1ot less than the full sum in accordance with
the statutory formula, we would still view
these funds as not subject to impounding.

Higher education appropriations

H.R. 13111 appropriates $8569,633,000 for
various higher education programs, This in-
cludes three items for carrying out the
Higher Education Act of 1965: $159.6 million
for educational opportunity grants under
Title IV, Part A; $63.9 million for loan in-
surance under Title IV, Part B; and $154
million for college work-study programs un-
der Title IV, Part C.

Section 401 of Title IV, Part A, of the
Higher Education Act authorizes appropri-
ations for edueational opportunity grants.
These grants are made by the Office of Edu-
cation to institutions of higher education,
which, in turn, award grants to financially
needy full time students. Section 401 au-
thorizes the appropriation of $100 million
for initial year grants and such sums as
may be necessary for second-, third-, and
fourth-year grants.»

Section 405 provides that from the sums
appropriated for initial year grants the Com-
missioner shall make an allotment to each
State in accordance with its total full time
enrollment. Sums appropriated for continua-
tion grants are not allotted according to
formula, but presumably in accordance with
the need to follow up previous initial year
grants.

Although funds are allotted among the
States, payments are not made through the
States. The Office of Education allocates
funds within each State In accordance with
“equitable eriteria,” § 406. Reciplent institu-
tions must enter into agreements with the

oner in order to be eligible to par-
ticipate In the program.
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Despite the provision for allotments by
Btates, we believe ithat this program is dis-
eretionary. The Commissioner has broad dis-
cretion as to which instltutions to make
grants 0 and how much each is to receive:
there is no provision for judicial review. Fur-
thermore, because of the lump sum appro-
priation, the Commissioner is also granted
discretion in allotting funds between initial
year and continuation grants. It is extremely
doubtful, therefore, that any institution
could claim that it was entitled to a grant. It
does not necessarily follow that because there
is no designated or ascertainable recipient,
there is no duty to spend. However, since
there is at least a plausible case for regard-
ing the program as discretionary, and, in our
view, little likelihood that such a conclusion
could be challenged In court, we believe that
as a practical matter these funds may be
impounded.

H.R. 13111 appropriates $63.9 million, to re-
main available until expended, for loan in-
surance programs under Title IV, Part B of
the Higher Education Act. While participa-
tion in this program is apparently discretion-
ary with the Commissioner, the major part
of this appropriation, according to the budg-
et justification, is for anticipated losses due
to the death or disability of borrowers, §437.
Therefore, impounding of these funds may
not be feasible.

H.R. 13111 appropriates $154 million for
work-study programs under Title IV, Part C
of the Higher Education Act. These sums are
used to provide part-time employment for
students, The program is generally similar
to Title IV, Part A, in that the Commissioner
is required to allot funds among the States
on & formula basis, but enters Into agree-
ments with institutions of his own selection
within the States, For the reascns cited in
our discussion of Part A, we belleve these
funds may be impounded.

H.R. 13111 appropriates $222,100,000 for
Federal capital contributions to student loan
funds pursuant to section 204 of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958, 20 U.S.C. 424,

Title II, NDEA, provides that sums appro-
priated for this purpose shall be allotted
among the States In accordance with total
college enrollment figures, § 202(a). Section
204 authorizes the Commissioner to enter
into agreements with institutions of higher
education for Federal capital contributions
to the institution’s student loan fund. Section
203 provides that the institutions with which
the Commissioner has agreements must file
applications for such capital contributions.
If the total amount applled for exceeds the
State allotment available for the purpose, the
contributions are made pro rata, §203.

Although there is no provision for judicial
review in Title II, the terms of the statute
appear mandatory, and the recipients are
identifiable. Consequently, the statute ap-
pears mandatory at least to the extent that
eligible imsitutions apply for the full State
a:lotment. Where a State’s allotment has not
been applied fors the Commissioner “may™
reallot it, but apparently he is not obligated
to do so.

Other programs

We have concentrated in this memoran-
dum on a few large-item appropriations in
H.R. 13111. Obviously, we have been unable
in the time available to examine in detall
the smaller items in the Office of Education
appropriation, scme of which, at least, ap-
pear on cursory consideration to be for dis-
cretlonary programs. We might point out,
however, that of the $859.6 million appropri-
ated for higher education programs, $160
million is not earmarked for specific pro-
grams. This sum is apparently intended to
be avallable for application in the Commis-
sloner's discretion to those programs to
which specific sums were not allocated. These
programs appear to us to be discretionary,
and the $160 million may, in our view, be
impounded.
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Remedies

We expressed the view in our previous
memorandum that where the statute directs
expenditures and the recipient is ascertain-
able, a judiclal remedy would probably lie.
Whether It would take the form of a suit
against the United States in the Court of
Claims or an action against the Commis-
sioner of Education is not certain.

Where the statutes provided for judiclal
review, it is possible that that procedure
could be used to challenge an impounding
of funds, even though it could be contended
that such review is authorized only for ac-
tions involving the disapproval of a plan or
the withholding of funds for noncompllance
with a plan.

The point is that while precedents In this
field are few, the trend in the law has been
to supply the remedy once the right is rec-
ognized. If, therefore, a court can be per-
suaded that a prospective recipient has been
injured by the failure of the Commissioner
of Education to comply with the direction
of the statute, it will in all likellhood devise
a8 means of relief.

Winriam H. REHNQUIST,
Asgistant Attorney General, Office of
Legal Counsel.
FOOTNOTES

i Throughout this memocrandum we shall
refer to the figures and language contained
in HR. 13111 as it passed the House and
assume, for purposes of this discussion, that
the bill will be enacted in its present form,

I In our previous memorandum we referred
to this provision as section 408 of the Voca-
tional Education Amendments of 1968. Ac-
tually, section 406 was added to P.L. 90-247
by section 301(b) of the Vocational Educa-
tional Amendments of 1968.

i Senator Yarborough stated that section
406 “says that if the Appropriations Commit-
tee * * * does appropriate the money, it shall
remain avallable. The purpose is to keep the
Bureau of the Budget from whacking it to
pleces,” CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 114, pt.
22, p. 29155.

*This conclusion is consistent with the
view taken by the General Counsel of HEW
at the time the Vocational Education
Amendments bill was before Congress.
Memorandum of August 15, 1968 from Gen-
eral Counsel Willcox to the Secretary.

"Part A of Title I provides for “basic
grants,” Part B for “speclal Incentive
grants.” However, H.R. 13111 carries no funds
for Part B grants.

® This formula, rather complex as set forth
in the statute, is further complicated by the
provision in H.R. 13111 that the amounts
available to each State shall be no less than
929 of the amounts allocated to local agen-
cles in such State in fiscal 1968.

" This conclusion is subject to minor qual-
ifications. Under section 103(a)(1l), an
amount equal to 3% of the amount appro-
priated for grants to or through the States
shall be allotted among Puerto Rico and the
Insular Possessions, and for payments with
respect to Indian children, The Commission-
er probably has sufficient discretion here to
withhold some of the funds available for this
purpose. There is similar discretionary au-
thority in other formula grant statutes with
respect to the allotment of funds to Puerto
Rico and the Possessions, see e.g., ESEA,
§ 302, 20 U.S.C. 842, but in vie.y of the small
sums involved and the undesirability of im-
posing a burden on those jurisdictions not
shared by the States, we will omit further
consideration of this possibility.

Our conclusion is also based on the as-
sumption that the Title I funds presently
carried in HR. 13111 will not be sufficient
to pay the aggregate eligibility in full. These
funds, added to last year's advance funding
would bring total fiscal 'T0 appropriations
for Title I to about $1.4 billlon, whereas
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HEW'’s budget justification estimated the to-
tal authorization at $2.36 billion.

#In response to a question from Senator
Prouty as to whether the Commissioner
would have full authority to decide whether
a State needs its full allotment, HEW re-
plied in & memorandum that the language
in section 202(L) was simllar to that found
in other education legislation. The memo-
randum stated further:

“The Office of Education has had experi-
ence in administering this provision with-
out any difficulty or cutback on State pro-
grams, The Commissioner does have author-
ity to decide whether or not a State needs
its full allotment. Administratively, this has
been carrled out by the Commissioner poll-
ing each of the States: (1) whether they
will need their full allotment and, if not,
how much be [sic] available for realloca-
tion; (2) what additional funds could the
State prudently use if they have already
used thelr entire original allotment. On this
advice of the States, the Commissioner then
carries out his reallotment authority.” Hear-
ings on the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 19656 before a Subcommittee
of the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 1190,

? PL. 90-247 provided for a gradual tran-
sition from direct Federal grants to local
agencies to grants through the States. In
fiscal 'T0 the States are eligible to receive
their entire allotments less those sums, not
In excess of 257, necessary for direct grants
to complete local projects previously initi-
ated. §§ 305(d), 306(c).

*The reference to section 402 is puzzling
since $9.25 million Is specifically provided for
section 402 earlier in the bill.

1t However, Part B grants are 50% match-
Ing grants, while the Commissioner has dis-
cretion to waive the matching requirement
with respect to section 102(b) funds. § 124
(a).

2 Since Part B is a 509 matching grant
program, it may be that Congress anticipates
that all the funds will not be used, and
wishes to provide that in such event the
money will be available for other purposes
under the Vocational Education Act.

" The appropriation itself does not indi-
cate how much is for initial year and how
much for continuation grants. Presumably,
Congress assumes that the Commissloner will
determine how much is necessary for the
continuation grants, and the balance will be
avallable for initial year grants. Since the
budget estimate was $175.6 million for both
kinds of grants, we assume that at least §75.6
million is expected to be used for continua-
tion grants.

It might be noted that the special pro-
grams for low income students authorized
by section 408 of Part A are apparently not
intended to be funded out of the $150.6 mil-
lion appropriated for educational opportu-
nity grants, but would be funded, if at all,
out of the portion of the $859,633,000 appro-
priation not earmarked for specific programs.

W An applicant institution must put up
one dollar for each nine dollars of Federal
money, § 204(2).

ExHIBIT 3
Cost oF EpvucAtioN INDEX 1969-T0

(By Orlando F. Furno and James E. Doherty)

Inflation is burning up most of this year's
record spending increases—the median dis-
trict is spending 13% more per pupil—and
the bulk of what's left goes into higher
salaries. The grim conclusion: Drastically
increased spending in recent years has prob-
ably had little effect on the quality and
quantity of education many children receive.

Inflation is roaring through education’s
fiscal forest like a fire blazing out of control.
Dollars spent for books, buildings, salaries
and services are going up in smoke. Local
districts are attempting to douse the blaze
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by pouring more and more money into educa-
tion. But very substantial portions of the in-
creased spending are being consumed in the
flames,

This grim analogy is borne out by data in
School Management’s 1969-70 Cost of Educa-
tion Index (CEI). Results of the annual sur-
very of current public school spending show
that the unprecedented inflationary spiral of
the past two years has created a tremendous
need for school funds to merely maintain
the status quo with respect to purchasing
power.

The nation’s median school district is
spending $582 per elementary pupil and 8757
per secondary pupil for Net Current Ex-
penditures (NCE) in 1969-T70. Last year, the
median school district budgeted $516 and
$671 for the same items. In 1967-68, the NCE
median stood at $465 per elementary pupil
and $605 per secondary student.

This year's increase of nearly 139 over
1968-69 is by all odds the steepest 12-month
rise since the CEI's base period (1957-59)t
and is probably the sharpest school spending
rise ever.

The greatest previous single-year increase
was last year's 11% jump. But while spend-
ing reached record heights in 1968-69, so
did inflation, which rose nearly 10 index
points, or almost 7%, wiplng out much of
the 119 Increase in spending.

CEI estimates of educational inflation for
the current year are, as usual, conservatively
pegged. A minimum increase in inflation of
8.4 index points, or 567 is indicated. But
the general level of inflation could easily
match that of last year and, in selected
budget categories, inflation can be expected
to exceed estimates.

In sum, the prospect for the current school
year Is gloomy. Until inflation cools down,
school districts that increase spending will,
In effect, simply be spinning their wheels;
school districts that fail to increase spend-
ing will face program cutbacks. While many
administrators complain bitterly these days,
about the adverse effect on education of the
Nixon Administration’s tough anti-inflation
measures, the CEI makes it abundantly
clear that inflation itself is far more dam-
aging than any of the attempts to bring
it under control.

DIVERGENT SPENDING

The CEI data is based on detalled budget
reports collected by school management
from 1,200 school districts, carefully con-
trolled for geographical location, student
population and expenditure levels. (For a
detailed explanation of procedures used to
develop the CEI, see SM Jan. '69, page 129.)
This year, as in past years, the data shows
extremely divergent spending patterns
throughout the nation.

The region spending the largest amount
per pupil continues to be the middle-At-
lantic group—New York, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania—with an average NCE of $764
per elementary pupil, 319 above the na-
tional average.

At the low end of the scale, the south-cen-
tral states—Alabama, Mississippl, Tennessee
and Eentucky—continue to provide the least
dollars for education. Median districts in
these states are spending only $386 per ele-
mentary pupil and $502 per high school
pupil.

The average teachers' salary in the nation’s
median district increased a thumping $718
this year, a fact of major significance.

The continuing wide diversity in educa-
tional expenditures is reflected in teachers’

1 The 1957-59 base period includes average
annual expenditures during the 1957-58 and
19658-59 school years and expenditures dur-
ing the last half of 1956-57 school year and
the first half of the 1959-60 school year.
These have been averaged to give a single
figure for the base period.
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salaries. On the West Coast, the average
teacher can earn $12,5640 after 13 years on the
job. In the Southwest, however, he could hope
to earn only $8,089 after working 16 years.

The median school system spends $5.75 per
elementary student for textbooks and $15.66
for other teaching materials, including li-
brary books. At the secondary level, $7.48 is
spent on textbooks and $20.36 on other
teaching materials.

The average school district has a debt
totaling 483 per pupil mostly long-term
bonds for school construction. More than
10% of the districts are in debt $1,322 or
more for each pupil enrolled.

WHERE INFLATION HURTS

Last year, CEI estimates indicated some
hope for a big galn on infiation in 1968-69
and a significant improvement in real spend-
ing. Unfortunately, it didn’'t work out that
way. Of the 851 increase in spending per ele-
mentary pupil last year, inflation burned up
$25. Of the #$65 Increase anticipated for
the current school year, inflation is expected
to consume at least $22. However, a repeat of
last vear is possible, with inflation gobbling
up half, or more, of any 1960-70 spending
increase.

Since the 1057-59 base period of this
study, inflation has consumed nearly 60%
of increased school spending?® Today, the
median district is spending $324 more per
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elementary pupil (NCE) than in 1957-59;
infiation, however; has devoured $154 of that
increase. The $170 difference represents the
real increase in spending since 1957-59.

FPOCEKETBOOK IMPROVEMENTS

Theoretically, the $170 increase is a solid
investment in improved education. In real-
ity, this is not necessarily the case. The rea-
son: Most of the $170 increase has gone into
salaries, not programs. Thus, while the wel-
fare of school employees has substantially
improved, it is a moot point whether recent
drastic increases In spending have had any
significant effect on the quality or quantity
of education many children receive.

Of the $65 per pupil added to NCE spend-
ing by the median school district this year,
$35 are in classroom teachers’ salaries.

Translated in terms of a “raise,” the aver-
age teacher in the nation’s median district is
receiving a 9.1% wage hike this year, com-
pared to 10.4% last year and 6% in 1967-68.

The average teacher’s salary in the median
district Increased from $7,903 to $8,621 in
1969-70. The beginning salary in the median
district has jumped 6,7%, from $6,000 last
year to $6,400 this year. And the median
district’s maximum salary has moved 12%,
from $10,168 to $11,200. These increases are
substantial, compared to increases in past
years. Expenditures for teacher salaries have
more than doubled in the last 11 years,

NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES PER EPU—1969-70

To get this figure for

ur district, total all costs for your administration, instruction, attendance, operation, maintenance, fixed

0
charges, slud{zn! body activities, and feeding in 1969-70, and divide the result by your expenditure pupil units)

National . ____._.___...
Region:

10 percent

$393. 92

25 percent 50 percent 25 percent 10 percent

$592.31 $846. 10

644,23
763, 49
607.28
605, 84

NOT THE WHOLE STORY

However, salary alone does not tell the
whole story of the budget in 1969-70. Despite
recent healthy ralses, teacher salaries have
accounted for a smaller percentage of the
median district’s NCE in recent years. When
you examine the data to find out why, you
encounter the following developments.

Retirement funds. After showing modest
increases through the years, median district
expenditures for retirement funds have risen
sharply. Last year's unprecedented $4.12 per
pupil increased amounted to a 30% jump.
This year's even bigger leap—#$7.33, to a total
of $25.31 per pupil—amounts to a 41% rise.
As a percent of the NCE, retirement funds
have commanded an increasingly large share,
picking up a full 1% of the total NCE in the
current year. This partially explains why
teachers salaries are taking up a smaller per-
centage of the budget; as salarles approach

#The inflationary increase in school costs
since the base period of this study is indi-
cated by computations based on more than
two dozen cost studies and price Indexes,

celling in many districts, teachers are shift-
ing their emphasis to, among other things,
retirement funds.

Also responsible for the incredible increase
in expenditures for retirement funds is the
fact that, in a number of states, the state
itself has taken over payment of the teach-
ers’ retirement contribution. The states are,
in effect, making “health and welfare pay-
ments" to the teachers. Money allocated to
this category in the local budget has dou-
bled in the CEI during the past two years.
This is an example of how increased budget
input can bypass children,

Staffing adequacy. With teacher salaries
taking up a slightly smaller percentage of
the medlan district’s budget, but with sal-
aries still on the increase, you might expect
to find that the median district is hiring
less teachers. A glance at the staffing ade-
quacy data on page tk shows this not to be
the case. There are 44.76 classroom teachers
per every 1,000 students (SPU) in the me-
dian district this year, compared to 44.16
last year and 43.20 the year before. Clearly,
as teachers continue to insist on negotiating
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class size as part of their annual contract,
stafling adequacy is continuing to improve.

Paraprofessionals. Expenditures for the
use of instructional clerks, secretaries and
aides has again increased sharply during the
past year. The jump—{rom $10 per pupil last
year to nearly $12 this year—is a 19% in-
crease, compared to 26% in 1968-69. There is
also another substantial inerease in “other
expenditures,” a budget category (see fol-
lowing table) that often includes pay-
ment for paraprofessional help, Wages being
paid to instructional clerks and secretaries
have increased nearly 6% during the past
year. Also, more people are working in these
areas, A reflection of this can be seen in
the increase in total number of secretaries
and clerks working in both administration
and instruction: 3895 per 1,000 students
(SPU) in 19687-68; 442 last year; 4.81 in
1969-70.

Materials slowdown. Substantially higher
expenditures for salaries and retirement
benefits appear to be forcing slowdowns in
materials and textbooks. In terms of NCE,
expenditures for textbooks and teaching ma-
terials have increased in 1968-69 and 1969-
70, but the increments are nominal. Spend-
ing on materials increased 33¢ per elemen-
tary pupil last year (2.27%) and 58¢ this
year (3.89%). Spending for textbooks in-
creased 48¢ per elementary pupil last year
(9.4% ) and only 17¢ (37 ) this year. As a
percent of the median district’s NCE, both
textbooks and teaching materials are de-
clining; the money in other words, is being
spent elsewhere.

OTHER AREAS

Maintenance is the traditional whipping
boy when budgets must be pruned. But this
year, expenditures show an 11% increase
in maintenance spending, compared to only
4% in 1968-69. During the past two years,
schools have hired more custodians and im-
proved their wages. But inflation still takes
a disproportionate bite out of the mainte-
nance dollar,

Spending on operation has increased 119%
this year.

Capital outlay expenditures are up 15%
in 1969-70, after a sharp drop last year.

Finally, debt service spending has in-
creased sharply this year, In terms of per
pupil expenditures, reflecting the extraor-
dinary rise of inflation (23%). Since 1966,
inflation in interest payments has risen
50%. Per pupil spending in this area has
Increased only 13.8% ($6.57 per pupil) and
the bulk of the spending increase has oc-
curred this year ($4.09).

Summing up the national school cost pic-
ture in 1969-70, three trends stand out:

1. Sharp Increases in expenditures for
salaries and retirement funds.

2. Relatively moderate increases in most
other budget areas.

3. Debilitating increases
inflation.

in educational

USING THE CEI

Before you turn to the pages of data that
follow, carefully read the instructions so you
can identify pertinent data and understand
how to use it.

The CEI is designed to help you make valid
comparisons. For example:

Compare your district’s overall costs with
those of other districts in your region or
size group.

Compare expenditures for such specifie
items as transportation, teachers’ salaries,
administrative costs, food services, etc.

Prepare a budget for next year that will
present a balanced pattern of expenditures,

Compare and evaluate the efforts your tax-
payers are making for the education of their
children this year.

Compare expenditures, spending patterns
and stafing ratios with districts across the
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nation whose over-all expenditures most
closely match yours.

Compare your spending with districts
whose wealth—or ability to pay—is similar
to your own community’s.

About the only thing CEI figures do not
show is what school districts should be
spending. The data shows only what dis-
tricts are spending.

Most schoolmen agree, though, that “aver-
rge” or “median” is really below par.

How $35,226,920,000 will be spent for
education

The nation’s public elementary and sec-
ondary schools are spending more than $35.2
billion during 1960-70, excluding loan funds
for new buildings. This table shows approxi-
mately how the money Is being allocated.

Thousands
Administration $1, 179, 600
Professional salarles
Clerks and secretaries
Other expenditures

580, 600
341, 200
257, 800

23, 485, 800

Instruction

Classroom teachers
Other professionals
Clerk and secretaries....

Other teaching materials
Other expenditures

Professional salaries
Other expenditures

1, 494, 000
375, 400
549, 000
243, 600

Utilities other than hea
Other expenditures
Maintenance !_598_ 100
Maintenance salaries
Other expenditures

Retirement funds
Other expenditures

Other services 81, 000

Net current expenditures. 30,398, 400
_ 1,820, 620
527, T70
792, 850
676, 200
2,831, 700

35, 226, 920

Capltal outlay_-
Debt service

Total expenditures
ABOUT THE CEI
Short summary

Nearly 1,200 school districts participate In
School Management’s national Cost of
Education Index survey. Each fills out a de-
talled six-page questionnaire which itemizes
expenditures for dozens of budget items for
8 two-year period (1968-69 and 1969-70).

The gquestionnaire was devised by Dr. Or-
lando F. Furno, who is assistant superin-
tendent, division of research and develop-
ment, Baltimore city schools.

The school districts used in our weighted
sample are carefully selected by geograph-
ical location, student population, and ex-
penditures per pupil. Each represents, in
effect, a randomly selected unit of measure-
ment.

The accumulated CEI data is placed on
punched cards and processed by computer.
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This makes it possible to analyze all data by
region, district size and expenditure level, as
well as on a national basis,

The budget categories used In this study
are the same as those recommended by the
U.S. Office of Education. For definitions of
these categories, consuilt “Financlal account-
ing for local and state school systems.” This
booklet can be ordered from the Superin-
tendent of Documents, U.S. Govt. Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402, (Ask {for
“State educational records and reports serles:
handbock IL"” OE-22017.) Price §1.

YOUR GUIDE TO USING CEI
How to find your district’s expenditure pupil
units (EPU's)

In computing school district expenditures.
“Expenditure Pupil Units” (EPU’'s) are used,
rather than the actual number of pupils.*
Expenditure Pupil Units take into account
the fact that it costs more to educate a high
school student than it does to educate an
elementary school student. By using this
measure, it is possible for any district in the
United States to compare itself with any
other.

To find your district’s Expenditure Pupil
Units, multiply the Average Dally Attendance
(ADA) of your high school students by 1.3
and add this figure to the elementary ADA.

Elementary ADA Includes those grades
which are normally classified as elementary
by state and local practice. Any span of
grades from E-8 (such as K-8, 1-8) may be
considered elementary. Students explicitly
taught In junior high schools, however, must
be considered as secondary school pupils, no
matter what their grade designation.

Because it costs more per pupil to operate
a very small school than it does to operate a
large one, a “sparsity’ correction is used to
take this into account. This correction was
developed by the late Dr. Paul R. Mort of
Teacher's College, Columbia University.

If your district has fewer than 316 ele-
mentary school students and/or fewer than
685 secondary school students, you must ap-
ply these correction factors.

If your district’s elementary ADA is less
than 316 and between:

1 and 22, use the figure 22.

23 and 44, use your actual ADA.

45 and 109, multiply your ADA by 1.56
and subtract 25.

110 and 315, multiply your ADA by .82
and add 57.

If your district’s secondary ADA is less
than 695 and between:

1 and 68, multiply your ADA by 1.68 and
add 14.

69 and 391, multiply your ADA by 1.02 and
add 59.

392 and 694, multiply your ADA by .78 and
add 153.

If you sparsity-corrected your secondary
student population, you must multiply the
corrected figure by 1.3 and add it to the
elementary ADA (or sparsity-corrected ele-
mentary ADA), to obtain your Expenditure
Pupll Units.

Note: If your district uses Average Dally
Membership figures, rather than ADA, these
may be substituted for ADA. But for precise
cost comparisons, ADA should be used.

How to find your staffing pupil units

Staffing Pupil Units (SPU’'s) are based on
the fact that it takes more staf members
to work with students on the secondary level
than it does on the elementary level. These
units are used in figuring the staffing ad-
equacy of your district. Staffing Pupil Units
are obtalned by multiplying your secondary
ADA by 1.1 and adding the elementary ADA.

If your elementary ADA is less than 316

*For ease of reading, the terms “pupils,”
“students” and “Expenditure Pupil Units”
(EPU'’s) are used interchangeably throughout
this report.
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and/or your secondary ADA is less than 605,
you must apply sparsity corrections. These
are the same corrections used (above) in
figuring your district’'s EPU's.

How to find your ability pupil units

In estimating the wealth behind each stu-
dent in your district, a different measure is
used. This measure is called Ability Pupil
Units (APU’'s). To get your district’s APU’s,
first obtain a figure for Resident Average
Dally Attendance.

Resident Average Dally Attendance incor-
porates all students attending your schools
and residing In your district added to all
students who reside in your district but go
to public schools outside your district to
which your district pays tuition. RADA does
not include students attending your schools
but residing in another district, nor private
or parochial school students.

When you have resident Average Daily At-
tendance figures for your distriet, multiply
the secondary RADA by 13 and add that
figure to the elementary RADA. If your ele-
mentary RADA is less than 316 and/or your
secondary RADA is less than 695, the same
sparsity correctlons used to obtain EPU's
must be applied.

(Nore.—Some districts do not keep separate
attendance figures for resident and non-resi-
dent students. If that is’ the case, you can
estimate your RADA. To do this, get a ratio
between actual students in your district and
Average Daily Attendance. Multiply your res-
ident students by this ratio. The resulting
figure is a good estimate of your RADA. For
example, if there are 1,000 students registered
in your schools and your ADA is 900, the
ratio of ADA to registered students is 90%
or .80. If there are 1,200 resident students in
your district, multiply 1,200 by .90. The re-
sult (1,080) will serve as a good estimate of
your RADA.)

How to find your region

For purposes of this study, the nation has
been divided into nine regions. These par-
ticular regions are chosen to conform with
those used by the Federal government.

Region 1: Me., N.H., Vt., Mass,, R.I.,, Conn,
Region 2: N.Y,, N.J., Penn. Region 3: Ohio,
Ind., Ill,, Mich, Wisc. Region 4: Minn., Towa,
Mo., ND,, SD. Neb, Kan. Region 5: Del,
Md.,, D.C., Va., W.Va, N.C, 5C. Gsa., Fla.
Region 6: Ky., Tenn., Ala. Miss, Regilon 7:
Ark, La. Okla., Tex. Reglion 8: Mont., Ida.,
Wyo., Colo., N.M., Ariz., Utah, Nev. Region 9:
Wash., Oreg., Calif.,, Alaska. Ha.

How to find your district size

For purposes of this study school districts
are divided by size into seven groups based
upon actual enrollment figures.

Size 1—More than 25,000.

Size 2—12,001 to 25,000.

Size 3—6,001 to 12,000.

Size 4—4,001 to 6,000.

Size 5—1,201 to 4,000.

Size 6—601 to 1,200.

Size T—300 to 600.

(Note.—Because about 99% of the public
school students of the United States are in
districts with 300 or more students, this bot-
tom limit is put on the survey. Districts
with fewer than 300 students can generally
count themselves in Size 7.)

How to find your district's net current

expenditure (NCE)

To get this figure, total all costs for your
administration, instruction, attendance, op-
eration, maintenance, fixed charges, student
body activities and feeding. Then, divide the
result by your Expenditure Pupils Unit
(EPU). Note: Do not include debt service,
current capital outlay or transportation.

How to find your expenditure category

For purposes of this study, school districts
have been divided into eight expenditure
categories, based on their Net Current Ex-
penditures,
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1—Less than $399 per pupil.

2—$400 to $475 per pupil.

3—8476 to $550 per pupil

4—$551 to $6256 per pupil.

5—#$626 to $700 per pupil.

6—8701 to $775 per pupil.

T—#776 to $850 per pupil.

8—More than $851 per pupil.

How to find your wealth group

For purposes of this study, school districts
have been divided into eight wealth groups,
as shown here, based on their true valuation
per pupil (TVP). If market value of all tax-
able land In your district is $6 million, with
600 students your wealth is $10,000 per stu-
dent.

1—Less than $10,000 TVP.

2—$10,001 to $16,000 TVP.

3—8$16,001, to $22,000 TVP.

4—§22,001 to $28,000 TVP.

5—828,001 to $34,000 TVP.

6—$34,001 to $40,000 TVP.

7—§40,001 to $46,000 TVP.

8—More than $46,000 TVP.

How to define CEI budget categories

The budget categories in the Cost of Edu-
cation Index conform to those recommended
by the U.S. Office of Education and used by
most (but not all) school districts, Further
clarification on each category can be ob-
tained from the USOE publication, “Finan-
cial accounting for local and state school
systems,” a standard reference volume in
most superintendents’ offices. If you do not
have a copy, it can be ordered from the Su-
perintendent of Documents, U.S. Govt, Print-
ing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. (Ask for
“State educational records and reports series
Handbook 11,"” OE-22017.) Price $1.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I do
not know what fizures the Senator from
Michigan has had printed in the REcorb.
But I did have a mandatory formula
grant chart printed in the Recorp yes-
terday.

There is $3,577,802,000 that would
have to be mandatorily spent of the
total. The conference action resulted in
an amount of $3,134 million of that
which is Office of Education, which is
plus $1 billion from the President’s
budget. But that includes title I, ESEA,
library resources, impacted areas, and
higher education, all which I Ilisted
earlier.

Some are comparatively small
amounts. Direct loans to college stu-
dents, consisting of $229 million for the
whole country, vocational education,
audio-visual equipment, guidance, coun-
seling and testing, education of the
handicapped, and library resources—
that is all that is mandatory in the bill.
I do not know which one of those they
want to cut out and not spend and not do
what Congress wanted.

Under the President's budget, $2,-
353,898,000 of the total bill, would be
mandatorily spent. And the Congress
increased that to $3,797,562,000. The
Senate made it $3.7 billion. And the con-
ference report made it $3.7 billion. So
there is an increase of over $1 billion of
mandatory spending. But the total is
only $3.7 billion in a $16,724,805,200 bill.

A good deal has been said about ad-
vanced funding for elementary and sec-
ondary education for fiscal 1971 in the
amount of $1.226 billion. I want to make
clear that this item was deleted by the
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conference, not by the Senate. At the
time the conference was held it was not
vet authorized, and it has not been au-
thorized as of today. The conference felt
we should not put this item in, If it had
been authorized it would be in the bill,
but it was not authorized. There is no
objection to the amount. It simply was
not authorized up to the time of the con-
ference in early December. This is a
matter we will have to take up in this
session and I am sure it will be agreed to.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, I am
glad that the distinguished chairman of
the committee made it clear that the $1
billion increase to which I referred was
accurate,

Mr. MAGNUSON, Yes; of mandatory
amounts.

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is correct.

Mr, MAGNUSON. There is only $3
billion in the entire bill.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Earlier in the course of
my remarks the distinguished Senator
from Washington raised a question about
the figures I used with respect to the
dropout prevention program. It is my
understanding that President Nixon re-
quested $24 million for the dropout pre-
vention program and that the conference
report provides for some $5 million, or
approximately a total cut of $19 million
from the President’s request. There are
some odd fractions involved.

Mr. MAGNUSON., The Senator is cor-
rect about that.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am correct. There was
a cut of some $19 million.

Mr, MAGNUSON. In the conference.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The conference report
provides for $5 million.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, and the original
House figure was $5 million.

Mr. GRIFFIN, That is correct.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Let us get the facts
correct. The President asked for $24 mil-
lion in April; the House allowed $5 mil-
lion in July; the department appealed
for a $15 million total; and the Senate
made it $20 million. The conference
struck our increase and made it $5 mil-
lion.

Mr. GRIFFIN, But we are voting on
the conference report.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. I was speaking
about the Senate action.

Mr. GRIFFIN. But we are voting on
the conference report today.

My point is that the conference report
not only appropriates huge additional
sums over and above what the President
requested—and in a number of areas
which the President does not consider
to be of high priority—but it also cut
budget requests in other areas where the
President believes there is a high pri-
ority, particularly in the field of educa-
tion. He asked for $24 million for the
dropout prevention program directed at
the inner cities, the needy and disad-
vantaged youngsters, to help them, and
this conference report cut his request by
$19 million.

This reduction emphasizes and under-
scores the point I made earlier: that it
rearranges the priorities which the
President believes are important. It mis-
directs funds by spending too much in
some areas and not enough in other
areas.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not believe
Congress should abdicate its responsi-
bility in determining priorities. Congress
is the appropriating body. This happens
all the time. This is fundamentally a
disagreement of priorities, but we have
a responsibility ; and we have voted over-
whelmingly. We think we are the appro-
priating body and not the administra-
tion, and that we should make these
decisions.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished Senator
from Michigan if it is not true that ac-
cording to recent press reports one of
every seven children has a very serious
reading deficiency, that there is great
need to do further research in the field
about which he has just spoken?

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HANSEN. I wish to ask the Sena-
tor if the President did not have in mind
determining what might be done in or-
der to make more relevant their courses
of instruction in reading that are now
being afforded in the schools?

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. The request which the
Senator from Washington and I were
discussing a moment ago related to the
dropout prevention program.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, the dropout
program.

Mr. GRIFFIN. But it is also true, as
the Senator from Wyoming is suggest-
ing, that a Presidential request having
to do with improved methods and tech-
niques of teaching, particularly with re-
spect to remedial reading, was cut sub-
stantially. The conference report pro-
vides considerably less money in that im-
portant area than the President asked
for, which I think is very unfortunate
and not in line with the priorities set
by the President.

While Congress can disagree with him,
I believe the overwhelming majority of
the people agree there is a need for im-
provement in the methods and tech-
niques of teaching reading, particularly
in the intercity, and that this area is
important and needs more money and
attention.

Mr. HANSEN. I agree. Having re-
turned recently from my State of Wyo-
ming, I might add that I was privileged
to visit with the presidents of two of
our junior colleges. Both of them were
disturbed over the guidelines and the
specificity which has been written into
the bill by Congress insofar as voca-
tional and technical programs are con-
cerned.

We find a situation contrary to what
has been the practice. For several years
our junior colleges have been recipients
of Federal funds in order that they
might better offer programs that have
been so meaningful in upgrading the
talents and abilities of youngsters. As
the president of one of the junior col-
leges, the largest in my State of Wyo-
ming, observed, “The program no longer
will be very helpful to Wyoming.” He
saild it seems to be geared altogether
too much fo the ghetto area, instead of
offering continuing assistance in a pro-
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gram that has been helpful out there,
and he now finds that they will be denied
the funds they had in the past. As a
consequence I think it is indicated that
the bill does need further study in order
to shape these priorities as they should
be.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would be glad to yield
time to the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield?

Mr. HANSEN. Will the Senator yield
to me for 5 minutes?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Wyoming,

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, in put-
tinz us on notice that he plans to veto
the 1970 HEW-Labor-OEO appropria-
tion bill in its present form, President
Nixon has performed an act of great
national leadership.

It would be easy to approve the bill.
It would be the expedient thing to do.

But the President has rejected the
easy way. He has made the tough but
courageous decision that had to be made.

He has done so not to scuttle the pro-
grams of these agencies, but to ration-
alize them. He has done so to serve the
longrun interests of the people of this
Nation, to fight the galloping inflation
which takes away food from their tables,
clothing from their backs, medicines
from their shelves, even books from their
classrooms.

The bill as it now stands is a grab bag
of fat and pork barrel. Despite the fact
that we are more than half-way through
the fiscal year it is intended to fund, it
has the marks of haste and scanty con-
sideration. It ignores the findings of
study groups commissioned by Congress
itself which show that some programs
are seriously misdirected. It bypasses the
lessons of experience and the recommen-
dations of the Cabinet members re-
sponsible for administering these pro-
grams. It does a disservice to the real
cause of education and health.

My opposition to the HEW appropria-
tions bill is based not only on the addi-
tional funds it contains for low priority
items, but also on the funds it does not
contain for programs of real merit.

One of the priority programs of the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare was the budget request of $25 million
to develop new, innovative models of ele-
mentary and secondary schooling, This
money would have been used to test new
approaches to teaching reading, the use
of older children to teach younger chil-
dren, the concept of making schools ac-
countable to the community for results,
and other promising innovations.

Secretary Finch’s personal plea for
these funds was rejected by both the
House and the Senate. This is ironie, in
view of how little we know about how to
get the most out of our educational dol-
lar. At a time when the Nation is spend-
ing $40 billions a year in tax moneys on
its schools, less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of the total is being devoted to ex-
ploring ways to improve them. This
compares with the 10 percent of the de-
fense budget, which goes for research
and development.

This administration is seeking to es-
tablish new directions and new dimen-

sions of effective government. The budget
increases proposed by Congress would
ignore the need for new directions, and
would provide additional money for many
programs which are more in need of
refocusing in the light of today's most
urgent priorities.

I yield back the remainder of my time
to the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yvield myself 1 minute. Perhaps I should
keep quiet, but I do not know where the
figures that have been raised come from.
On research and innovations, educa-
tion of the handicapped, the 1970 budget
request of the President was $18,350,000.
The Senate and the conference made it
$23,700,000. We increased it. Part of that
involves reading for handicapped chil-
dren, the deaf-blind center..

Then, on elementary-secondary edu-
cation, which is the large item, we in-
creased it $312 million, That includes
not only bilingual education, but read-
ing for educationally deprived children,
those who cannot read very well.

So I do not know where those figures
come from. All I know is that when the
Appropriations Committee writes the
figures down, when we are through that
is what they are.

We have two or three other items in
research and training, which include in-
novations, demonstrations and new
items, for which the 1969 budget was
$74 million Research and Training, Office
of Education. The revised budget, or
Nixon budget, was $68.8 million. The

House and Senate agreed to that $68.8

million. It was exactly what the admin-
istraticn sent up to Congress and asked
for.

The PRESIDING -OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Let me be specific about the points I
have raised. I refer to the request of the
President for funds for experimental
schools, which was considered impor-
tant by the administration to improve
and test teaching techniques, with em-
phasis on remedial reading. The request
was for $25 million.

The Senate provided $9.5 million, but
in the conference agreement that
amount was eliminated. So the confer-
ence agreement comes to us with elimi-
nation of the request of the President
for $25 million for experimental schools
to test new technigues and methods of
teaching, particularly in the inner ecity.

Now I yield to the Senator from Ken-
tucky such time as he may request.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yvield myself another half minute. As I
said, I do not know exactly where these
figures come from, but we have in the
District of Columbia the Anacostia proj-
ect, which both administrations and all
Secretaries agreed to, and which I feel is
an excellent program. The Senate put $4
million in the bill for the Anacostia
project. The House said it could use only
$1 million.

The House was adamant, because I be-
lieve they wanted the Anacostia school
project, which is just getting started, to
prove itself. That is the reason why that
happened. It is a very small amount out
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of a $16,724 million bill, but the con-
ference committee eliminated the Sen-
ate increase for that item.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, if the
Senator from EKentucky will permit me
to take another moment, I think these
matters ought to be answered at this
time, if possible.

It is my understanding that, while the
distinguished Senator from Washington
is referring to an experimental or dem-
onstration school item, that is another
item having to do with the demonstra-
tion or model school for the District of
Columbia. I would make the point that,
insofar as that appropriation is con-
cerned, that item in the conference report
is $4 million less than the President
asked for.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is it not $3 million?
g Mr. GRIFFIN. My figures show $4 mil-
ion.

Mr, MAGNUSON. The Senator is
right; $4 million.

Mr, GRIFFIN. This is another example
of disagreement—not that the Congress
does not have a right to disagree with
priorities set by the President, but it but-
tresses and underscores what I have
been saying, that the conference report,
in a number of important instances so
far as the President is concerned, sub-
stantially cuts what he requested. He is
not satisfied and does not like the priori-
ties that the conference committee seeks
to impose.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sure that the
Senator from Michigan does not think
that on a bill of this size it is inflationary;
does he? I refer to the Anacostia project.

Mr. GRIFFIN, The Senator answered
my point concerning a cut of $25 million
and made reference to the Anacostia
project. The Senator from Washington
brought it up.
bﬂllv.[r. MAGNUSON. This is a $16 billion

Mr. GRIFFIN. I did not raise the point
of the Anacostia item, but I wanted to
answer it so there would be no confusion
in what I am covering.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator covered
three items, which involve about $25 mil-
lion in a $16 billion bill. The Senator
covered it. I do not know whether this
will help in the fight against inflation
or not.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Now I yield to the Sen=-
ator from EKentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I shall be
brief. I do not intend to go into great
detail with respect to the figures in the
various items of the bill. I intend to vote
azainst the conference report because,
when it comes to the issue of whether we
should vote to sustain the veto, I shall
vote to sustain the veto; therefore, I
believe it would be misleading to vote
for the conference report. I do so only on
the ground that I accept the President's
position that if the conference report
should be adopted and should become
law, it would seriously disrupt the effort
he is making against inflation.

I accept his position. Yet I must raise
some questions about several programs
which are limited because of the admin-
istration budget, I believe if the confer-
ence report does not become law during
the remainder of this session we must
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seek constructive proposals on the part of
the administration to remedy any defects.
I want to name three programs about
which I am concerned.

First, assistance to federally affected
areas. Every President since President
Eisenhower has urged that appropria-
tions for assistance to federally affected
areas be reduced. President Kennedy so
urged, and President Johnson likewise
so urged. Congress overrode them, I do
not think there was any great outery
from these administrations because they
were overridden.

In fiscal year 1969 approximately $521
million was appropriated for assistance
to federally affected areas. I believe the
President’s budget asked for $202 mil-
lion. It includes both programs, under
Public Law 815 and Public Law 784, one
dealing with the operation and mainte-
nance of federally affected schools, and
the other with construction.

There always has been some guestion
as to whether these programs have been
expanded beyond their original intent.
That is the issue. The program was in-
tended at first to meet the problems in
areas where Federal activities brought
in individuals from other areas with
children, parents with no tax base, and
of course, the children had to be taken
care of by the local schools, assisted by
payments provided under this Federal
program.

Later the program was enlarged to in-
clude children of people who worked in
Federal areas activities, although the
parents were actually residents of Ken-
tucky and often of the community, and
of course there really was not any reason
why they should have been included in
the program.

I believe that the conference report in-
cludes a little over $600 million for this
program.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. So we do have this great
disparity between the $202 million that
the administration has asked for, the
$521 million that was made available last
year, and the $606 million that is in the
conference report.

I hope that if the veto is sustained—
and I believe it will be—the President and
the administration will send up to Con-
gress their proposals about this program,
and for funds that are necessary to take
care of the children who fall in cate-
gory A, whose parents have actually come
into the area because of Federal activity
and who are not residents and have no
tax base.

I further raise this problem. This is an
old program, and year after year school
boards, relying upon its continuation and
that payments will be made to them by
the Federal Government, borrow money
to carry on their activities under this
program. I have received letters from
school boards in Kentucky, one of them
from a county which is seriously af-
fected—Jefferson County—where this
has been done, relying upon the fact this
program will be continued on the scale
of fiscal year 1969.

It may be said, because the President’s
budget asked for only $202 million, that
school boards should have taken notice
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of his request. But I must say that all of
the facts, having come to the notice of
Congress and the appropriations com-
mittees in the latter part of 1969, did not,
I believe, give the notice to these school
boards that they deserved; and if it
should turn out that in Kentucky and
throughout the country that school
boards have borrowed money anticipat-
ing that the payments could be made to
them by the Federal Government, then
I think it would be only fair and honor-
able that those amounts be ascertained
and, before the close of this fiscal year,
supplemental appropriations be made to
cover their borrowings. As I say, I think
that would only be fair, honorable, and
just and if necessary I will so propose.
That is my comment on these areas.

The second program which is troubling
is that dealing with library facilities. All
over the country, and particularly in my
State, there has been a great interest in
the growth of library facilities, the pro-
gram reaches not only students, but peo-
ple throughout rural areas as well as
urban areas. I believe that funds to con-
tinue such activities should be at the
level of 1969, should be provided in a sup-
plementary appropriation.

Third, I understand that student loans
or student grants would be reduced. With
the large number of students now going
to college—certainly we want them to
go—and many of them cannot afford to
go—this is an area which demands the
attention of the administration and the
Congress.

In the past, I have always supported
these educational programs. I intend to
continue to do so. I once served as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Education
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. In my first service in the Con-
gress I joined with the late Senator Taft,
Senator AIKEN, and Senator ELLENDER
in introducing the first bill ever passed
by the Senate to aid elementary educa-
tion, in 1948. I have helped develop the
National Defense Education Act and
other educational bills.

But I shall join at this time to support
the President in his battle against in-
flation. However, I hope before the end
of this fiscal year, these three programs
I have mentioned will be studied again
by the administration, and it will submit
to Congress recommendations for ap-
propriations necessary to carry them on.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is fa-
miliar with the fact that the Senate was
confronted with no budget estimate in
the library resource field at all, so we
put in what we felt was a modest
amount. I hope we will not wait until
next year’'s budget, because I understand
the figure may be zero in next year’s
budget also.

Mr. COOPER. We know that this con-
ference report is not going to be sent
back with instructions to correct various
items. So I am faced, as many of us are,
with the question of voting for this con-
ference report, one which is over the
President’s recommendations——

Mr. MAGNUSON. No, no, it is not.
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Mr. COOPER. Well, it is over on the
items I have mentioned.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is $86 million un-
der the budget requests.

Mr. COOPER. It is over on some very
important items. So, while it is a posi-
tion I have difficulty being in, I have said
I intend to vote this way because I in-
tend to support the President in this
vote. Nevertheless, there is no reason
why, if the measure is defeated, that
more constructive positions cannot be
advanced by the administration. I urge
that that be done.

In summary, I voted against the con-
ference report, which represents the ac-
tion of representatives of the House and
Senate on health, education, and wel-
fare programs solely to support the
President in his fight on infiation.

The President had asked appropria-
tions of approximately $16.6 billion for
fiscal year 1970, ending June 30, 1970,
compared to $15.5 billion appropriated
for fiscal year 1969. The conference re-
port would appropriate $17.7, $1.3 bil-
lion more than the President’s budget.
I vote against the conference report be-
cause of the President’s position that
increases would deal a critical blow to
his fight on inflation.

If a veto is sustained, I believe that
the administration must take immedi-
ate action, which I will propose, to cor-
rect certain inequities in the adminis-
tration’s proposal.

First, with respect to federally af-
fected school districts, additional funds
above the President’s budget must be
provided to meet the educational costs
of children whose parents have moved
to Kentucky counties because of Fed-
eral activity. As an example, the costs
to local school districts of the education
of children, whose parent is assigned to
a military base, such as Fort Knox, must
be paid, whether the parent lives on or
off the base.

Second, in cases where school districts
have borrowed money in anticipation of
congressional approval of the federally
affected assistance program, I believe
Congress has an obligation to assure pay-
ment of such borrowings and, if neces-
sary, I will so propose in later appropria-
tions bills, such as the supplementary
bill.

I also suggest that the administration
offer adequate proposals for the library
services and construction program which
is very important to EKentucky and as a
national progam.

As I had stated, I would vote to sustain
a Presidential veto, and I think it would
be misleading and not a forthright ac-
tion for me to vote for the conference re-
port. If the conference report does not
become law, I believe we can and will
work out adequate support for these edu-
cational programs, and without contrib-
uting to inflation.

That is all I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I meant to say $86
million under the President’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?




354

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I yield my-
self approximately 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I also must
vote against the conference report on the
HEW-Labor appropriations bill, even
though I supported some of the amend-
ments to this bill which resulted in the
appropriation of additional funds above
what the administration requested. I
have come to the conclusion that the
cumulative effect of the increases would
be harmful at a time when we are all
vitally interested in halting the infla-
tionary spiral.

The Nixon administration revised
budget for 1970 included an increase of
roughly a billion dollars over the 1969
budget, certainly an indication of the
priority this administration places upon
this whole area. However, the House pro-
vided for additional expenditures of $1,-
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055,176,000, the Senate voted for meas-
ures which would have increased the
budget request by $1,639,240,000 and the
Senate-House conference maintained an
increase of $1,331,823,500, over what the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare finally requested.

Even though I will support the recom-
mendation of the President, I do regret
the reduced request for aid to schools in
impacted areas, as set out by my dis-
tinguished senior colleague. This is par-
ticularly painful for school districts in
these areas which have planned their
budgets for this year on the basis of
anticipated funds. The 1969 expenditure
for impacted areas was $521,100,000.
The President's Budget suggested cut-
ting that figure to $202 million, and it
was the desire of the Senate and the
House of Representatives that that fig-
ure be increased; I believe the amount
was $61,178,000.
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I, too, believe the school superintend-
ents throughout the country, at least, if
not attempting to base their operating
budgets, under impacted areas aid, on
the $600 million figure, did at least figure
on an appropriation equal to the $521,-
100,000 appropriated last year.

However, all Americans have a vital
interest in curbing inflation. It is my
hope that the Senate will reject the con-
ference report but if that position should
not prevail that the Congress will sub-
sequently sustain the President’s veto
of this bill, thus indicating to our con-
stituents a true commitment to halting
inflation.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the first page re-
cap of the HEW budget and their analy-
sis for 1969 and 1970.

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

SUMMARY—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE—CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON THE 1970 HEW-LABOR APPROPRIATION BILL

1970 revised

Agency 1969 comparable

Department

budget House action appeal

Senate action

Consumer Protection and Environ-
mental Health Service

Health Services and Mental Health
Administration. _

National Institutes of Health__

Scientific activities overseas 15, 000,

$227, 064, 000
1, 077, 261, 000

$229,477, 000

1, 030, 441, 000
1,448, 610, 000
455, 000 3,455, 000 34

g

$227,177, 000

1, 001, 939, 000
l 448, 445, 000
55, 000

$277,177, 000

1,103, 449, 000
1, 449, 651, 000

$250, 968, 000

1,179,037, 000
1,629, 384, 000
3, 455, 000

Conference
agreement

Increase Decrease

$242, 522, 500
1, 154 339 000

-+-$14, 445, 500

-+-134, 700, 000
-+102, 974, 500

—$1, 400, 000

—10, 802, 000
—5, 340, 000

Subtotal
Office of Education
Social and Rehabilitation Service_ . ?‘ 338 302, 000
Social Security Administration... 1,690, 772, 000
Special Institutions._ .. 36, 146, 000
[ 30, 898, 000

 2,713,874,500
"647,

200, 000

Departmental Manageme nt._

2,711,983, 000
13,197, 634, 000
8, 451, 856, 000
2,014, 864, 000

62, 409, 000
35, 160, 000

2,784,732, 000 4
14,222,889,000 13,
2§, 410, 754, 000 8,
2,014, 564, 000 2
62,409, 000
34,734, 000

681, 016, 000
160, 997, 000
449, 856, (00
014, 564, 000
62, 409, 000
34,954, 000

34,734, 000

1252, 120, 000
+1, 155, 560, 000
+ ,5‘00.000
34 734, - R e o

=17, 542, 080
—77.197. 000
—60, 835, 500

000

Total, Department of
Health, Education, and
Waﬂore_____.__, -

Title 1 advance funding:
1970 advance (in 1969 bill)_ _ .
1971 advance (in 1970 bill)

15, 457, 192, 500
1,010, 814, 300

16, 473, 906, 000
—1,010, 814, 300
1,226, 000, 000

17, 529, 082, 000
—1,010, 814, 300

16, 403, 796, 000

—1, 010, 814, 300
1,226, 000, 000

18, 113, 146, 000

—1, 010, 814, 300

17,735, 619, 500
~1, 010,814,300 .

-+1,418, 014, 000

Total, HEW appropriation
bill

16, 468, 006, 800

1includes $1,010,814,300 appropriated in the 1969 bill.

Mr. COOK. It will show that the ex-
penditures of the Department in 1969,
not including those in title I that were
transferred into 1970 or 1971, amounted
to $15,457,192,000, that the 1970 revised
budget upped that to $16,473,906,000. The
House action increased that to $17,529
million, and the Senate action increased
it to $18,113 million. This was probably
not without some of my help; I will be
very honest. However, the Department it-
self asked for $16,403,796,000.

Mr. President, I agree with the chair-
man of the committee, the distinguished
Senator from Washington, that in regard
to school equipment and libraries, the
expenditures in 1969 by HEW were a
little above $143 million, It was the de-
sire of both Houses of Congress that this
be cut to $97 million. It was the desire
of the administration to eliminate this
cost completely. So there is a reduction
of some $46 million. I agree that this
should be reconsidered, and it should be
reconsidered by the administration.

However, I do feel that if this matter
is vetoed by the President, and if it is
sustained, we at least find ourselves not
in the position of a continuing resolution
under the 1969 budget figures, but under
the figures that were adopted by the
House; because, as will be recalled, we

16, 689, 091, 700

16, 518, 267, 700

16, 618, 981, 700

18,219,911, 700
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?Due to lack of authorizing legisiation, the House did not consider $28,360,000 requested for
“Development of programs for the aging.”

were in a position of having to approve
a continuing resolution not based on the
1969 figures, but based on the figures as
established by the House of Representa-
tives.

Even if this is so, we will find ourselves
placed in this position: that the House
established its cost at $17,735,619,500,
and that the conference raised that by
almost $300 million.

Excuse me, I have the wrong figures.
The House figures were $17,529,082,000,
and the final figure was $17,735,619,500.
So at least I will in some degree be try-
ing to save the taxpayers of America ap-
proximately $200 million until this mat-
ter can be straightened out by Congress.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield myself 1
minute?

Mr, GOLDWATER., Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MAGNUSON. A question ad-
dressed to me or to the Senator from
Kentucky?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wanted to get a
clarification of something the senior
Senator from Kentucky said.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. From what the

senior Senator from Kentucky said, I am
led to believe that Federal employees are
included in the impacted area moneys
in this bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would this in-
clude congressional people whose chil-
dren attend the schools?

Mr. MAGNUSON. It could. The school
board could ask for it.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Well, do they?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think they do, in
Maryland and Virginia.

Class A is military people in a Federal
reservation who have children who would
have to go out to school. Class B is peo-
ple who work in a Federal building or
Federal job and have children but who
may live anywhere else, and the children
go to primary or secondary school. That
is why I think the formula has to be
reviewed.

Here is an extreme example: A Fed-
eral judge in Phoenix who has children
and who works in a Federal courthouse.
His children could be classified as living
in an impacted area, and the school dis-
trict could receive a certain fee. They re-
ceive a certain fee per child.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The same could be
applied to Members of Congress?

Mr. MAGNUSON. It could be, I do not




January 20, 1970

know whether it is, but it is applied to
Government employees.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is that not kind of
silly and archaic?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course, it is. But
it is the law, and we were confronted
with the fact that the House voted for
this 3 to 1. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire and I talked about this. This was
the most popular amendment in the Sen-
ate. Even after the House voted $600 mil-
lion, the Senator from Colorado upped
it $60 million, and the Senate voted 73 to
9 to increase it.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would that include
the President's children?

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would. I guess
they could include the President's chil-
dren.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Things are pretty
tough.

Mr, MAGNUSON. The Nixon children
are not in elementary school. I think they
are above elementary and secondary
schools. But it could include them, and
they do it. These school districts have
been relying upon this money and ex-
pending, or obligating funds based upon
this reliance, As the Senator from Ken-
tucky well points out, they make their
plans expecting that they are going to
get it.

Mr. GOLDWATER. What about any
grandchildren who might live in the
White House?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, their father
would have to work there.

Mr. GOLDWATER. If he were living
in the White House?

Mr. MAGNUSON, If he were living
there permanently and responsible for
them, I think they could be so classi-
fied, yes.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. One situation is some-
what between the situation intended to
be covered by the federally assisted areas
and cases the Senator has mentioned,
which are the extremes and are ridicu-
lous. The Senator was not ridiculous in
asking about them, but they are ridicu-
lous uses of this law.

We have a situation in Kentucky, and
I am sure it prevails in other States
where there are service posts. Soldiers
come into the area and are serving at a
post.

Mr. MAGNUSON. They have children.

Mr. COOPER. They have children.
There are schools on the post, but they
are not adequate to take care of these
children. These men live off the post
with their wife and children, and the
children have to go to the local school.
The school boards count those children,
and I think they should, because the
military service cannot provide a school
for them on the base. I must say that
under this act—not the conference ac-
tion, but under the budget proposal—
they will be cut off.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The class B students.

Mr. COOPER. The children of the
soldiers who are living off the base. That
is not fair, and that is why I say that
if this is defeated, that situation ought
to be taken care of.
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I may sound as though I am arguing
both ways. I admif my dilemma. I am go-
ing to vote to sustain the President be-
cause of the fiscal situation. I believe that
if these issues are brought to his atten-
tion and to the attention of the good com-
mittee, they will be corrected.

I just make the point of our soldiers

who have to go to a post and their chil-
dren are living there and there is no
school except the county or city school,
and those school boards cannot take care
of those children unless they have the
funds.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
merely want to say to my good friend, the
Senator from Arizona, that this, of
course, is a legislative mandate. This is a
mandatory thing, and we made it so, and
it should not be changed or altered by
appropriation acts or Presidential
orders. Apparently, it is the most popu-
lar law around here. The Senator from
Colorado upped it $60 million from the
$600 million of the House.

I have put in the Recorp what all
States receive. Senators will note what
Maryland and Virginia receive in ratio
to their population. It is tremendous. I
see the Senator from Delaware smiling. I
do not think they get that far up the
ladder.

Much has been said about the budget
requests of the administration on this
bill. I reiterate that the budget request
was $19,834,125,700. That includes the
$1.2 billion for the forward financing of
ESEA, title I, which the House did not
consider becguse it was not authorized,
and the conference could not consider
either. We put it in here in the Senate
at the administration’s request. But the
total budget request from the adminis-
tration, up until the time the conference
was ended, was $19,834,125,700.

The conference agreement on the bill
as it now stands before us is $19.747 mil-
lion, and this is $420 million over last
year’s appropriations and $86.972 mil-
lion under the administration’s budget
request.

How can they call that inflationary,
unless they want to have inflation, when
we cut it?

It is true that we did take out the for-
ward funding but in dollars we are un-
der the budget's request. They asked us
to appropriate $19.834 billion and we ap-
propriated $19.747 billion in these im-
portant areas.

Thus, I do not know why anyone con-
fuses that.

We are under the budgetf, and we have
adjusted priorities, reordered priorities,
and the Congress has expressed its pref-
erences and exercise its will. That is
what we do up here all the time.

Now, my last statement, we are under
the total budget still. No matier what is
said, or what kind of bookkeeping is used,
the appropriations are some $6 billion
below requests. This is an argument over
priorities. But I do not know why every-
one gets up and says “We are over the
budget x billion dollars.” We are not.
The budget request—I will tell the Sen-
ate chapter and verse, and cite letters on
the budget—was $19,834,125,700.

Mr, President, I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss).
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The PRESIDING OFFICER., The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, it is difficult
for me to understand how anyone could
consider expenditures for education and
health as inflationary—any more than
one could consider expenditures for ham
and eggs inflationary.

There is no question that combating
current inflationary trends is the great-
est challenge facing us at home here in
America. There is a good deal of argu-
ment as to what items contribute most
directly to spurts in the cost of living.
If economists can give us some guidance,
I am most certainly willing to listen.

Certainly we should curb unnecessary
spending, whether public or private. We
recognize that if the Federal Govern-
ment can cut non-essential expenditures,
or put off until some fime in the future
programs and projects which can wait,
it will help cool the fires of inflation.

We recognize also that if business and
labor will follow the same course, and
that if the consumer will buy only what
he absolutely needs, this will also help
put a brake on the cost of living.

But surely, no one seriously considers
that providing a first-class education for
all of our children is unnecessary. It is
completely essential to the nourishment
of the economy and spirit of the Na-
tion, as completely essential to its future
health as is an adequate diet for each
of its citizens.

American democracy has been a suc-
cess not just because it is based upon
equality and freedom, but because the
system of public schools which our fore-
fathers had the foresight to establish
has developed the enlightened and edu-
cated citizenry necessary to make de-
mocracy work.

Each generation in America has ex-
ceeded the former one in the quality of
the education received, and in the num-
ber of young men, and later young wo-
men, who received it. Each generation
has therefore been able to help the Na-
tion work toward our national purposes
and goals as they clarified themselves
with changing times.

But, today, we face a time of truly
cataclysmie change. We need more than
ever to educate widely and well. In our
modern technological society no person
can contribute very extensively without
a quality education. If we are to have a
thriving economy, top productivity and
social stability, we need an educated and
highly skilled citizenry as we have never
needed them before.

Spending for education is first-priority
spending for the America of the 1970’s.

Congress has been most responsive to
the dangers of feeding the inflationary
fires by authorizing overspending by the
Federal Government. Congress cut nine
of the fourteen regular departmental ap-
propriation requests—cut them by some
$7.5 billion. About $5.5 billion of this
amount was cut from the Department of
Defense—cut after long and extensive
hearings and debate in which it was doc-
umented that millions of dollars had been
misspent by the Pentagon, through bad
judgment, through all too frequent cost
overruns, and unbelievable waste.
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What I find hard to understand is why
that $7.5 billion which the President re-
quested and which the Congress cut
would not have been inflationary spend-
ing, while the $1.3 billion which the Con-
gress has added to the HEW appropria-
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tion bill is inflationary spending. Or, to
quote the President further, is either
excessive, ill-timed, or wrongly directed.

If the Presidential veto prevails, Utah
schools will lose more than $11 million in
fiscal 1970. I ask unanimous consent that
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a table which shows the extent of the loss
in all programs be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE—OBLIGATIONS IN THE STATE OF UTAH

Program

OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Elementary and Secondary Education:

Assistance for educationally deprived children
(ESEA I):

Basic grants___. .

State administralive expenses._ 150,

(:ra”nts to States for school library materials (rsm

Su{flemeulary ‘educational centers and services
Sileng{lhemng Stale departments of education

Granls to States. ... ..
Grants for special projects. .
nr.qmsrtlon of equipment and minor !ernudalmg
(NDEA 1Dz
Grants to States__
Loans to non-; gwfnl Dnvate schools_
State administration_ _
Guidance, counseling, and testing (NDEA "

Subtotal, Elementary and Secondary Education. ..

Instructional Equipment:
Eqg and minor
Grants to States. .___
Loans to non- p:ohl private schools_
State administration

(NDER III) '

Subtotal, Instructional Resources.. ... .. ..

School Assistance in Federally Affecled Amas
Maintenance and operations (P.L. B1-&
Construction (P.L. 81-815)

Subtotal, SAFA

Education Professions Development:
Preschool, elementary, and secondary:
Grants to States (EPDA B-2).
Training programs (EPDA Parts C and D)..

1969
actual

. $3,013,832
50, 000

296, 752 0
1,088, 519

329,967
0

562, 511 0
1] 0

13,333 0
100, 396 0

5 555, 3]0

7,069,317
1,235,518

8,304, 835 '

178,237
513, 069

1970
budget
requests

1970
conference
agreement

Program

Higher Education—Continued
Personnel development:

$3,467, 454
150, 000

$3,894 438
150, 000

294,968

1,117,701 Vocational Education:

Basic grants. __
Innovation_...._.
Work-study___ .

866, 965

329,967 329 967
0 ]

Consumer and homemaking

581, 548 Research
0

13,333
100, 882

6. 482, 837

.1 314 426 Grants for public libra

Library for

581,543 (LSCA 1V

13,333
0 594,881

semces
B)..
Librarian training (HEA 11

Grants to States
1, 055, 000

College teacher Iellnwshfs (NDEA IV)___..._.
Training programs (EPD.

Subtotal, Higher Education..._.

Cooperative edycation______

Programs for students with special needs

Subtotal, Vocational Education. .. _______

College library resources (HBE; 11-A)._..

University community service s (HEA 1),
Adult basic education (Adult ducalmn Act);

& Spec al Pm]ecls and teacher education. ______

1970
conlerence
agreement

1970
budget
requests

1969
actual

OFFICE OF EDUCATION—Continued

$958, 800 0 0
27,975 0 0

6, 976, 665 Sd-. 355, 384 5,196, 762

PN e

1,439,960 1,445,921 2,191,721
0 2

13,577
0

219, A1
9I.23%

4,
0 198, 630
Sl 439 %D 1,969,777 3,243, (24

0
0
education e, 0
1]
L]

Libraries and Community Serv'ces:
services {LSCA 1)
Construction of public libraries (LSCA in..
Interlibrary cooperation (LSCA 111)_

State institutional library services (LSCA |
physically

245, 448 159, 746
4 0

40, 788
39, 509

25, 069
0

245, 448
04,
A
ha ndnr.ap ped
0
121, 786

152,742
0
]

FUIR

8,067, 000
773,000

8, 840, 000

773, 000
1, 828, 000
Education for the Handicapped:
Preschool and school progi

Subtotal, Libraries and cgmmumty Services...__.

1,165,727

539, 640 729, 559

for the |

I&?,dSﬁ 176, 20‘6 (ESEA VI)

Subtotal, Education Professions Develop
O T N G o

Higher Education:
Frogram assistance:
Sty titutions (HEA 111).
Colleges of agricufture and the mechanic arts
(Bankhead-Jones). .. ... . oo . =
Undergraduate mstructmnal equlpmenl and
other resources (HEA VI-A)
Construction:
Public community colleges and technical in-
stitutes (HEFA 1—Section 103 3
Other undergraduate facilities (HEFA |- ~Sec-

tion 104 1, 830,753 0 =
0 0 Promotion of Vocational Education (Smith-Hughes Act). .

104)
Graduate Iac|hl-es{H£FA m...

State ration and p
Section 105)
Student aid:
Education opportunity grants (HEA 1V-A)
Direct loans (NDEA I1)
Insured loans:
Advances for reserve funds

ing (HEFA i—

Interest payments - 118,722
1,102, 791

50, 000 0 0

Work-study programs (HEA IV-C)..
Spec_lral!programs for dlsauvnntased sty
1 R

691, 306

117, 600 0
168, 195

54, 045

1,253, 811
1,047, 412

Research and innovation_ _

157,483 176, 206

0 0

Research and Training:
Research and development:

171,178
0

Vocational education. .

Colleges lor Agriculture and the

0 313,134
Morrill Act).

313,134
264, 246
0

67,778

859, 058 629, 481
1,862,525 2,669,234

0 0
0 0
1,081,711 1,081,711

67,778

Civil Rights Education

! This program is lunded imm both the El tary and S

new Instructional Equipment appropriation in 1870,
2 Included under Basic Grants—VYocational Education.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, it indicates
that almost every facet of education in
Utah will suffer—elementary and sec-
ondary education, schools which receive
impacted area aid, higher education—in-
cluding college construction projects and
student aid—vocational education, Ili-
braries and community services, educa-
tion for the handicapped, research and
training; almost every activity devoted
to giving Utah students the best educa-
tion possible.

I also ask unanimous consent that a
copy of the letter directed to the Presi-

y appropriation and the
cannot be

Teacher education and recruitment.

Subtotal, Education for the Handicapped

Education in Foreign Languages and World Affairs. ...

Total, Office of Education. ... 2
Total, Office of Education comparable basis3____

165, 614

165, 614 165, 614
443, 578 0 0

0 0

Media services and caplloned films for the deaf__ 0 0 ]

165,614 165,614

Educational laboratories_. ... s 0
Research and development centers__ -

Subtotal, Research and Training_.. ..

Mechanic Arts (Second

38,478

94, 501

24,929,511
" 92,052,124

13, 895, 330
13,895,230

25, 493, 883
25, 493, 883

* The 1969 aclual column shows obhgatmns for Lfrme:l type programs where the State-by-
in

fore, is not shown in the 1970 column.

tate distrit

For this reason the 1969 comparable figure e:clu:les obligations for project type programs.

dent by Dr. Daryl J. McCarty, executive
secretary of the Utah Education Asso-
ciation, be printed in the Recorp.

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

JANUARY 12, 1970.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mgr. PrestpENT: The Utah Educa-
tion Assoclation, representing 12,600 educa-
tors within Utah, is deeply concerned and
disappointed with your reported stand in re-
lationship to federal support for education.

According to the latest estimates from the
National Education Assoclation the percent
of revenue receipts for Utah's schools derived
from the federal government dropped from
8.6% in 1968-69 to 5.5% In 1969-70. Further,
every indication we have concerning your
position leads us to believe that this per-
centage will be drastically reduced during
the next year.

We realize that you are faced with the
problem of an inflationary economy. How-
ever, with the federal government providing
an estimated 6.69%, only, of all revenue re-
ceipts to education during 1969-70, we do
not believe there is any justification to re-
duce it further. In fact, we are committed
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to the philosophy that the federal govern-
ment should substantially increase its par-
ticipation in financing education and that
such finaneing should be put on a fiscally=-
responsible basis which will permit effective
budgeting procedures for local school dis-
tricts.

Many fine programs have been imple-
mented and are currently in operation be-
cause federal funds were avallable for them.
Several of our school districts rely heavily
upon general federal funds for providing
quality education, Under the program which
you outline, most of these will be eliminated
or greatly curtalled.

The citizens of Utah devote a high per-
centage of their personal income for edu-
cation and have always been among the
leaders of the states in this dedication to
education. We do not feel there is justifi-
cation for the federal government lessening
its support of education at this time.

We earnestly ask you not to oppose or veto
the current proposal for federal support to
education which is now under consideration
by the Congress. Further, we implore you to
give your complete support to increasing the
federal government’s role in providing gen-
eral federal ald to education. There is no
other area of government wihch is more im-
portant to the populace as a whole and the
welfare of our individual citizens than is
education.

We sincerely hope you will reconsider your
current position on educational finance and
will encourage the federal government to
shoulder its responsibility in this area.

Respectfully,
Daryr J. McCarTy,
Executive Secretary:

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, Dr. Mc-
Carty emphasizes something of which
we are very proud in Utah—that the
State has always devoted a high per-
centage of its personal income to educa-
tion, and has been among the leaders of
the States in its dedication to education.
But, even with this mammoth effort, we
cannot afford to lose the Federal funds
involved in this bill.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp some of the vari-
ous other letters and telegrams which I
have been receiving from Utah which
explain how Utah citizens feel about the
prospects of losing the extra funds
which the Congress has provided for
education,

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

OcpErR HicH ScHooL,
Ogden, Utah, January 15, 1970.
Hon. Franx E. Moss,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnaTOR Moss: Over the years, we
have appreciated very much the fine work
you have done in representing the State of
Utah in the Senate.

Educators here in Utah are watching with
keen interest and considerable apprehension
the outcome of the Public Law 874 Bill. Re-
ports which we receive seem to indicate that
there is a strong possibility that this bill,
if passed, will be vetoed. Failure to receive
the funds from Public Law 874 for this cur-
rent school year would be disastrous to our
local district and to other districts who de-
pend on these funds for program support.

If it seems advisable to eliminate this law,
it is strongly recommended that it be phased
out at a date in the future, at a time which
would not afflect the current school budget.

I sincerely hope that you will vote for this
pill when it comes up.

Yours truly,
ALvIN R. CARTER.
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Murray CriTY BCHOOLS,
Murray City, Utah, January 16, 1970.
Mr. Feank E. Moss,
U.S. Senator,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SBeEnatorR Moss: The Murray City
Board of Education wishes to express their
concern regarding continuation of the P.L.
874 impact funds. While we haven't re-
ceived as much as some other districts these
funds have been an important source of
revenue for our school budget and of con-
siderable significance in the operation of our
school program.

As we analyze our financial outlook and
prepare to meet our basic needs, we feel the
continuation of the P.L. 874 funds and other
federal funds is urgently needed.

We would appreclate your consideration in
overriding a presidential veto of these funds,
if necessary, in order that we may maintain
quality educational services to the students
of our district.

May we commend you for your service and
representation of our State.

Sincerely,
Dr. Artaur L. Bis=HoP,
Director of Business Adminisiration.

Locar Crry ScHoOLS,
Logan, Utah, January 16, 1970.
Hon. Feank E. Moss,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTOR Moss: The Logan City
Board of Education in its meeting of January
13 discussed at length the probable loss of
federal funds for the school district as a
result of the predicted presidential veto of
the appropriation for the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare.

As you may know, Logan Mistrict has re-
ceived federal funds from Public Law 874,
Titles I, II, and III of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 19656 and from
Titles III and V of the National Defense Edu-
cation Act. Receipts from these sources have
for ceveral years strengthened the school
programs of the district, particularly the
library and instructional media services. In
addition, from NDEA IIT funds the district
has made substantial additions to the in-
structional equipment for use of both stu-
dents and teachers.

When the budget for the district was
adopted last summer, estimated receipts
from these sources were set up in the in-
come accounts of the budget with corre-
sponding appropriations in the expenditure
section. Anticipating that the federal allo-
cations would continue, the district has pro-
ceeded with the employment of staff and
with the purchase of materials and supplies
in these programs. Consequently, if the fed-
eral allocations are substantially reduced or
eliminated we will face some serious financial
readjustments.

The proportion of the maintenance and
operation receipts from federal sources has
been decreasing for the past two or three
years. It is the opinion of the board that
this trend needs to be revised, There ap-
pear to be good arguments supporting the
proposition now advanced by some experts in
the area of educational and public finance
that the costs of public schools need to be
underwritten in approximately equal por-
tions by the three levels of government—
federal, state, and local.

The board recognizes that the nation faces
serious problems as a result of inflation of
the economy, but believes that the Congress
has made adequate budgetary correction for
this in its reduction of other budget requests,
particularly those for the defense estab-
lishments.

For these reasons, the board urges that
you support federal appropriations for the
public schools at a level at least equal to
last year's allocations, These should be in-
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creased If at all possible to the amounts in-
cluded in the Health, Education and Welfare
appropriations bill now before the Senate.
The board appreciates the concern you have
shown for the public schools and the ac-
tions you have taken in the Congress in
support of more adequate funding for them.
Bincerely yours,
Locan Crry BOARD OF
EDUCATION,
KexNeTH CUTHBERT,
President.
SHermMAN G. EYRE,
Superintendent.

S0UTH SANPETE ScHOOL DISTRICT,
Manti, Utah, January 14, 1970.
Senator Frang E. Moss,
U.S. Senate Chambers,
Washington, D.C.

DEear SENATOR Moss: I am writing this let-
ter to inform you that Federal Aid to Edu-
cation in rural Utah is helping to provide a
better educational experience for the young
boys and girls of the rural areas of Utah.

It is the feeling of the majority of the
people in the South Sanpete area that federal
aid should be increased and not decreased
at this writing.

The present NDEA Title III, Public Law
874, Title I (which I understand has been
funded) as well as others provide rich and
wonderful experiences that could not, with-
out federal funding, be provided for our
young students.

The people of Utah devote a large percent-
age of their personal income to education, as
you well know, and it can't be denied that a
cut in federal aid to education would appear
to be disapproved by the majority of the
people in this state.

The President has made his decision to cut
federal aid and the purpose of this letter is
to inform you, as our representative, that the
President, in our opinion, is wrong in cutting
educational programs at such a demanding
time.

You are aware of the knowledge explosion
and how important knowledge and training
are in the life of a young person in order to
function and to compete academically in
such a dynamic and complex society as the
one our young people are going to face in the
future.

Your support to override the President’s
veto will be doing a great service to the young
rural students of the state.

We know that inflation must be stopped,
but we think better ways can and should be
found to halt this spiral. To cut our most
precious asset, the education of our youth,
which does guarantee the future of America,
is a grave mistake.

Sincere best wishes in the New Year.

WmvstonN T. GLEAVE,
Superintendent.

NorTH SvumMmMIT SCHOOL DISTRICT,
Coalville, Utah, January 15, 1970.
President RicHAarRp M. NIxow,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. PreEsmpENT: The North Summit
Board of Education is concerned about the
Federal Aid to Education Bill and your re-
ported stand in relation to federal support
to education.

We have programs that we feel greatly
benefit our students that have been imple-
mented and are in operation because federal
funds are available. Under the program
which you outline, a lot of these funds will
be eliminated or greatly reduced, which in
turn would curtail many projects which we
feel help students. We are sure this will be
true even to a greater extent across the state
inasmuch as we are a small district.

In Utah, the citizens devote a very high
percentage of their income to education and
are among the leaders in this sense in their
dedication to education, We do not feel that
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there is justification for the federal govern-
ment lessening their support of education
at the present.

We sincerely ask you at this time to mot
oppose or veto the current proposal in con-
gress for federal support to education. We
also ask that you support the federal govern-
ment’s role in providing general federal ald
to education. We feel that education is im-
portant to the populace of this country and
the welfare of our students is Important to
the future of this country.

We sincerely hope you will reconsider and
change your current position on federal edu-
cational finance and encourage the federal
government to continue to support its re-
sponsibility in education.

Sincerely,
GeorGgE BEHUNIN, Jr.,
Superintendent.
OcoeN, UTAH,

DesR SewAToR Moss: It 1s my desire that
you please override the President's veto of
public law 874.

Bincerely,
CiNDY HAZELGREN.
PArADISE, UTAH,
January 15, 1970.
Hon. Franvk E. Moss,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR Moss: I wish to applaud your
stand to override the potential veto of Health,
Education and Welfare spending by President
Nixon.

The Utah schools are in need of federal ald
to education. Federal ald to enrich our school
programs, and permit our local districts to
budget for federal funds without uncertainty
surrounding possible cutbacks,

Utah, has many school districts, as you
know, that rely heavily upon federal funds
for providing quality education, because their
areas do not have taxable industry to pro-
vide the means. Other districts have started
fine programs such as “Upward Bound”, with
federal ald and ve do not wish to see cut-
backs In this and other federally supported
education programs.

It has taken a long time and a lot of work
to start the momentum of federal finances
to education to help and supplant the pri-
vate and parochial educational institutions.
The results of so dolng are gratifying; a
dream coming true of an education for the
masses and the exceptional child also.

Our Utah State University, at Logan, Utah,
is relinquishing, Dr. Francis Halstrom, a
highly trained and successful professor In
the field of speclal education, to join the
government at Washington, D.C. in the fur-
ther development of “Upward Bound” pro-
gram, & federally supported educational
program.

Burely as reduction in expenses of the Viet
Nam war, i1s coming about these monies can
be allocated to education, health and welfare,
which are so badly needed among our own

ple.

With best regards and thanks for your con-
tinued support of federally supported edu-
cation for our nation.

Bincerely yours,
MarvA H. HANSEN,
Mrs. Ellis 8. Hansen.,

Box Erper CounTty SCHOOL DISTRICT,

Brigham City, Utah, Jenuary 14, 1970,
Hon. Frank E. Moss,

U.S. Senator,
SBenate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SenATOR Moss: We, as duly elected
Bchool Board Members of the Box Elder
County School District, are deeply disturbed
over the cloud of uncertainty that is con-
tinuing to hang over federal ald to educa-
tion. We are particularly disturbed over the
threat of President Nizon to veto the Fed-
eral Education Appropriation Bill,
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In this school district we have had to rely
heavily upon the “Impact Aid” in order to
operate our schools, For the 1969-T70 school
year we have budgeted approximately $200,-
000 and without these funds we are goling
to be In a real financial dilemma.

For a President of the United Btates to
veto the “life-blood” of many of the public
schools in this nation by curtalling federal
funds 1s unbelievable.

Please know that we cannot urge you too
strongly to support a continuation of fed-
eral moneys for education, particularly the
Impact aid, even if it means to override a
presidential veto.

We egincerely feel that our school district
will suffer severe consequences if these funds
do not materialize.

We desperately need your help.

Sincerely yours,
WarreN E. HANSEN,
President, Board of Education.
DeLORIS STOKES,
Vice President.
EBERHART ZUNDEL,
ArnoLD B. GILBERT,
E. WaYNE LOVELAND,
Board Members.

MounTtain VIEw SCHOOL,
Ogden, Utah, January 16, 1970.
Hon. PraNk Moss, -
Utah State Senator,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeNATOR: Our schools are golng to
be In a sad situation if the benefits of Pub-
He Law 874 are denled them, Please give it
your support.

Bincerely,
Lormy M, PETERSON,
Principal.

OcpeEN, Utar, January 14, 1970.

DeAr Mr. Moss: I was upset to hear that
maybe the 874 Bill won't be passed this year.
This is very Important to me as & mother of
gix and whole support of my family. And
if this Billl is not passed I stand a very good
chance of losing my job.

Please do not support this veto.

Thank you,

Mrs, AN H., CROGUN.
OcpEN, Uran, January 14, 1970.

Dear SEnaToR Moss: We wish to add our
acceptance and full approval of your deci-
sion to vote against the veto of Bill 874,

Bincerely,
WnLiam and DorOTHY BURBIDGE.
OcoEN, UTAH,
January 14, 1970.

DeAr SenaTOR Moss: I have always pointed
with pride to Utah's fine educational pro-
gram and the example set by our schools
and graduates, I'm now feeling much concern
over the possible “cutting off” of funds avail-
able to Utah through Public Law 874. The
cut back would preciplitate a tremendous jolt
not only to those of us involved in education
but a much more vital issue with our chil-
dren and their educational future.

Should President Nixon veto this bill I
would like to urge you to vote against the
veto.

Thank you for all you do for us in Utah.

MARLYN WARD,
OcpEN CITY SCHOOLS,
Ogden, Utah, January 13, 1870.

Dear Mr. Moss: It has been brought to
my attention that there needs to be 30 more
votes in the House to approve bill #874.

Since this bill 1s so vital o the needs of
many people in our state, I am sending my
plea to you to vote for this bill, and vote
against the veto. In the event this bill 18
vetoed, we would hope to override the veto,

With the cut-back In loss of jobs that
would arise with this veto, I am personally
involved, as I represent the health needs of
our school children, But more important than
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my needs, are the needs of the children who
will be affected. What is more crucial to our
children than art, music, health, and guld-
ance, which will be denied if such a bill is
vetoed.

Also, our local property taxes will be in-
creased, and can we afford any further taxes?
I myself, cannot,

I appreciate your concern in this matter.

Bincerely,
Mrs. SHIRLEY SMITH, R.N.

OGpEN, Uramn.,
January 15, 1970.
Hon. Frank E, Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senatror Moss: This communication
is to thank you for effectively representing
your constituency on the issues of tobacco
advertising and with regard to the threatened
withdrawal of funds from P.L. 874. I am sure
that you reallze what impact the loss of
guch funds would have on the public schools
of Utah. I am informed that this action
would, in Ogden city alone, necessitate the
immediate dismissal of 60 persons. This
cutback would force an increase in class
load levels and almost a complete loss of
such special services personnel as counselors,
psychologists, social workers and school
health personnel as well as class room teach-
ers.

I would urge you, therefore, to continue
your stand and if and when the tlme comes,
vote to override President Nixon's veto of
the HEW bill

Thank you,

RoserT E. HALL.

OcpEN, UrAH,
January 15, 1970.
Benator Franx Moss,
The Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR Moss: I am grateful and re-
lieved that you plan to vote against the
Pre:ident’s veto of 874 funds. These funds
are vital to maintain our school systems.
Without them, here in Ogden, we will have
to eliminate approximately 60 school per-
sonnel. This means enlarging classroom sizes
and doing away with such “frills” as health
programs, psychologlcal services, art, music,
and counseling programs. Of course, our
taxes will have to go up. As a result no new
business or industry will wish to locate
here. Gradually, Ogden instead of being a
thriving community will be a decaying ghost
town. Please don't let that happen to us.
Urge other cenators and congressmen to vote
agalnst the President’s veto. This bill effects
the entire nation, not just Ogden,

Thank you.

Yours very truly,
CaroL ANNE WoOD,
Mrs. Jerry R. Wood.

OcpEN, UTaH,
January 13, 1870.
Hon. FraNk Moss,
U.S, Senate,

Dear Tep: I have been writing the delega-
tion from Utah in Washington in an effort
to get them to override any veto concerning
the public law 874 school ald money. If you
have any Infiuence over those twoO CONgress-
men and that Bald Eagle Senator please use
it. I think I know how you stand on Nixon
legislation 2o I am not worrled on that score.

I want you to know that we In Weber
County stand behind you 100%. Burton or
whoever should aspire to your seat this veto
of Nixon's would set our education back to
Hoover days. We got your Xmas card and
was glad of the family pleture—Iit's very nice.
Do what you can in this matter we are for-
ever grateful for the Bervices you have given
to our State and the Nation,

Very sincerely yours,
WaRReN DRURY.




January 20, 1970

OGDEN, UTAH.
Senator FRANK EDWARD Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnaTOR Moss: Congratulations on
your stand on the Education Bill that is
likely to be vetoed by President Nixon. The
President must be more realistic in his ap-
proach. If Public Law 874 for impacted areas
is unfair then surely the President and Con-
gress can figure out a system of phasing it
out rather than terminating it so abruptly.

Sincerely,
RoBERT D. EYESTONE.

BounTIiFuL, UTAH,
January 8, 1970.

Dear SENATOR Moss: It is with interest and
some apprehension that we watch the na-
tional legislative scene from back here in
Utah, I have a feeling of confidence in most
of the men representing us from our state.
In writing you I feel assured that you will
use the ability and power you have to help
the children of the state of Utah.

Much of the industry here in the state is
controlled by the Federal Government, espe-
cially here in Davis County. Up to this point
we have been able to point to the schools of
Utah with pride, knowing that we have a
wonderful soclety in general in this state
for children to grow and develop in. I feel
our schools have been a great contributing
factor for the things we take pride in. My
family, friends, and I are concerned that our
schools may not be able to maintain the
standards of leadership if they do not receive
the financial support needed from the state
and federal government,

We are living in a federal impacted area
of Davis county, and we are greatly con-
cerned when we note our schools might be
cut back to about half the aid received in
1968, especially in the face of the tremen-
dous growth in population we are experienc-
ing. It is with relief that we see the HEW
bill passed the house, We hope the senate
will follow suit, Then we hope some in-
fluence by you can direct the President to be
assured that it is a necessary bill,

Thanking you for your efforts.

Sincerely,
BrycE W. MEMMOTT.
OcpEN, UTaH,
January 14, 1970.

Dear SEnATOR Moss: I understand that
Bill 874, which has appropriated in the neigh-
bor hood of $700,000 to the Weber County
School District for special educational serv-
ices and facilities may be vetoed when the
vote comes up in the near future.

This could seriously affect many of the
services now enjoyed and needed by our
schools, such as counseling services, TV pro-
gramming, Remedial reading services, library
services, etc.

As President of the Bonneville Council of
P.T.A., I strongly urge you to vote in favor
of this bill, as I feel we need to support
education and the many fine programs of-
fered in our schools.

Sincerely,
Mrs, Wam. A, TELLEMAN,
President, Bonneville Council PTA.
OcpEN, UTAH,
January 14, 1970.

DeAr Mr. Moss: I am writing you concern-
ing Public Law 874 and hope that you with
your vote will override the President’'s veto
of this law.

Many here in Utah will be seriously af-
fected by the abolishment of this law,

I therefore hope that I can support you
by asking you to consider my concern of the
President vetoing the passing of Public
Law 874.

Sincerely,
Epwarp L. BUNNELL,
Speech and Hearing Pathologist, Ogden,
City Schools.
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Box ELpER EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONS.
Hon. Frank E. Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Your efforts have done much to further
the cause of good education. We hope you
will continue to work for full funding of P.L.
874. Loss of these funds would imperil a
sound education program in Box Elder
County School District. We urge you to use
all possible means to secure full funding of
P.L. 874 and related funds.

Dox POTTER,
President.
Bear RIvErR HicH ScHooL FACULTY,
Tremonton, Utah, January 16, 1970.
Hon. Frank E. Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We plead your support Federal impact bill
in its entirety.

DEE LEax,
Chairman.

BricHAM CITY, UTAH,
January 18, 1970.
Senator FrRaANK Moss,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

We wish to ask your support of bill 13111
Federal Impact Area Act. This money is es-
sential to our school program.

LAKEVIEW SCHOOL.
OcpEN, UTAH,
January 14, 1970.

Dear Mr. Moss: Please vote no when the
President vetoes the bill for 874 funds to
remain,

Sincerely,
Avice R, THORSTED.

THE CHURCH oOF JEsSUs CHRIST OF
LATTER-DAY SAINTS,
Ogden, Utah, January 14, 1970.
Senator “Tep" Moss,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR Moss: We appreciate your ef-
forts in behalf of the federal aid to educa-
tion bill, especially to the P.L. 874 part that
s0 deeply involves Utah. This letter is to urge
you to continue your fight and to vote to
override the probable presidential veto.

I also appreciate your work concerning the
cigarette menace.

Very sincerely,
Bishop

UraH TECHNICAL COLLEGE,

Provo, Utah, January 16, 1970.
Fraxk E. Moss,
U.S. Senator,
U.5. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaToR Moss:Thank you very kindly
for your support and help on the aporopria-
tions for vocational education by amending
the H.B. 13111 to increase this amount of
funding, We do hope that, as the Senate
meets again to vote on these amendments,
something can be done to either prevent the
President from vetoing this bill or pass the
bill over his veto.

There are many here who are applauding
the vigorous action that you and others are
taking to see that proper funding goes to
vocational education.

Yours very truly,
WiLsoN W. SoReNsEN, President.
OcpEN, UTaH,
January 14, 1370.
Senator Frank E. Moss,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SewnaTOoR Moss: How you vote on
House Bill 874 will determine the number
of votes you receive from many, many, Utah
people in the next election, Therefore
would you please vote for House Bill 874.
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If the bill is vetoed would you please over-
ride the veto?
Sincerely,
ZI1NA GARBETT,
Ogden City Schoolteacher.
EavsviLie, UTtan,
January 14, 1570.
Senator Franx E. Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Moss: * * * I would especially
like to ask your support in overriding Presi-
dent Nixon's plan to veto the Federally Im-
pacted Monies to Education. The loss of this
money would be disastrous to Educational
Bpecial Services such as Psychology, Social
Work, Counseling, Art and Music. There
would also be an added burden placed on
many Utah taxpayers. If the President vetoes
the Bill please do your part to override it.

Respectfully,
RicHARD E, SMITH.

WasaTcH FroNT EDUCATIONAL COUNCIL,
Murray, Utah, January 16, 1970.

Hon. Franx E, Moss,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.:

Thank you for your continuing support for
Federal ald to education.

WarTteEr H. PROTHERO,
Chairman.
McEKINLEY ScHooL FACULTY,
Tremonton, Utah, January 16, 1970.
Hon. Frank E, Moss,
U.S. Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Voters of Box Elder County urgently re-
quest HR. 13111 impact 8, category B, be
left in appropriations bill now before the
President. If deleted much damage to our
school would result.

JAY M, STOKES,
Principal.

BricHAM CITY, UTa=H,
January 16, 1970.
Senator Frank E. Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Central School Faculty, Brigham City,
Utah, urges your support of impact aid bill,
even to overriding the President’s veto if
necessary,

CENTRAL SCHOOL,

Bericaam Crtry, UraH,
January 16, 1970.
Senator Frank E. Moss,
U.S. Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.:
We support HR. 13111.
FooTHILL SCHOOL.

TreEmoNTON, UTAH, January 16, 1970.
Hon. Frank E. Moss,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Voters of Box Elder County strongly urge
H.R. 13111, impact 8, category B he left in
appropriations bill now before you. If deleted
much damage to our schools could result.

NorTH PARK ScHOOL FACULTY.

OGpEx CIrTY ScHooL DISTRICT,
Ogden City, Utah, January 14, 1970.
Representative Moss.

Dear Mgr. Moss: I am sure that you are
aware of the need which many School
Districts in Utah have for the 874 Moneys
for impacted areas.

In Ogden City School District these mon-
eys mean about $700,000. If they were with-
held there would have to be an immediate
reduction in the services offered by Ogden
City. The services which would be dropped
would be in the area of Health, Art, Music,
and Jr. High School Guldance. These jobs
would be lost at a time when we need s0
much to improve our educational services.

It is also very likely that if the 874 Moneys
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are withheld there would have to be a large
increase in the local Property taxes.

May I encourage you to continue to work
for Utah and for the 874 moneys which Utah
needs.

Yours truly,
STEPHEN A, SLATER,
Teacher.

LoGawn, Uran, January 19, 1970.
Hon. Franx E. Moss,
Senator, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTOoR Moss: We applaud your
strong stand on Labor-HEW appropriation
bill of 1970 and fully support override of
threatened veto. Messages are also being sent
to other Utah Congressmen.

Mr. and Mrs. Akeley Miller, Mr. and Mrs.
Eastman Hatch, Mr, and Mrs. Fred H.
Wagner, Mr. and Mrs. John K, Wood,
Mr. and Mrs. Winfred O. Carter, Mr.
and Mrs. Ralph Matesky.

Davis County PTA,
Salt Lake City, Utah, January 19, 1970,
Senator Frank E. Moss,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
The Davis County PTA Council commends
you for your support of the Labor-HEW ap-
propriations bill and your intention to over-
ride the President's threatened wveto. The
withdrawal of these funds could be disas-
trous to the Davis County School District.
Forty percent of our students are federally
connected.
Mrs. CorLEEN T. BUSENBARKEN,
t.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, this is not
time to shortchange our schools and our
students, We must spend whatever it
takes to assure a gquality education to all
of our young people., We can put off new

programs such as MIRV or space explo-
ration to Mars, but we cannot postpone
improvements in our educational process.

I shall vote for the conference report
as well as to override the President’s veto
if he exercises his veto power on this bill.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MURPHY) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I sup-
port the conference report, althoughIam
greatly disappointed in particular with
two actions taken by the conferees;
namely, their action with respect to the
dropout prevention program and the sup-
plementary State program.

The dropout prevention program was
authored by me in 1967 and has so much
promise and potential in bringing about
needed education reform in this country.
As a result of my testimony, the Appro-
priations Committee increased the ap-
propriations for this program to $20 mil-
lion as contrasted with only $5 million
provided in the House-passed measure.
Unfortunately, in ccnference, the House
figure of only $5 million prevailed.

Incidentally, I have just received an
early report from the Texarkana project.
This has been the project that has been
the subject of so much national atten-
tion. In this project, the local school sys-
tem has subcontracted on a performance
contract basis with private industry to
raise basic reading and math scores of
emotionally disadvantaged students, In
this form of contract, one must produce
in order to get paid. Prelimirary results
are encouraging, Thirty youngsters in the
program have been tested and the results
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show a one-grade level inerease in math
and approximately a two-grade increase
in reading in 50 hours of instruetion.
The performance contract had stipulated
a one-grade level increase for 80 hours
of instruction. Similarly, there are other
exciting dropout prevention projects in
this country, all of which are closely
monitored and evaluated. Yet, the con-
ferees for some reason did not look with
favor on this program.

This is a good example of “a high pri-
ority program” lacking political muscle,
and, as a result, it was apparently for-
gotten in conference.

The second program, which I authored,
the supplementary State program, which
was added to the MDTA Amendments of
1968, also had great promise. I offered a
floor amendment adding $20 million for
this title V program, which was sup-
ported by the administration, is consis-
tent with the administration’s efforts to
improve manpower programs, and to
strengthen State and local government
roles in them. This amendment would
have provided flexible funds to enable
the States to be creative in the man-
power field. Regrettably, the $20 million
added by the Senate was deleted in con-
ference with the result that no funds
are available for this program.

We all know that inflation poses a
clear and present danger to the health
of our economy. So I share with the ad-
ministration their deep concern over in-
flation and the necessity of bringing it
under control. If the President decides to
veto the bill, and he has indicated he
might do so, I beg of him to find a way
to see that adequate funds are channeled
into some vital educational programs.

One such program is the impaeted aid
program. While this program has been
criticized frequently, and undoubtedly
there are abuses in the program, never-
theless the facts are that for many school
districts in my State, the impacted aid
program is a matter of survival. For cne
district in my State, the Travis Uni-
fied District in Solano County, impacted
ald assistance represents 49.14 percent
of the total current expenses. In many
other districts, impacted aid funds are
also critical., As the China Lake School
District indicated in a letter to me last
vear—

The school district at this Naval Station
is a slave of federal and state legislation
because it has no way to make up losses
through local taxation. Punds must be made
available through Public Law 874 f China
Lake School District is to survive.

The Battelle Institute, which just com-
pleted a study of the impacted aid pro-
gram with the approval of the previous
administration and the Congress, al-
though finding abuse and recommending
significant changes, concluded:

The federal government should continue
to provide a program of school assistance in
federally affected areas . . . In many of these
cases if the federal program were terminated,
the child would receive no education at all;
in other cases, the quality of education
available would be severely reduced with
serfous consequences for the federal gov=-
ernment’s attempts to recruit employees to
such areas and for the quality of education
generally.

So if there are abuses in the impacted
aid program, they should be corrected by
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legislation in an orderly fashion. What
I am saying is that it would be very fool-
ish to “throw the baby out with the bath
water.”

This problem has been known, and it
has been kicked under the rug during the
regimes of at least four Presidenis that
I know of. I say that the time has come
to face up to this. Let us put the money
where it is needed. Let us eliminate the
abuses where they occur and do it dis-
tinctly and clearly.

Another program which is so vital is
the bilingual program, I cosponsored this
program in 1967 and have played a lead-
ing role in securing necessary and in-
creased funding for it. This year in testi-
mony to the Appropriations Committee
I recommended full funding and I was
delighted that the committee recom-
mended $25 million for the program.
Senators and citizens not residing in the
Southwestern States are not familiar by
and large with the problem that con-
fronts the Spanish-speaking youngster.
To appreciate the program’s importance,
one need only imagine what it would be
like if he or his youngster were to enter
the first year of school where the lan-
guage of instruction was different from
the one used and spoken at home. I
would come as no surprise if one were o
become frustrated and fall behind, dis-
couraged, and drop out. This all too often
has been the story of the Mexican
American in my State where as many as
50 percent drop out by the eighth grade.
I have been keeping as close a watch on
this program as possible and had a survey
made of many of the programs in my
State. While admittedly at this early
point in the program we have only sub-
jective evaluations, these evaluations are
positive, heartwarming and encouraging.

The program is accomplishing what it
was designed to do. There is no waste
in these funds and there is nothing in
these programs of an inflationary nature.

We search for ways to improve the
educational performance of our minor-
ity students, for the Mexican Ameri-
can—the Nation’s second largest minor-
ity group—we seem to have found a
solution. It is therefore imperative that
this program receive sufficient funds.

Another area of deep interest to me is
the area of vocational education. I of-
fered on the Senate side the cooperative
education, or work-study concept. This
and other programs in the Vocational
Education Amendments of 1968 made
this act a historic and landmark bill, Vo-
cational education must receive greater
priority in our society and we must stop
treating it as an education stepchild. I
therefore hope that programs will be
funded in this area.

Also in connection with vocational
education, I offered an amendment to
this bill inereasing funds for much
needed teacher training in this area.

I have also been a supporter of the
cooperative education concept at the
higher education level.

I can remember when I was a child in
Philadelphia the Drexel Institute where
a child went to school and he worked.
And when he got through he had a
diploma, an education, and a skill. He
knew where he could get a job. He did
not have to say, “What should I do now
that I am educated”? This bill earmarks
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1 percent of higher education work-
study funds for this concept.

I also believe it is necessary that we
provide needed resources for school dis-
tricts having a large number of educa-
tionally disadvantaged youngsters. In
this connection, I authored the Urban
and Rural Education Act which has been
incorporated in the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act extension,
which will be on the Senate floor very
soon. I intend to support the conference
report. I do not believe expenditures for
these programs are inflationary. I want
to take this opportunity to make my
feelings known to the administration.

I understand their concern. I know
what the problems are. However, I have
evaluated, I think, these matters very
carefully which I have brought to the
attention of my colleagues today. I hope
that they will receive proper considera-
tion. They are needed. They are not in-
flationary. And I think that the time has
come when these things should be faced
up to and cured. I want to take this op-
portunity to make my feelings known to
the administration. I support the con-
ference report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself T minutes and will then
yvield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
most fitting that the first action of this
session is the pending conference report
dealing with the health and education
needs of our country. As a Senator from
Montana and as the leader of the Demo-
cratic Party of the Senate, I enthusias-
tically endorse the proposals for appro-
priations contained in this bill. As a
whole, the bill reflects, in my opinion, a
proper attitude; one that emphasizes the
welfare of our citizens at home—the
health facilities and services that are
to be available to them—and one that
recognizes as well the strong emphasis
that this country should place upon the
education of our youth.

At the end of last session, the senior
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) ,
as acting chairman of the Appropriations
Committee submitted, on behalf of the
Appropriations Committee, a full sum-
mary of the action of the Appropriations
Committee. I ask unanimous consent
that an abbreviated form of that outline
be printed in the Recorp at the conelu-
sion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. In comparing con-
gressional action with the President's
overall requests, it is clear that Congress
judged that the President’s spending
recommendations were excessive; Con-
gress not only cut the Nixon budget
sharply in line with its concern for in-
flationary pressures, but at the same time
has reordered national priorities away
from nonessential spending and closer to
the health, welfare, educational, social,
and environmental needs that face this
Nation at home.

The issue that faces each of us is not
whether Federal spending should be cut
to check the spiraling inflation and ram-
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paging interest rates that this past year
has brought; the Congress has already
adjudged that the President's spending
recommendations must be cut. The Pres-
ident now agrees with the Congress that
Federal spending must be cut. The issue
that has been presented is where the cuts
must be made. The Congress has cut $6.7
billion from the President's recommen-
dations for spending—prior to the con-
sideration of this bill. This includes the
foreign aid appropriations where the
money figure is not the real issue remain-
ing, The Congress has added more than
$1.1 billion to health, education, and en-
vironment control over the President’s
recommendation. The President says that
these moneys for these programs are
inflationary.

There were those in the Senate who
felt that the $95.9 million the adminis-
tration requested for the supersonic
transport was inflationary, but the Con-
gress resolved its double in favor of the
President’s request by appropriating $85
million.

There were those in the Congress that
felt that the $793.5 million for the anti-
ballistic-missile system was unwise for
many reasons—one of which was that it
was inflationary.

There are those in the Congress who
considered the $1.8 billion increase over
last year's appropriation requested by
President Nixon for naval shipbuilding
for this current year of 1970 to be highly
inflationary. It is interesting that this
administration’s increase in naval ship-
building exceeds what this Congress be-
lieves the increase should be in the edu-
cation and health areas by over $600 mil-
lion. But only the education and health
additions are threatened with a veto.

It is unfortunate that the efforts made
by the Congress to give further empha-
sis to the health, education, and en-
vironmental needs of this Nation—to
start the shift of Government resources
to these vital areas—are met with the
threat of a veto.

361

The Congress is interested in cutting
Government spending and to further its
objectives, Congress will have to cut
overall appropriations after the passage
of these additions to education and
health by over $7.5 billion, from what
the President requested. This includes
funds requested by President Nixon for
future fiscal years but cut by the Con-
gress. For fiscal year 1970 alone, the Con-
gress has cut the Nixon budget requests
in excess of $5.6 billion. The President’s
requests for military appropriations
alone were cut by an amount equal to
that amount—$5.6 billion. A small part
of these savings was rechanneled by the
Congress into more funds for health,
poverty, education, welfare, and the en-
vironment. For improving environment
alone, the Congress increased the Presi-
dent's request by 200-percent—by over
$400 million. So much more needs to be
done before this Nation falls hopelessly
behind in this problem and beyond a
point of no remedy. Congressional em-
phasis in this area is well justified. The
additions to antipollution made by the
Congress to those requested by President
Nixon about equaled those cuts made by
the Congress to President Nixon’'s money
request for military construction. I am
willing to stand on the wisdom of that
judgment by Congress.

In the light of his announced veto, the
President apparently objects to these ac-
tions by the Congress; but it should be
remembered that the amounts added by
the Congress to these vital domestic pro-
grams come to just 20 percent of the sav-
ings made by the Congress in the Presi-
dent’s military budget requests alone; or
in an equally compelling comparison, the
amounts added by the Congress to these
vital domestic needs about equal the cuts
made by the Congress this year from
President Nixon's requests for the for-
eign aid program.

As the Democratic leader, I am proud
to stand on this record.

COMPARISON OF NIXON ADMINISTRATION BUDGET REQUESTS AND ACTION BY THE 91ST CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION—
FISCAL YEAR 1970

[Does not include any "back—dmr type budget authont% or any permanent (Federal or trust) authority, under earlier or “perma-
the

ent” law,! without fur

Bill and fiscal year

r or annual action by the Congress]

(+)or (=)

A t Congress amounts
appropriated compared with
submitted to b Nixon budgat
Congress Congress requests

l utal Nlmn

budgel lcquasts

Bills for fiscal 1970:

1. Treasury-Post Office (H.R. 11582) (net of estimated postal

revenues appropriated)
(Memorandums: Total,
postal funds)
= nsrlr.l.lilum (H.R. 1161

. Independent offices- H D (H.R. 12307) Cinclud e 1871 adl_

(Fiscal ear 1970 amounts only)
. Interior (H.R. 12781)..

. State, Justice, Cummvirlc}e and ludr:lar\r (H.R. 12968). -

. Labor-HEW (H.R
(Fiscal year 1970 amounls only}
. Legislative (H.R. 13763)
. Public works (and AEC) (H.R. 14159)
. Military construction (H.R. 14751)__
. Transportation (H.R. 14794) (lncludlns 1971 advances
(Fiscal year 1970 amounts only)
. District of Columbia (H.R. 14916) (Federal funds)_._.
(D:stnr.l of Columbia funds)
. Defense (H.R. 15080)__
- Foreign assistance (H.R. 15149)
. Supplemental (H.R. 15209)
Total, these bills—
Asto fiscal 1970
As to fiscal 1971,

Total, 1970 bills mclu:llng 1971 amounts.

See footnotes at end of table.

§2,314,714, 000
(8, 821, 727, G00)

7,237, 562, 050
15, 512, 969, 600

- (15, 337,969, 600)
1, 390, 856, 500

$2, 276, 232, 000
(8, 783, 245, 000)

7,488,903, 150

15, 111, 870, 500
(15, 111, 870, 500)
1,380, 375, 300
2, 354, 432, 700 —121,271, 900
19, 747, 153, 200 286, 572
(19, 747, 153, 200) (+1,139, 027, 550)
27, 826, 132
4552, 0729, 500
—356, 844, 000
+53, 265, 00D

—$38, 482, 000
(—38, 482, 000)

-+251, 341, 100
—401, 039, 100

(—226, 099, 100)
—10, 481, 200

(18 608, 125, 700)
e 372,152,949 344, 326, 817

4,756, 007, 500
1, 560, 456, 000
2,090, 473,630 2,143,738, 630
(1,840,473,630) (1,929, 738, 630) (489, 265, 000)
228, 842, 000 168, 510, 000 —60,332,
(752, 344, 300) (650, 249, E[H]) (—102, 694 700)
75,278,200,000  69,640,568,000 -5, 53?, 632, 000
3,679, 564, 000 2,558,910,000 —1, 120, 654, 000
314, 597, 852 278, 281,318 ~—36, 316, 534

4,203, 987, 000
1,917, 300, 000

-5, 604, 275, 766
—1,437, 000, 000

—? 041 2?5 ?66

135, 200 040, 881
1,651, 000, 000

136, 851, 040, 881

129, 595, 765, 115
214, 000, 000

129,809, 765, 115 _
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COMPARISON OF NIXON ADMINISTRATION BUDGET iéiguim AND ACTION BY THE 91ST CONGRESS, 1st SESSION—
FISCAL Y 1970 *—Continued

|Does not include any “‘back-door" type budget authority; or any permanent (Federal or trust) authority, under earlier or “perma-
nent”’ law,! without further or annual action by the Congress]

Bill and fiscal year

Total Nixon
Administration
budget requests
submitted to
Congress

(+)or(—)
Congress amounts
compared with
Nixon budget
requests

Amounts
appropriated
b

¥
Congress

Bills for fiscal 1969: :
1. Unemployment compensation (H.J. Res. 414)
2, Commodity Credit Corporation (H.). Res 584)____
3. 2d supplemental (H.R. 11400). . ___._ e
Release of reserves (under Public Law 90-364).

Total, 1969 bil's. . ...

Cumulat ve totals for the session_..__

| Presupposes passage Labor HEW conference report in form

.

$36, 000, 000
#1, 000, 000, 000

$35.0000pg0y - L T fn
¢ +1, 000, 000, 000 .. >
4.814,305,338  4,352,357,644  —3§4B1, 947, 690
(79.999,000) (80, 230, 000) (1231, 000)
161,947,690

5,850,305,334 5,388, 357, 644
142,701, 346,215 135,198, 122,759 —7, 503,223,456

as well as Is in Foreigh Aid appropriations conference

as submitted.

< Although a reduction in the budge! estimate of $86,972,500 is reflected in the total column ol the bill, it must be made clear
that the budget estimate column to the Senate includes §1,226,000,000 advance funding for ESEA for 1971 whereas none ol these
funds were included in the conference agreement. Deducting the $1,226,000,000 from the budget estimate column gwes 2 comparison
for fiscal year 1970 onlr and reflects the conference agreement over the budget estimates in the amount of §1,139,027,5

! Shifted from fiscal ¢
rather than as new budget (obligational) authority.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I have
before me a tabulation supplied to me by
the Office of Education at my request,
showing congressional action of the HEW
appropriations conference committee as it
relates to the amount requested by the ad-
ministration. More importantly, this tab-
ulation indicates the reasoning of the ad-
ministration’s spokesmen concerning why
the inereases or actions approved by the
Congress should not be enacted into law.

This is important, it seems to me, be-
cause it allows us to get to the assump-
tions underlying the administration’s
reasoning on each of these specific pro-
grams.

We are told, for instance, that under
the category of aid to libraries, the pur-
chase of books and other library re-
sources can be put off without great dam-
age to the program. Needless to say,
neither would much good be done to the
program by vetoing this bill.

We are told, regarding vocational edu-
cation, that the increases will be incon-
sistent with future budgets. That may be
true, but it seems to be forgotten that the

Program

970 budget, a portion of which is technically classified in the budget as “liquidation of contract authorization"

Congress also has a say in regard to fu-
ture budgets. It is also stated that to
make funds available without future ad-
ministration commitment will be to put
programs “into a state of limbo.” This
may be also true, but it is the respon-
sibility of the Congress to take programs
and needs out of limbo if the ecircum-
stances warrant after investigation.

One further point should be made in
this connection. Much of the comments
from the Office of Education speak of the
lateness in the year for the appropria-
tion and that, because of the time ele-
ment involved, and because of inadequate
planning, the funds would be largely
wasted or misspent because of crash
planning. I point out that this money is
allocated by the Congress for expenditure
at the local level where the local school
boards and school administrators have
plans of long standing which await only
the funding to make them effective at the
local level.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRrAVEL in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired.

OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Conference
agreement

Amount

requested Increase Comments

Elementary and secondary education:
Educationally deprived children (title |, ESEA).. ...

$1,266,000 §1,396,975  --§170,975

January 20, 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there any time remaining?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be pro-
vided 2 additional minutes, the time to
be equally divided on each side.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I do
not mean to be unduly critical of the
administration or of the Office of Edu-
cation. I am as concerned with the in-
flation besetting our country as is the
President. The question is in maintain-
ing a sense of balance as to what
we can do and what must be done in
connection with these programs of
education.

I point out that some of the reasoning
included herein is based on what I con-
sider to be fallacious assumptions con-
cerning the role of the bureaucracy and
concerning the role of the Congress
working in tandem with the Executive
under our Constitution. The important
point, as I stated heretofore, is that the
President does not exercise sole respon-
sibility over our domestic affairs. Indeed,
in the raising and disbursement of Fed-
eral revenues, the will of the Congress
should be predominant, for it is the
Members of Congress who are the clos-
est to the needs of the people,

It seems to me that the national pri-
orities as measured and established by
the Congress necessarily should take
precedence over the scales set up by the
“faceless bureaucracy’ here in Washing-
ton, who see nothing but their desks in
the morning and the rich suburbs at
night.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the tables which I presented
be printed in the REcorD.

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

Experience in the first year of title | shows that when large amounts of funds are

made available to school districts late in the school year, much of the funds are
used for books, equipment, or school building renovations. Since that time, great
effort has been made to encourage school districts to develop projects of continu-
ing benefit and impr through additional hers and teacher aides, cur-
riculum change or remedial academic programs. Because little planning time re-
mains in Iisca?yeal 1970, itis likely that most of the additional funds will be quickly
used up in buying books or equipment or in mounting hastily drawn summer
rojects of limited usefulness. . r .
These funds are used to support exemplary pilot and d tration projects in
bilingual education for children who have limited English-speaking ability. This
program has strong administrative support as shown in the budget. In addition,
bilingual education has been considered as a priority component of other educa-
tional assistance programs, including title |, teacher and educational personnel
training, and educational research. ) ] i
In 1969, the first year of the bilingual educat i tration program, 78 projects
were supported. The 1870 budget would continue these projects and would support
20 new projects, an increase of 25 percent. This will allow the program to grow at
a reasonable and manageable rate, A $15 million increase over the budget would
fund an additional 50 projects. With less than 5 months of the year remaining to
review, evaluate, and apﬁmve individual projects, these orderly processes will
have to be rushed through in order to obligate the additional funds by June 30.
Under these it the risk of funding poorly ived jects is quite high.
Under this program funds are allotted by formula 1o State educational agencies to
i 1 | jects in el y and secondary schools. The

Bilingual education

Supplementary educational centers 164, 876

support L plary : ; -
hud;;:t provided for funding :Ent’:'nuing projects started in prior years. No new
jects are pl d b this program is proposed for consolidation with other
y and dary gorical istance for school libraries, equipment,
fidation is: reflecied 1a hegk

and & prof L r

passed by the House. The Senate has not completed action. :

e additional $48.5 million allowed by the conferees would be used 1o begin new
projects. Aside from the difficuity in mounting new projects so late in the fiscal
year, expanding the program at this time seems to be totally inconsistent with the
manner in which this program will operate next year. At best, new projects begun
in 1970 will have no assurance of continued support in fulure budgets as Lhis
program is presently constituted.
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OFFICE OF EDUCATION—Continued

Amount

Conference

Program q

Ciementary and secondary education—Continued
Library resources (litle 11 of the Elementary and Secondary -.............
Education Act). : .
Guidance, counseling, and testing (litle V ol the Natiosal ..............
Defense Education Act), - ‘ 5
Equipment and minor remodeling and “instructional
equipment’" (title 111 of the National Defense Act).
School assistance in federally affected areas:
Maintenance and operations (Public Law 874)

Education proftessions development:
Granls to States
Training programs
Recruitment and information. ...

Higher education:

NDEA direct student loans............. 161, 900

Construction—undergraduate facilities_ . . . - ...

Vocational education:
Basicgramts. .. o.o.i..oo..
Consumer and homemaking education

— i 234,216
15, 000

Wnrk-sturlr
Programs lor students with special needs_.
Research

Libraries and community services:
Library services. . .- co-oeeacn--
Construction of public libraries. .
College library resources :
Acquisition and cataloging by Library of Congress. ..
Librarian training

Educational broadeasting facilities

Educati

for the handi

$50, 000
17, 000
78,740

585, 000

18, 250
88, 750
500

354,716
20, 000

--$50, 000
-+17, 000
478,740

--398, 000

120, 500
++5 000

+17, 500
+49, 185
-8, 334
+2,237
+2,833

+1, 083

+14,150

All of these programs overlap the authorities of other, more flexible programs such
as titles | or 111, ESEA. They encourage the expenditure of funds on specific cate-
gories of expense, such as equipment or library books, regardiess of actual need.
Books and equipment can be purchased and counseling provided under fitle 1,
but the decision to do so rests with the school district and its assessment of pri-
orities. The Department would prefer to eliminate the older, calegorical programs.

The increase would go to school districts least affected by Federal activities. The
additional funds would help pay for the education of children—sc-called B chil-
dren—whose parents already contribute te local schools through properly taxes.
The administration request provides for full funding of the educational expenses
of children whose parents both live and work on Federal property and therefora
do not contribute any tax support to local schools. These so-called A children clearly
represent the highest priority need for assistance under the program. The budget
request provides no funds for support of the B children. The budget included ap-
propriation language to suspend provisions in the authorizing legislation prohibiting
the targeting of funds on A children.

These programs provide support for training teachers and other educational per-
sonnel. 'fhc budget held these programs to the 1969 level because furlher review
and evaluation was needed concerning the use of resources for educalion Lraining
programs. Subject areas, duration and kind of training programs, shortage cate-
gories, training priorities—all needed to be defined belore additional funds are
invested in training education personnel. The additional $12.5 million over the
{né.t;iuset could not be used effectively in the short time remaining in fiscal year

Thesa funds are allotted by formula fo colleges and universities lor making low-
interest loans to students during the current academic year, The budget estimate
was developed on the basis that direct Federal loans would be limited as much
as possible to students from families with less than $10,000 income. Students with
higher family incomes would be eligible for insured loans from private sources.
ngla there was some initial difficulty in getting banks to make insured loans, this
was overcome by the emergency insured loan legislation passed by the last
sassion of Congress. 3,

Although colleges and universities have some unfunded applications on hand to
make additional loans during the remaining months of the fiscal year by the time
the additional $67,000,000 b ilable the students’ financial arr t
will have been resolved without additional Federal funds. 7 ;

The increase for higher education facilities grants is an especially inflationary addi-
tion by the Congress. Costs in the construction industry have been running well
shead ol general price increases—high as these are.

The addition also seems particularly unnecessary in view of the generous support
for construction included in the budget. Continuing the shift in faciiities financing
begun last year, the administration request would phase out direct grants and
loans in faver of subsidizing the interest costs of loans furnished by the private
money market. In total, though, the budget would support a much higher level of
construction activity in 1970 than in 1968—increasing construction funds from
about §240,000,000 to well over $400,000,000.

Much of the increase for vocational education is in the low priority, traditional State
grant proﬁrams. They are among the oldest federally supported education acliv-
ities and have been the object of attempted reforms in both 1963 and 1968. Once
successful in preparing our school-age youths for the occupations of an agricultural
America, they have responded slowly to the manpower requirements of an urban,
industrialized society. Although some promising redirection is taking place, these
programs still are not equal to the promise of other administration programs in
meeting today’s highest priority manpower needs.

ddition, it is q bie whether the States will be able to ulilize effectively—at
this late date in the fiscal year—the large sums added by the Congress. Unless
States can quickly develop plans for the 50-percent increase in Federal funds and
actually utilize these sums before the end of the fiscal year, it is likely that these
increases will simply replace State and local funds now budgeted for 1970 State
programs.

These increases for vocational education will be inconsistent with future budgets.
Different methods and plans are now being developed by HEW to handle the prob-
lems to which these programs are directed. To appropriate funds for these ace
tivities in 1970 without future administration commitment to the approaches they
represent will be to put them into a state of limbo. In each case, the lateness of the
appropriation will also be an important factor. It is uniikely that programs can be
maounted which will effectively utilize the additional funds, The programs for stu-
dents with special needs in an entirely new activity never before funded; and the
work-study addition comes after a year's lapse in funding of the program and at a
time when cooperative education is emerging as the better method for matching
work experience with vocational training.

The increases for library programs are low priority because most of these expenditures
are clearly deferrable. The purchase of books and other library resources can be
out off without doing great damage to the programs,

In addition, the construction of public library faciities is especially inflationary since
construction costs are rising even mare rapidly than the general price level.

In the case of librarian training, the Administration request retained tunds for graduate
level training of librarians—the greatest need in this field, The increase, however,
would restore the less effective short-term, institute training which has received a
lower priority throughout the education budget.

This increase would be used for the purchase of additional educational broadcas
transmission equipment. 1t is low priority because like other construction a
equipment items it is & deferrable expense. The Administration is simply request-
ing a more moderate expansion of these facilities in the current inflationary period.

Special aid to educat handicapped child is provided through State grants,
teacher education, and research and innovation. The budget provided a 10 percent
increase in funding nrlmarﬂ?r for research and demonstration projects to develop
and test the best methods of educating handi d children, Plans and programs
have been developed for the use of the additional funds provided in the budget.
An additional §14,1 million coming so late in the fiscal year and without adequate
planning would lead to funding crash projects inc tent with the thoughtful
development of future aid to education for handicapped children.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, over and
over again in this debate some of our
friends on the Democratic side of the
aisle have made the statement that the
total appropriations of Congress have
beent below the President’s budget re-
quest.

I wish to read the leading paragraph of
an article which was published in the
New York Times under date of Decem-
ber 26, 1969:

Congressional actions and Inactions in the
sesslon just concluded add almost $3 billion
to Government spending in the current fiscal

year over President Nixon's revised budget, a
final but unpublished analysis diclosed today.

In addition, I call attention to the fact
that a report by the Joint Committee on
the Reduction of Federal Expenditures,

of which the distinguished Representa-
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tive from Texas, Mr. MAHON, is the chair-
man, and which was released only a few
days ago, reflects very clearly that Con-
gress not only wiped out the surplus by
its actions and inactions with respect to
appropriation bills, but left a deficit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article to which I
referred may be printed in the Recorb.

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

ArmosT §3 BILLION ADDED BY CONGRESS TO
PRESIDENT'S REVISED BUDGET

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, December 25.—Congressional
actions and inactions in the session just
concluded add almost $3-billion to Govern-
ment spending in the current fiscal year over
President Nixon's revised budget, a final but
unpublished analysis disclosed today.

In addition, “uncontrollable” items in the

budget, such as interest on the national debt,
have risen more than $2-billion since Au-
gust,
Thus, at present, If nothing is done, the
outlook is for little or no budget surplus,
though the official estimate of a $5.9-billion
budget surplus has not yet been formally
changed. The rough current spending esti-
mate is $197-billion, far above the $192.9-
billion fixed by the President in April and
reiterated in July.

The planning for the next fiscal year's
budget, meanwhile, has become more intense,
and the White House announced today that
President Nixon would not leave for a holi-
day in California tomorrow as scheduled.

A White House spokesman said that Mr,
Nixon worked on the budget last night and
today and wanted to stay In the capital
through the weekend to meet with Budget
Director Robert P, Mayo and other economic
advisers.

Bources throughout the Administration
indicated that there was mo further reason
for postponing the vacation. Mr. Nixon now
plans to fly to California early next week,
probably Tuesday, and stay through the
weekend of Jan. 10.

In many Congressional minds, the addi-
tion of §3-billion to spending in the current
fiscal year through a variety of actions and
inactions is offset by a cut of the same
amount in defense outlays.

But the #£3-billion defense cut had al-
ready been imposed by the President before
Congress acted and was incorporated in his
over-all spending ecelling of $192.9-billion,
which now seems certain to be substantially
exceeded.

These were the main actions and inaec-
tions by Congress that will push up the
spending total in the current fiscal year.

Fallure to raise postal rates and the re-
sulting increase in the postal deficit—$600-
million,

Enactment of a larger Social Security in-
crease, effective at an earlier date, than the
President requested—#$1.1-billion,

Fallure to pass two bills affecting Vet-
erans Administration and Farmers Home Ad-
ministration credit programs—$400-million,

Enactment of Agriculfure and Public
Works appropriation bills—$500-million.

Failure to end duplication of burial bene-
fits in the veterans and Soclal SBecurity pro-
grams—§100-million,

Added lending by the Small Business Ad-
ministrations and reduced savings deposit
insurance premiums—#130-million.

Veterans benefits and Civil Service re-
tirement—§100-million.

These increases and other smaller ones
were offset in a minor way by cuts in other
appropriations bills, but the net effect is an
increase in spending of at least $2.9-billion,

This figure does not include about $500-
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million that would result from passage of
the Health, Education, and Welfare appro-
priation bill, which Congress, under threat
of a Presidential veto, decided to put over
until next year.

It is still possible that Congress may act
early next year to offset some of the $3-
billion increase. For example, postal rates
may yet be increased. This would have an
eflect for part of the fiscal year.

Almost as serious from the Administra-
tion's point of view as the impact of Con-
gressional actions and inactions is the huge
increase in currently estimated spending in
the "uncontrollable” items. A dramatic ex-
ample is interest on the national debt.

Between April and August, the estimated
spending on interest was increased by $634-
million. In an unpublicized notification to
Congress last week, the President disclosed
that the estimate was subsequently revised
upward by $932-million, making a total rise
of $1.6-billion in this single item, almost
entirely caused by the steep climb of inter-
est rates.

Almost equally dramatic is Medicare. Since
April the estimated outlays have been in-
creased by $675-million. Of this, $275-million
is a re-estimate since August., The Budget
Bureau explained to Congress that “the in-
crease reflects higher costs for hospitaliza-
tion and physicians' services, based on 1969
experience.”

The uncontrollables as a group are now
estimated at nearly $4-billion higher than
the April estimate and more than $2-billion
higher than the July-August estimate. Other
items showing increases are Civil Service
retirement, unemployment insurance. Social
Security (apart from the new increase in
benefits) and railroad retirement.

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

Mr, FANNIN. Mr. President, T am very
concerned about the possible effects of
the cut in impacted area funds—par-
ticularly if they are made across the
board.

It would be disastrous in some Ari-
zona school districts if the funds for
impacted areas were cut substantially
from the present appropriation. Of the
296 active school districts in the State
of Arizona during the last fiscal year,
1968-69, 120 districts participated in
Public Law 874 with that law providing
impact funds in the amount of $7,039,-
365. Eighteen of these schools partici-
pated in Public Law 815 with an amount
of $1,977,000. More than 40 percent of
our school districts depend heavily upon
the funds for impacted areas.

Because of the favorable flying con-
ditions—including sky space and favor-
able weather—Arizona has some of the
most extensive military facilities in the
Nation. The vast open spaces utilized is
illustrated by one testing and proving
ground of almost 1 million acres. These
facilities are on federally owned, tax free
lands, although a vast number of fam-
ilies of employees live in the areas
with their youngsters attending public
schools, placing an extra load on the
school districts within the area.

Arizona is also unique in having large
Indian reservations within its boundaries
which are exempt from State property
taxes. The Indian children living on these
reservations are entitled to the same
quality education as all other children
living in Arizona. But, it is unfair to ask
those Arizonans who pay real property
taxes to assume the burden for these
children at a time when the Federal
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Government is shirking its duty and ob-
ligation to provide education for them.

This is especially true in several of our
northern counties, where a majority of
the school-age population is Indian.

Apache County has an estimated 1968
population of 46,500, and 75 percent of
these persons are Indians living on reser-
vations. Navajo County has an estimated
population of 49,200. About one-half of
these persons are Indians.

It is undoubtedly true that, should the
Public Law 874 moneys for Indian chil-
dren be substantially reduced, Johnson-
O’Malley funds would have to be in-
creased by a like amount. So where,
really, are the savings? All that would be
accomplished would be to shift the finan-
cial burden from the budget of HEW to
the Department of the Interior. It would
therefore be false economy—as well as
disruptive to the orderly program already
being carried out in many of the State's
schools. The only other alternative would
be for Johnson-O'Malley funds not to be
increased—a totally unacceptable occur-
rence since it would have a disastrous
and perhaps irreparable effect on the
education and lives of the many of our
Indian children. We must not eviscerate
their education program.

Mr. President, when we review Ari-
zona's position as the State with more
Indians on reservations than any other,
a growing number of whom are seeking
education in the public schools, and as a
State which has only 16 percent of its
land on the real property tax rolls, any
proposal to reduce the appropriation for
Public Law 874 is untenable and un-
thinkable.

I do not deny for a minute that im-
pacted area funds doubtless are going to
some affluent school districts. We need
only to look at some of the areas sur-
rounding Washington, D.C. I am, nat-
urally, in favor of making changes in the
law to correct the obvious and admitted
inequities. But an across the board cut
in impact areas funds is certainly not
the answer. Such a move it seems obvious
to me, as well as to many educators with
whom I have spoken, would particularly
penalize many of the most needy and
most deserving districts.

With all the emphasis the Nixon ad-
ministration has given and intends to
give to education, this seems to me not
to be the area where we should strive for
economies, particularly when they
doubtlessly will have an adverse effect on
many educational programs and there-
fore on the lives and welfare of many
children. Surely, the cuts can be made
elsewhere.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Typ-
INGS in the chair). Is there objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, so much
has been said in the last few minutes
about impacted areas that I think we
should make perfectly clear what has
happened. The authorization for im-
pacted area funds, of course, was based
on estimates. For fiscal year 1969 we
appropriated 90 percent of the total
estimate.

For fiscal 1970 we appropriated 90 per-
cent of the total estimate. We did not
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appropriate 100 percent of the authori-
zation. For 1970, it comes to $79,100,000
more than 90 percent of the fiscal 1969
estimate.

I am as keenly interested in these funds
as is anybody in the Senate, but let us
not reach so far that we lose. I think
conference action in this regard was en-
tirely reasonable and justified.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr, President, I rise
today in support of the conference bill
on HEW appropriations. I am proud that
we in the Congress are acting to add over
$1Y, billion to the administration’s re-
quest for education and health funds.

Appropriations for the education of
our children, and for the health of our
citizens, are investments in the future
well-being of this country.

The conference committee bill includes
desperately needed increased appropria-
tions for medical research, health man-
power, libraries, bilingual education, vo-
cational education, student assistance,
and college construction. These invest-
ments will pay for themselves several
times over.

But we are told that this bill will be
vetoed. We are told that these invesi~
ments are unnecessary and undesirable.
I disagree.

The impact of such a veto on the qual-
ity of life in America would be severc.
For example, the vice president of the
National School Board Association, Mr.
George Evans, has warned that “some
schools will have to close their doors
early or drop programs” if this bill is
vetoed. And Dr. Campbell Moses has
stated that if we fail to provide $40 mil-
lion for workers with heart disease
50,000 people will die in the next 12
months who do not need to die.”

In Minnesota alone, a veto of this bill
would cost schools and schoolchildren at
least $16 million in lost Federal funds.
This is the difference between the $55.5
million which would go to the State in
the conference committee bill and the
$39.7 million which Minnesota would re-
ceive under the President’s budget
request.

I am told that to replace the estimated
loss of Federal funds for education pro-
grams in Minneapolis alone, the property
tax would have to be increased by 4 or 5
mills. I do not think the Federal Govern-
ment can adopt a policy of passing more
and more of the responsibility for
financing education to local residents
who are already faced with intolerable
property taxes.

But that is just what is happening.
Two years ago the Federal Government
paid 8 percent of the total cost for ele-
mentary and secondary education in
this country. Last year the Federal Gov-
ernment’'s share of the responsibility
dropped to 7.4 percent. And this year, it
is estimated that the Federal Govern-
ment will be paying 6.6 percent, or less,
of the total cost of education if this bill
is vetoed.

A veto of the HEW appropriations bill
would also have a serious impact upon
federally supported health activities in
my State. Such activities include health
services, mental health programs, health
research, food and drug control, and
programs for environmental health and
consumer protection. A reduction of
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Federal support in these areas would
cost the State of Minnesota approxi-
mately $4 million—again, the difference
between the nearly $50 million allotted
to Minnesota in the Senate-passed bill
and the lower budget requests of the ad-
ministration.

I think it is terribly important that
the charge of inflationary spending with
regard to this bill be examined in the
proper context.

The Congress reduced the adminis-
tration’s appropriations requests by a
total of $7.6 billion last year by cutting
10 appropriations bills, Most of these
savings came from cutting waste in the
Pentagon’s $80 billion budget. We in-
creased appropriations requests by only
$2 billion, including the $1.1 billion ad-
dition for education and additional
funds for health research, water and air
pollution programs, and food stamps.
In short, the Congress made a net re-
duction of $5.6 billion in the adminis-
tration’s budget requests.

Thus, the decision we face is not one
of inflation, it is one of national priori-
ties. I deeply believe we must continue
to shift resources to programs respon-
sive to human needs. I fought hard to
obtain these increases in education and
health funds, and I will do all I can to
override any veto of them.

Mr. MATHIAS., Mr, President, in con-
sidering the conference report on Labor-
HEW appropriations for fiscal 1970, we
are weighing the importance of Federal
programs which directly influence the
education and health of the American
people and the future of the Nation as
a whole. We are also facing, belatedly
and reluctantly, the problem of the over-
all economic condition of the country
and the challenge of congressional self-
discipline,

Because of the great impact of this
legislation and the vast public interest
in it, I want to outline clearly the factors
which compel me, after reviewing the
entire situation, to cast my vote against
adoption of the conference report.

I cast this vote with the greatest re-
luctance and unhappiness. In the past I
have consistently supported the types of
increases in HEW programs which are
represented in this bill. I have welcomed
and encouraged a major shift in national
priorities away from excessive military
spending and toward meeting our urgent
domestic needs.

In this instance, however, two basic
commitments—the commitment to ex-
pand domestic programs, and the com-
mitment to combat inflation—have come
into direct conflict and collision.

The conference report before us today
contains appropriations totaling over
$19.7 billion for fiscal 1970, about $1.3
billion above the budget submitted by
the President. After reviewing the in-
flationary impaect of such a major in-
crease in Federal spending, the Presi-
dent has announced that, if this confer-
ence report reaches his desk, he will be
compelled to veto it. Secretary Robert
Finch of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare supports this position, I am sure
with the greatest reluctance and regret.

I do not accept all of the subsidiary
arguments offered by the administra-

365

tion against this conference report. For
example, it is argued that the funds will
come too late to be fully effective. Cer-
tainly this bill, delayed until the seventh
month of the fiscal year, is so tardy that
its lateness has already snarled plan-
ning and budgeting both by Federal
agencies and by the countless school dis-
tricts and other local agencies who are
anxiously awaiting a congressional de-
cision. But programs have gone forward
productively in the past when appro-
priations have been too long delayed. I
am confident they will do so again, and
again, and again, until the Congress fi-
nally reforms its method of handling
appropriations bills and gets its work
done earlier.

Nor do I accept the argument that
the programs which receive the greatest
increases in this bill are somehow of
lower prioriy than other HEW efforts.
For instance, Public Law 874, the pro-
gram of aid to federally impacted school
districts, has been extremely importang
to many Maryland school systems for
years. I have joined a majority of the
Congress in resisting the repeated ef-
forts of two administrations to decimate
this program.

The problem before the Senate today,
however, is not that of the value of any
individual educational or health program
by itself. Rather, it is the fiscal impact
of this bill as a whole. That impact must
be weighed in the light of two facts:
First, the commitment of the President
fo hold down total Federal spending to
combat inflation; and second, the execu-
tive branch’s legal opinion that certain
types of appropriations must be spent.

The question of mandatory spending
is a rather technical one. It may surprise
or confuse the general public, since the
popular impression is that once Congress
has appropriated a given amount of
money for any Federal program, the ex-
ecutive branch is required to spend that
money. In fact, however, in many cases
in the past various administrations have
exercised some discretion in withholding
or impounding all or part of funds ap-
propriated for given projects or pro-
grams. At an early stage in the delibera-
tions over the bill, it had been suggested
by some that, if Congress did approve a
Labor-HEW bill which exceeded the
budget, the President might sign the bill
and then apply that executive discretion
to make reductions in actual cash out-
lays.

The President’s counsel have deter-
mined, however, that his discretion in
this instance is severely limited. For the
first time in my knowledge, executive-
branch officials have accepted the formal
legal opinion that appropriations under
certain types of Federal-aid programs,
the so-called formula-grant programs,
have to be spent. The opinion concludes
that, by establishing a mathematical for-
mula for the distribution of funds under
some programs to the States or local gov-
ernments, Congress has mandated that
those funds must be distributed up to
the limits of actual appropriations.

The pending conference report in-
cludes increases in such mandatory
spending which total $1,219,904,000 more
than the President’s budget requests.
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Major items within this group include
an inerease of almost $171 million for
title I of ESEA; an increase of $398 mil-
lion for aid to impacted areas; $122.5
million more for grants to the States
for vocational education; and $104.4 mil-
lion more for hospital construction under
the Hill-Burton Act.

The fact which must be considered at
this point is the firm determination of
the President to keep overall Federal
spending within the strict limits he feels
are necessary to curb inflation and avoid
further strains in our national economy.
Reasonable men may and do differ about
precisely where those limits should be
set, The fact is that President Nixon, in
a series of public statements, has made
perfectly clear his commitment to curb-
ing inflation and his eonclusion that this
Labor-HEW bill is too inflationary to be
acceptable,

If the bill should become law, the Pres-
ident would therefore have to spend the
increased amounts, totaling over $1.2
billion, in HEW programs such as aid to
impacted areas, ESEA, vocational educa-
tion, and Hill-Burton under which full
cash outlays are mandatory. However,
to maintain the overall budget restraint
to which he is committed, the President
would also have to make corresponding
cuts in other programs.

What programs could be cut to save
$1.2 billion? Mr. Creed Black, Assistant
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare for Legislation, has informed
the Senate:

If the President asked us to offset the ex-
penditure impact, we could not make a
single discretionary grant or loan for the
rest of the year—and even with that ex-
treme action we could offset only half the
increases proposed by Congress. The conse-
quences to medical research, health services,
alr pollution programs, rehabilitation, edu-
cation research and a myriad of other proj-
ect-supported activities are obvious.

Such drastic cuts could even reach
beyond HEW to cripple such important
programs as urban renewal, housing,
mass transit and a host of creative anti-
poverty efforts.

Mr. President, in essence the executive
branch is saying that, if Congress insists
on this HEW bill, the Nation will get the
increased spending for a few programs
which is mandated by this bill. But the
Nation will also have to endure deep cuts
in almost every other domestic program,
regardless of its merit, in which redue-
tions are legally possible.

Further, and most significantly, we
have witnessed in 1969 the curtailment
of the programs of some Federal agen-
cies, not by reason of any penurious act
of the Congress or the President, but be-
cause the full measure of money re-
quested and appropriated simply did not
buy all that it was supposed to. This ex-
perience is being shared in households
all across the country. If inflation is not
arrested, its hit and run larceny will
cripple all our national programs.

To me this would go far beyond any
rational reordering of priorities. It would
add up to a massive dislocation of Fed-
eral efforts and projects now under way.
It would mean the sacrifice of many
meritorious Federal assistance programs
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for the sake of otherwise desirable in-
creases in a few.

The Senate this afternoon is acting
with full awareness of the consequences
of our choice, It is not an easy decision
to reach. It is complicated by our tardi-
ness in considering this bill, a delay
which has greatly restricted the fiscal
options available, since almost all other
appropriations bills have already been
passed. But our essential choice today is
not whether to vote for or against edu-
cation and health, but rather whether
this body is going to exert some belated
self-discipline, or accept the harsher dis-
cipline which the economic realities will,
if necessary, impose on us.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, it is frankly
depressing to speak in support of legis-
lation that is so vital to the American
people yet at this moment trembles under
the threat of Presidential veto.

The Senate-House conference has re-
ported a bill which recommends HEW-
Labor expenditures of approximately
$19.8 billion. It has been pointed out
clearly that this figure is almost $87 mil-
lion under the President’s own budget
request. The $19.8 billion does not in-
clude $1.2 billion in title I, Elementary
and Secondary Education Act advance
funding originally requested by the Pres~
ident and contained in the Senate bill.
Since this advance funding was knocked
out in conference, the critical issue at the
moment is the displeasure of President
Nixon with the approximately $1.3 billion
in new obligational authority considered
by the House and Senate to be vital for
the welfare of our Nation.

Is this the same Nixon who as Candi-
date Nixon in 1968 promised that if
elected his “administration would be sec-
ond to none in its concern for educa-
tion?” And is this the same Nixon who
pronounced solemnly in 1968:

When I look at American education I do
not see schools, but children, and young men
and women—young Americans who deserve
the chance to make a life for themselves and
ensure the progress of their country. If we
fall in this, no success we have is worth the
keeping.

I submit, Mr. President, that Congress
has not failed in its determination to
provide adequate education and healih
care for the American people and we will
not be deterred from achieving that goal.

Mr. Nixon has taken the position that
the $1.3 billion increase in HEW-Labor
appropriations is inflationary. Most of
this amount was added cn the floor of
the House to provide funds for items not
considered in the President’s budget re-
quest and to inerease funds for items
eontained in the budget but inadequate-
ly represented. In my opinion the in-
creases reflect the desire of Congress to
give more than lipservice to much need-
ed reordering of priorities. The addi-
tional funds committed to vocational
education, educational precfessional de-
velopment, impacted aid, bilingual edu-
cation, public libraries, environmental
improvement, hospital construction,
health manpower, health education, re-
search and library facilities construec-
tion, cancer and arthritis research, and
vaccination against German measles
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were viewed as essential by both Houses
of Congress.

You may recall that on October 22,
1968, Candidate Nixon stated:

America’s school, university, research and
public libraries are the repositories of Amer-
ican culture. . .. In a world where knowledge
is the key to leadership, a modern pro-
gressive library system is a vital asset,

It may be recalled that when elected,
Mr, Nixon proceeded symbolically to cut
library funds to an alltime low during,
of all things, National Library Week. The
American Library Association estimated
that 2 million people in low income and
disadvantaged areas would lose a li-
brary services—that many bookmobiles
would disappear in regions of the South-
west heavily populated by Indians and
Mexican Americans and that thousands
of children would suffer since inability
to read is a key cause of failure in schoocl.
It is the height of hypocrisy for such
action to be taken by a President who
pledged his administration would be
second to ncne in its concern for educa-
tion.

What do we say to the millions of
Americans who will benefit from these
increases? What do we say to persons
suffering from cancer and arthritis and
praying for a cure? What do we say to
communities without adequate hospital
facilities and manpower for patient care?
What do we say to parents desirous of
well-trained instructors and skills educa-
fion for their children? What do we say
to dedicated administrators of schools
in areas affected by the presence of Fed-
eral installations? And what do we say
to pregnant mothers in need of vaccina-
tion against German measles?

I say in no uncertain terms that a $1.3
billion increase in HEW-Labor appro-
priations when measured against our
commitment to spend approximately $70
billion for defense cannot be viewed as in-
flationary. And certainly the recent rev-
elations concerning billions of dollars in
cost overruns, waste, and overall ineffi-
ciency in defense spending; coupled with
the rumored expenditure of additional
billions to expand the ABM, should give
us good cause to question the HEW-
Labor veto on these grounds alone. Are
we to believe that such spending is non-
inflationary but health and education
spending is? It should be remembered
that the additions to these vital domestic
programs come fo just 20 percent of the
savings made by the Congress in the
President’s military budget alone; the
additions—made by the Congress—to
domestic needs are about equal to the
savings made by Congress in cuts from
the President's requests for the foreign
aid program. The $70 billion we have
committed to defense is approximately
31, times as much as Congress has ap-
propriated for HEW-Labor expenditures.

No one denies the need for curbing
Federal spending as long as it does not
sacrifice areas of critical human develop-
ment. We still spend approximately
$20,000 for each enemy soldier killed in
Vietnam. We spend only 44 Federal
dollars for each American primary and
secondary pupil we educate here at home,
We have been asked to spend $4 to $10
billion, or maybe much more, for the
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ABM system, a system which, at this
particular point cannot even guarantee
defense. But we are asked not to spend an
additional $1.3 billion as an investment
in the education and health of our people.
This view of America's priorities is not
only wrong, but it is dangerous to the very
foundation of America.

Additionally, it is estimated that our
economy will expand from an overall
1969 GNP of $932 bhillion to a projected
overall 1970 GNP of $993 hillion, and it
is interesting to note that the $19.8 bil-
lion recommended by Congress is ap-
proximately the same percentage of the
projected overall 1970 GNP as last year's
appropriations of $18.6 billion were of
the 1969 GNP.

Furthermore, the net change in infla-
tionary impact will be almost as great if
State and local governments are forced
to meet the needs abandoned by Presi-
dent Nixon. The President must know
that responsible local government is not
going to allow a deterioration in the
education of its children or a reduction
in its capability to administer to the
health needs of its citizens. Schools will
not close in April and pregnant mothers
will be assured that serum for German
measles is available.

Finally, it has been revealed that a
presidential task force organized in
March 1969, by Health, Education, and
Welfare Secretary Finch has recom-
mended greatly increased appropriations
for education. The task force chaired by
Wilson Riles, Deputy Director of Cali-
fornia schools, was charged with study-
ing the problems of urban education,
which the threatened veto would affect
seriously.

A specific conclusion of the Riles re-
port is that “without adequate funding
there is no hope for effective education
in the cities.” The task force recom-
mended further that Federal appropria-
tions of up to $14.5 billion more a year
be expended by 1975. Moreover, this does
not deal at all with the needs of non-
urban schools that in many respects are
comparable.

A veto of this modest increase in the
HEW-Labor appropriations would repre-
sent a gross miscalculation by the Presi-
dent of this Nation's requirements. And
I submit that Thomas Jefferson was right
in 1816 and is right today, when he
stated:

If a nation expects to be ignorant and
free, in a state of civilization, it expects what
never was and never will be.

Mr, McCINTYRE. Mr. President, I sup-
port the HEW appropriation bill because
it helps us in reordering some of our pri-
orities, an action which I feel is so impor-
tant at this point in our history.

I do not believe this legislation is in-
flationary as the President has declared.
He has announced that the $1.1 billion
increase in funds for our elementary and
secondary schools, our college students,
our hospitals, our libraries, our vocation-
al education program, and our health
library facilities would contribute to in-
flationary pressures.

I do not believe a case can be made
to support this position of the President.
Congress has reduced the Presidents’
spending requests by $7.5 billion even
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when you include the proposed $1.1 bil-
lion the Congress would add in the HEW
bill.,

Of this reduction, $5.6 billion was in
military spending. Another $1.2 billion
was a reduction in foreign aid spending.
This latter amount is nearly exactly the
same as the increase we are asking for
in the HEW appropriations bill. I am
not opposed to spending money we have
saved on foreign aid to assist our schools,
our college students, our hospitals and
our libraries.

New Hampshire alone would suffer
nearly a $4 million loss if the bill does
not pass or is successfully vetoed.

Losses in New Hampshire would in-
clude: $1,550,000 of aid for impacted ele-
mentary and secondary schools; $187,336
for construction of hospitals under the
Hill-Burton program; $730,000 for voca-
tional education; $302,285 for libraries;
$279,290 for NDEA for college students;
and $773,552 for equipment and supplies
for secondary education.

These would be significant losses to
New Hampshire. If the schools, colleges,
hospitals, and libraries of New Hamp-
shire are to have these funds, the local
taxpayers would have to provide these
additional moneys out of increased local
taxes.

I consider among the highest priorities
in our Nation to be assistance to our
schools, our colleges, our hospitals and
our libraries. We must meet these pri-
orities.

Mr. President, I propose to vote for the
conference report.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, President Nixon has reaf-
firmed his earlier announcement that he
will veto the pending Labor-HEW Ap-
propriations Act. He has stated that he
cannot approve the funds which both the
House and Senate would allocate to
HEW and which exceed by $1,262 billion
the amount recommended by the Presi-
dent and contained in his budget for
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Interestingly enough, the
total Labor-HEW appropriations bill
amounts to $86.9 million less than the
President requested. The bulk of the ad-
ditional appropriations—almost $1.1 bil-
lion—has been earmarked as the Federal
contribution to the support of the coun-
try’s education system.

The issue is mow clearly joined be-
tween the President and Congress. While
he has expressed his sincere desire to
fight inflation, he has chosen to do so
at the expense of the Nation's schools
and her students—the most germinative
influence in American life. On the other
hand, Congress has found it necessary to
cut Defense expenditures requested by
the President by over $7 billion in an
attempt to fight inflationary trends in
the Nation's economy.

The program-by-program breakdown
of the proposed increases in appropria-
tions to the Office of Education shows
clearly the effect that a Nixon veto will
have. Nationally, the increases in the
pending bill over the Nixon budget re-
quest provide $356 million more for ele-
mentary and secondary education pro-
grams, $398 million more for school as-
sistance in federally affected areas, $79
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million more for higher education pro-
grams, $219 million more for vocational
education programs, $28 million more for
library and community services pro-
grams, and $14 million more for educa-
tion of the handicapped programs. In
my own State of New Jersey, the bill will
provide $10 million more for elementary
and secondary education programs, $9.5
million more for school assistance in fed-
erally affected areas, $1.6 million more
for higher education programs, $3.8 mil-
lion more for vocational education pro-
grams, and $.83 million more for library
and community services programs. The
total increase in education funds to New
Jersey equals ahlmost $26 million,

We are now facing the crucial ques-
tion of priorities. The President's own
Commissioner of Education, Dr. James
E. Allen, Jr., stated recently:

Unless we take action now to accelerate
the pace of reform, to improve rapidly the
capahtllty of our educational system to cor-
rect the deficiencies, we can only expect the
gap between need and performance to con-
tinue to widen.

Mr. President, there can be no ques-
tion that the need is now. The blunt
truth is that the education system in the
United States is on the brink of a dan-
gerous decline. Although the President
has recently determined to give prece-
dence to welfare and environment, he
cannot allow education to be shunted
aside and ignored.

Examples of the crisis we face in edu-
cation are all too easy to find. In my
State, the mayor of Jersey City has just
announced that he will have to close
that city's public school system for lack
of adequate funds and because property
owners can no longer shoulder the bur-
den of increased taxes to support those
schools. And this same problem resulted
in school closings in Cincinnati and
Youngstown, Ohio, just 2 years ago. Also,
testimony before my Special Committee
on the Aging points out the fact that
senior citizens—who in New Jersey are
predominantly a homeowning group—
must pay a heavy property tax much of
which goes to support local school sys-
tems. While the increase in education ap-
propriations will not eliminate property
taxes for the fixed income senior citizen
it will certainly help to put off continu-
ing tax increases to fund community
schools.

For these and innumerable other rea-
sons, we must not allow ourselves to bend
to the threat of a Presidential veto of
the Labor-HEW appropriations bill.
Should President Nixon choose to veto
this measure we must expend all of our
energies to override such a veto. Certain-
1y the increase in funds will not solve all
of the problems which beset our educa-
tional system but it is a vital expression
of the determination of Congress that
the gap between need and performance
must not continue to widen.

Mr. HARRIS. I urge the Senate to
adopt the prior conference report on the
Health, Education, and Welfare appro-
priation bill.

The appropriations bill is particularly
important since it represents a signifi-
cant step in reorienting the priorities of
this country. I was pleased that during
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the last session of Congress we were able
to cut out certain nonessential expendi-
tures, such as the $5.9 billion we cut
from military appropriations, and at the
same time increased appropriations in
other areas which needed more atten-
tion such as the approximate $1.2 billion
inerease in the HEW appropriations bill.
As pointed out in the earlier debate on
this bill, out of 14 appropriations bills
requested, Congress lowered the re-
quested amount in 10 bills and raised it
in four bills, and in the process managed
to appropriate overall approximately
$5.6 billion less than President Nixon
asked us to spend in fiscal year 1970.

The President has indicated that he
will veto the HEW appropriations bill
for economy reasons. This is difficult to
believe, since Congress spent less than
the amount requested by the President,
and since the President did request and
approved certain questionable military
expenditures. However, statements made
by Health, Education, and Welfare Sec-
retary Robert Finch confirm the Presi-
dent’s intention to veto the bill. I would
urge that this decision be reconsidered.

I think the decision should be recon-
sidered because of the critical need to
improve the health of all people in this
Nation and the quality of education for
the youth of the Nation.

The bill includes additional funds for
research, air pollution, mental health,
mental retardation, ecancer research,
heart research, and numerous other
health needs.

Funds are provided in the bill which
would permit NIH to continue to operate
all 93 general clinical research centers
in the United States. These centers have
improved greatly the health care ca-
pabilities in our Nation and without the
additional funds for NIH, 19 of these cen-
ters would have to be closed. The
thousands of deaths each year attributed
to heart, stroke, and cancer disease could
be cut significantly with an inereased
emphasis on research and improved
health care facilities.

Equally important to the increased
funds for health are the funds for edu-
cation. I have maintained that educa-
tion of our people should receive top
priority. It is the lifeblood of this coun-
try and the future of this country. It can
make the difference between living with
or rising above the problems of poverty
and of despair which now trouble so
many people in this Nation. In the final
analysis an appropriation for education
should be considered an investment in
the future—an investment that will re-
turn to the Federal Government more
money in taxes by reason of a more pro-
ductive nation and one that will save un-
told sums lost in crime and welfare,

The bill provides much needed funds
for elementary and secondary education.
The need for increased funds for educa-
tionally deprived children, for bilingual
education, library resources, and an im-
proved dropout prevention program can-
not be doubted.

Likewise, the need for the Impact aid
funds is imperative. Many of the school
districts receiving impact aid have al-
ready voted the limit of their legal ca-
pacity for building and operational pur-
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poses in support of their educational
program, Without the support of the
Federal Government through impact
aid, many of these schools will be fac-
ing disaster. One school superintendent
when speaking of the need for the impact
funds stated:

It is the opinion of our citizens that this
community is expected to offer a quality and
comparable education to the students of mil-
itary personnel and the students of non-
military personnel who live in a community
which s heavily impacted. This would ap-
pear to be a poor time to tell those who are
doing so mueh for their country that in ap-
preciation we will offer their children a di-
luted and Inferior education.

This brief review of the appropriations
contained in the bill clearly establishes
that the funds appropriated are directed
at critical needs of all the people of this
Nation.

During the seventies it is absolutely
imperative that we devote more of our
resources to human needs. If the Presi-
dent persists in his threatened veto and
Congress is unable to override his veto,
we will begin the seventies by taking a
step backward in solving man’s health,
environmental, and educational needs.

I hope that the President, after addi-
tional consideration of the fact that Con-
gress is spending considerably less than
he asked us to spend, will decide to sign
the bill and join with Congress in a com-
mitment to meet the health and educa-
tional needs of the people.

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, the threat
of a Presidential veto hangs over the
present version of the Labor-Health,
Education, and Welfare appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1970. The threat is
based on a claim that the aid we propose
for education and health care programs
and facilities will be inflationary.

We have been told by the administra-
tion that we are appropriating $1.3 bil-
lion too much for education and health,
We have not been told by the admin-
istration why $1.3 billion is more infla-
tionary than $7.5 billion, which is the
amount the Senate cut from the Presi-
dent’s budget requests.

The issue comes down to a question of
priorities.

Mr, President, last year Congress took
several important steps toward reorder-
ing our national priorities at the same
time that it demonstrated a continuing
concern with the inflationary aspects of
the Federal budget. To accomplish these
twin goals Congress cut overall appro-
priations by $7.5 billion from what the
President had originally requested. The
$5.6 billion of this amount represented
cuts in the administration’s military ap-
propriations requests.

The $1.3 billion in additional funds
that Congress has proposed for education
and health amount to just 20 percent of
the savings which the Congress made in
the President’s military budget alone. In
addition, these savings just about equal
congressional cuts from the President’s
foreign aid request.

The conference report before us re-
flects a reordering of our national pri-
crities in favor of vitally needed health
and education programs. The #1.3 billion
of increased funding in this bill, to which
the President apparently objects, would
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support hospital construction, health
library facilities, elementary and sec-
ondary school aid, vocational education,
educational instruction equipment, and
aid to higher education.

These are not luzury items in the Fed-
eral budget. They are expenditures de-
signed to meet some of the most essential
needs in our society today.

We may defer the purchase of a new
car, a television set, or a boat. If we care
about our children, we do not put off
health care or necessary supplies for
school, Deferred health facilities are lost
opportunities for better care for those
who need it most. Deferred expenditures
for education are lost opportunities for
young people, who cannot afford to be
shortchanged.

Mr. President, the fight against infla-
tion should not be paid by those who can
least afford to pay—the poor, the ill, and
the young. The fight against inflation
should be waged to strengthen the Na-
tion’s economy, not to weaken essential
public services.

I am particularly encouraged to learn
how the additional $1.3 billion proposed
by this conference report will affect
small States like Maine,

Total appropriations proposed by this
conference report for education in Maine
are set at $16.8 million, as compared
with only $12 million in the administra-
tion’s request.

Congress has proposed $5.9 million for
elementary education in Maine, The ad-
ministration requested only $4.9 million,
a decrease of about $600,000 from 1969
spending.

Congress has proposed $3.9 million in
Federal assistance to impacted areas in
Maine. The administration requested
$2.2 million. I can assure the President
and the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare that there are no wealthy
communities in Maine,

Congress has proposed $3.26 million
for vocational education in Maine. The
administration requested only $1.9 mil-
lion. This figure represents a significant
increase in an area of education which
has too often been neglected in the past.

Such is the bill which the President
has threatened to veto. The final test of
this question will come with the 1871
budget, as the President reveals the de-
gree to which he is willing to trim back
on military expenditures and other items
such as space and the SST, in order to
direct funds to programs designed to re-
order our national priorities.

I urge my colleagues, and the Presi-
dent of the United States, to reaffirm our
national commitment to improving the
quality of life for all our citizens by ac-
cepting the conference report before us,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The question is on agreeing to the
conference report.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Senate Chamber.
Attachés will take seats. There will be no
call of the roll until there is order in the
Chamber. Senators will please take their
seats. Attachés will please take their
seats.

The Sergeant at Arms will clear the
Chamber of all attachés who are not
seated.

The rolleall was resumed and com-
pleted.

Mr. EENNEDY, I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr, HovL-
1INGS), and the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr, McCARTHY), are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. YoUnNG), is absent on offi-
cial business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CuurcH), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HorrLinGs), and the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. YounG) would each vote
“yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN., I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Fong) and the
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) are
absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Mownpr) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMm-
miick) and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
New York (Mr. JaviTs) would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. Fonec) is paired with the Senator
from Teaxs (Mr. Tower). If present and
voting, the Senator from Hawaii would
vote “yea” and the Senator from Texas
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 74,
nays 17, as follows:

[No. 2 Leg.]

YEAS—T4
Gore
Gravel
Gurney
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfleld
Holland
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Eennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfleld
McClellan
McGee Bymington
McGovern Talmadge
McIntyre Tydings
Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Mondale Yarborough
Montoya Young, N. Dak.
Moss

NAYS—17

Griffin
Hansen
Hruska
Mathias

Ajken
Allen
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Cotton
Cranston
Dodd
Dole
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Goodell

Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Russell
Schweiker
Smith, Maine
Bparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens

Allott
BEaker
Coock
Cooper
Curtis Miller
Goldwater Percy

CXVI—24—Part 1

Baxbe

Scott

Smith, I11.
Thurmond
Willlams, Del.
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NOT VOTING—9
Hollings Mundt
Dominick Javits Tower
Fong MeCarthy Young, Ohio
So the conference report was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the first amendment in dis-
agreement.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
Resolved, That the House recede from 1ts
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 4 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment, insert: "“$36,116,000",

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senate be in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ate will be in order. Attachés will please
take their seats.

The guestion is on concurring in the
House amendment to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 4.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the second amendment in dis-
agreement.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 50 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: Strike out the matter inserted by sald
amendment, and insert the following:

“Instructional equlpmeut.

“For equipment and minor remodeling and
State administrative services under title ITI-
A of the National Defense Education Act of
1958, as amended, $48,740,000: Provided, That-
allotments under sections 302(a) and 3805 of
the National Defense Education Act, for
equipment and minor remodeling shall be
made on the basis of 875,740,000 for grants to
States and on the basis of $1,000,000
for loans to nonprofit private schools, and al-
lotments under section 302(b) of said Act for
administrative services shall be made on the
basis of $2,000,000".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on concurring in the House
amendment to Senate amendment num-
bered 50.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I cannot
hear back here; and I want to say, in
case I missed it, that Senate amend-
ment No. 83 is going to be debated ex-
tensively and probably will not be voted
on today. I do not want it to slip by be-
cause of my not being able to hear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the number of the amendment?

Mr. NELSON. I want to be sure when
Senate amendment No. 83 is called, be-
cause it is going to be debated exten-
sively, and I assume it will not be voted
on today. I cannot hear the numbers of
the amendments as they are called.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 51 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol=-
lows: In lieu of the matter Inserted by sald
amendment, insert the following:

“School assistance in Federally affected areas

“For grants and payments under the Act
of September 30, 1950, as amended (20 U.S.C.,
ch. 13), and under the Act of September 23,
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1850, as amended (20 U.S.C., ch. 192), $600,-
167,000, of which $585,000,000 shall be for
payments to local educational agencles for
the maintenance and operation of schools as
authorized by the Act of September 30, 1950,
as amended (20 U.S.C, ch, 13), and $15,-
167,000 which shall remain available until
expended, shall be for providing school fa=-
cilities and for grants to local educational
agencies in federally affected areas as au-
thorized by said Act of September 23, 1950:
Provided, That this appropriation shall also
be availabie for carrying out the provisions
of section 6 of the Act of September 30,
1850."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on concurring on the House
amendment to the Senate amendment
numbered 51.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 66 to the aforesaid bill, and con-
cur therein with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter inserted by sald amend-
ment, insert the following:

“Higher education

“For carrylng out titles III and IV (except
parts D and F), part E of title V, and section
1207 of the Higher Education Act of 1965,
as amended, titles I and III of the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1963, as amended,
titles IT and IV of the National Defense Edu-
cation Act of 1958, as amended (20 U.S8.C.
421-429), and section 22 of the Act of June
29, 1835, as amended (7 U.S.C. 329), $871,874,-
000, of which $164,600,000 shall be for edu-
cational opportunity grants under part A of
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1865
and shall remain available through June 30,
1971, $63,900,000 to remain available until
expended shall be for loan insurance pro-
grams under part B of title IV of that Act,
including not to exceed 1,600,000 for com-
puter services In connection with the insured
loan program, $154,000,000 shall be for grants
for college work-study programs under part
C of title IV of that Act (of which amounts
reallotted shall remain available through
June 30, 1971), Including one per centum of
such amount to be available, without regard
to the provisions in section 442 of that Act,
for cooperative education programs that al-
ternate periods of full-time academic study
with periods of full-time public or private
employment, $43,000,000 shall be for grants
for construction of public community col-
leges and technical institutes and $33,000,000
shall be for grants for construction of other
academic facilities under title X of the High-
er Education Facilities Act of 1963 which
amounts shall remain available through June
30, 1971, 11,750,000, to remain available un-
til expended, shall be for annual interest
grants under section 306 of that Act, $222.-
100,000 shall be for Federal capital contribu-
tions to student loan funds established in
accordance with agreements pursuant to sec-
tion 204 of the National Defense Education
Act of 1958, and $12,120,000 shall be for the
purposes of sectlon 22 of the Act of June 29,
1935: Provided, That £7,241,000 shall be for
payments authorized by section 108(b) of
the District of Columbia Public Education
Act, as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 31-1608)."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment num-
bered 56.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the next amendment in g@is-
agresment.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 83 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lleu of the sum proposed by said
amendment, insert: *$1,948,000,000."

At the end of said amendment, strike out
the period, and insert the following: *': Pro-
vided jfurther, That those provisions of the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1967
and 1969 that set mandatory funding levels
shall not be effective during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr, NELSON) .

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will remove from the
Chamber all attachés who are not
seated, and Senators will please take
their seats. Senators will please talk to
the attachés in the cloakroom. The lead-
ership desires order on the Senate floor.

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, the
amendment just read by the Chair seeks
to eliminate earmarking from the au-
thorization for the Office of Economic
Opportunity. This authorization bill
originated with our Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty.
We voted in the subcommittee to ear-
mark the funds in the poverty program.
We voted in the full committee to ear-
mark the funds in the poverty program.
We voted in a rollcall vote on the floor
of the Senate to earmark the funds in
the poverty program. Now this amend-
ment seeks to undo what our committee,
the Senate, and the Senate-House con-
ference did in the authorizing bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator please suspend? The Senator
will suspend until the attachés are seated
or leave the Chamber and until Senators
themselves are seated, so that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin can be heard.

Mr. NELSON. On October 14, when
the OEO authorizing bill came to the
floor from the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, a motion was made to
knock out the earmarking within the
bill. On a rollcall vote, the motion to
knock out the earmarking lost, 50 to 36.

The House also voted for earmarking.
The conference committee agreed upon
earmarking in the bill. In the Appro-
priations Committee conference, an
amendment that looked innocent enough
was offered by Congressman MICHEL,
which simply said that “mandatory
funding levels” should not go into ef-
fect for this fiscal year. If that amend-
ment had been called to the attention of
Representative Perins or to my atten-
tion or to the attention of any other
Senator who had worked on the author-
izing legislation, it would have been out
of order as legislation in an appropria-
tions bill. T have been told here repeat-
edly that we cannot legislate in an ap-
propriations bill, Yet, after 10 months
of hearings and drafting a bill, voting
in the subcommittee, the full committee,
the floor of the Senate, the House, and
the conference committee, one innocent
looking little amendment slips in which
seeks to knock out all the effort and all
the legislative mandate that was writ-
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ten into the authorization bill by roll-
call votes on the floor of the Senate. If
that position is to stand, I would suggest
that we not have any rollcall votes in the
future on any authorization bills. The
majority supported that position all the
way; yet this Michel amendment seeks
to reverse that decision, without any de-
bate or discussion.

Mr. President, the House amendment
contains two distinct propositions. I ask
that the amendment be divided. The first
part of the House amendment reads as
follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by =zald amend-
ment, insert: $1,948,000,000.

Mr. President, this part of the amend-
ment is acceptable. It would have been
more pleasing if we had been able to get
the $2.048 billion figure requested by the
administration and adopted on the Sen-
ate floor by a vote of 60 to 32. This
amount would have provided the Eco-
nomic Opportunity programs with a
modest increase of $100 million. Never-
the less, the Senate conferees should be
commended—particularly the chairman
of the Senate conferees, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Washington
(Mr. MaenusoN) —for securing an agree-
ment on the figure of $1.948 billion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator please suspend, in order to make
clear the parliamentary status with re-
spect to the Senator’s motion?

Will the Senator explain the way he
wants the question divided, so that we
have it completely for the RECOrRD?

Mr, NELSON. I want to divide the
question to act first on the $1.948 billion.
I have no objection to that.

As to the second part of the question,
I want to offer an amendment to the
second half of the amendment that is
before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, So that
the Senator has no objection to the first
portion?

Mr. NELSON. I have no objection to
the first portion.

Mr. TYDINGS. As it is reported in the
House amendment to the Senate amend-
ment.

Mr. NELSON. I send to the desk the
second part, which will be my next
motion, after we have settled the ques-
tion of the $1.948 billion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the Senator’s request, the first vote, even
though he agrees with the amount, will
be on the amount, and the second vote
will be on the language change which
the Senator is now offering as an amend-
ment.

Mr. NELSON. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, It might
be easier, parliamentary speaking, if the
Senate would vote now on the first part
which the Senator agrees to, so that the
only other part the Senate will have to
vote upon will be the language.

Mr. NELSON. That is satisfactory to

me.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida will state it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Has the request for a
division been granted by the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The
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Chair granted that when he was trying
to make a further explanation.

The clerk will now report the first part
of the House amendment to the Senate
in disagreement numbered 83.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

In leu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment, insert “$1,948,000,000",

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on concurring in the first part
of the House amendment to the Senate
amendment numbered 83.

The first part of the House amendment
to the Senate amendment numbered 83
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the second part of the House
amendment to Senate amendment num-
bered 83, with the proposed amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr, NELSON). -

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

: Provided further, That those provisions
of the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1967 and 1969 that set mandatory funding
levels shall not be effective during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970.

With an amendment proposed by the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELsSON) to
insert, in lieu of the above House lan-
guage, the following:

: Provided further, That those provisions
of the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1967 and 1969 that set mandatory funding
levels, including mandatory funding levels
for the newly authorized programs for Alco-
holic Counseling and Recovery and for Drug
Rehabilitation, shall be effective during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
soN) to the second part of the House
amendment to the Senate amendment
No. 83.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, when we
passed the OEO authorization bill, we
earmarked funds for various OEO pro-
grams, but we also put in adequate flexi-
bility for the OEO funds, and this bill
passed both Houses. On a rollcall vote
they tried to knock out earmarking, but
they failed. Much later, this amendment
No. 83 was slipped into the appropriation
conference which simply removed the
“mandatory funding levels,” which is
legislation in an appropriation bill. If
anyone had known such an amendment
was in there, a point of order would have
cut it out.

Mr. President, for a clearer under-
standing of the situation which my mo-
tion addresses, it seems necessary to dis-
cuss the background of both the appro-
priations legislation before the Senate
and the authorization act which was
enacted last month.

If the proviso set forth in the House
amendment to the Senate amendment
had been proposed in the Senate in the
first instance, it would have been subject
to a point of order as legislation in an ap-
propriations bill. Furthermore, if the ap-
propriations item we are now considering
were among the amendments agreed
upon in the conference report itself
which was adopted earlier on a rolleall
vote, the proviso would—if this were the
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first of the two Houses to receive the con-
ference report, which it is not—be subject
to a point of order as new matter not in-
cluded in the bill passed by either House.
The conferees would have exceeded their
powers by reporting a provision not com-
mitted to the conference committee for
its consideration. The proviso I am ob-
jecting to is not, however, subject to a
point of order for one reason and one
reason only. It is not subject to a point
of order because the other House has al-
ready adopted it. Nevertheless, the un-
derlying facts still remain: First, the
proviso was not contained in the legisla-
tion sent to the conference; second, the
proviso is legislation in an appropria-
tions bill—and what is more it is legisla-
tion which seeks to nullify the earmark-
ing provisions of the authorizing legis-
lation—the Econcmic  Opportunity
amendments (Public Law 91-177) which
was adopted by each of the Houses of
Congress last year.

While it is not possible to raise a point
of order against the proviso since it has
already been adopted by one House, the
Senate must, nevertheless, express its
judgment on the substance of the provi-
sion, The action of one House does not,
of course, foreclose the other House
from exercising its independent judg-
ment. It is for the purpose of enabling
the Senate to make its separate and in-
dependent judgment that I have offered
the motion to modify the proviso so as
to make it consistent with the author-
ization act. Let me refer to the Statement
of Managers on the part of the House of
Representatives. I do so not for the
purpose of commenting upon the action
of the conferees for the other House but
rather in order to inform ourselves as
to the legislative history. In fact there
is a complete absence of legislative his-
tory for this provision. The Statement
of Managers, as I mentioned before,
clearly stated that the conferees would
recommend the appropriation amount
of $1,948,000,000, but there is no refer-
ence at all to indicate that any other
change would be proposed in the lan-
guage of the appropriation provision.
On December 22, the amendment was
adopted by the House without debate.

Let me hasten to add that it is not
my intention to imply any criticism of
the conferees who so ably represented
the Senate on this conference commit-
tee. I am discussing the merits of the
proposition—the effect the proviso
would have. I understand very well that
the conferees representing the Senate
did not initiate the addition of a proviso
which they did not take to conference
with them in the Senate-passed bill. In-
deed, I would hope that one of the by-
products of the pending motion would
be to strengthen the hands of Senate
conferees on future bills in resisting
proposals to add legislative provisions to
appropriation bills.

Mr. President, as a matter of fact,
when we were considering the OEO au-
thorization bill, the chairman of the
Appropriations Subcommittee, the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
voted against an amendment on the
floor of the Senate that would have re-
moved the earmarking.
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Let me discuss for a moment the au-
thorizing act. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Employment, Manpower,
and Poverty, last year I went through
every executive session of the subcom-
mittee, of the full Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee, and of the conference
committee dealing with the Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1969. Ear-
marking of funds was the primary issue
all the way. The bill I introduced in
April provided for earmarking of the
funds authorized for the various eco-
nomic opportunity programs—Head-
start, Follow Through, Comprehensive
Health Services, Emergency Food and
Medical Services.

Some reservations for other programs
were addd as we went through the legis-
lative process on that authorization bill.
Last June, the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucrHES) introduced a new special em-
phasis program for aleoholic counseling
and recovery with a reservation of funds
that must be used for that program. He is
chairman of a special subcommittee on
the problems of alcoholism and drug ad-
diction which has held many hearings
on these problems. The Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK) is a member
of that special subcommittee too, and
in the markup session on the authoriz-
ing legislation in the committee last
September his proposal was accepted for
a special emphasis program for drug
rehabilitation with a reservation of funds
that must be spent for that purpose.
These are the only new p-ograms estab-
lished in the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1969. But there has
never been any doubt in anyone’s mind
from the time we started acting on that
legislation that funds were going to be
reserved for alcoholic counseling and re-
covery and for drug rehabilitation. It
is not as if OEO just learned about the
reservation of funds for those programs
ﬁenuy. They have known for a long

e.

I might say, Mr. President, that this is
an important issue on principle, and it
is also important on its merits.

So far as I am concerned, there will be
no rollcall vote tonight, if I have to stay
here all night, since there is no one here
to listen to it. I want to be sure that all
Senators have an opportunity to read the
REecorp tomorrow morning. We can have
quorum calls to bring everyone back, or
put what we want in the Recorp and
agree that there will be no rollcall vote
until tomorrow.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am not taking any
position either for or against the Sena-
tor's efforts but may I call attention,
however, to the fact that I doubt that
he has proceeded in the way he intends
to proceed. I may be mistaken.

My understanding is that the Senator
has secured a division of the House
amendment in two parts, and that the
Senate has accepted the first divided
portion.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. The proposed lan-
guage starting in the bottom paragraph,
on page 1, of the Senator’s mimeographed
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sheet that I find at my desk reads as
follows:

At the end of said amendment strike out
the period and insert the following:

It contains a proviso which is thor-
oughly understandable.

I think that the Senator means to
strike out any proviso in the House
amendment and to insert in place there-
of the words that he intends to suggest.
And I do not believe that his language
as prepared accomplishes that purpose.

I simply make that as a friendly sug-
gestion. If I am mistaken, the Senator
may correct me.

Mr, NELSON. Mr. Precident, I appre-
ciate the comments of the Senator. The
amendment I sent to the desk read:

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment to Senate amendment No.
83 with an amendment substituting in lieu
of the language in the second part of the
Houce amendment the following: . ..

S0, in the written motion I sent to
the desk, I asked to have this part sub-
stituted for the other.

Mr. HOLLAND. That would be cor-
rect. And the Senator from Florida has
been mistaken, but he has been rely-
ing upon ’‘he mimeographed sheet
placed upon his desk.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is entirely
correct. The mimeographed sheet did
not have the full motion. I appreciate
the Senator’s contribution.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the pro-
viso sei forth in the House amendment
not only attempts to nullify the man-
datory funding levels in the Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1969, but
also the mandatory funding levels in
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1967. There is only one mandatory
funding requirement of the Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1967 which
is still applicable. That is the require-
ment placed in the 1967 amendments by
the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont (Mr. ProuTY), which provides that
one-third of the sums allocated by OEO
for research and demonstration proj-
ects, are required to be used for research
and pilot projects designed to assure a
more effective use of human and natu-
ral resources of rural America and to
slow the migration from rural areas
due to lack of economic opportunity,
thereby reducing population pressures
in urban centers.

This important mandatory funding
requirement proposed by the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. Prouty) will be
nullified once again—as it was in the
appropriations acts for 1968 and 1969—
if the proviso contained in the pending
House amendment is not changed as I
have proposed in the motion I have of-
fered. The junior Senator from Ver-
mont deserves to be commended for fo-
cusing attention upon the problems of
rural poverty. I supported his proposal
for research on rural poverty in 1967,
and I support it now. Likewise, the chair-
man of the full Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee, the senior Senator from
Texas (Mr. YarReOorOoUGH) has on many
occasions reminded members of the
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committee of the needs of rural areas
for antipoverty and education pro-
grams. I would hope that the required
allocation of research funds to be de-
voted to the problems of rural America
would not once again be shunted aside.
The motion I have offered will prevent
that.

Mr. President, I hope all Senators ap-
preciate the significance of the sequence
of events which occurred in regard to
the earmarking of funds for OEO. As the
chairman of the subcommittee respon-
sible for this very important legislation,
I introduced the first bill to extend OEO
in this session of Congress.

The bill contained earmarkings.

Our committee held hearings over a
period of many months. We considered
and debated the earmarking issue at
great length. The subcommittee reported
out a bill containing earmarkings.

Then the full Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare considered the issue and
debated it at length. The committee re-
ported out a bill containing earmark-
ings. Then the Senate as a whole de-
bated the bill. Earmarking was one of
the issues.

A motion was made to eliminate the
earmarking. The motion was decisively
defeated on a rolleall vote on the floor
of the Senate.

The Senate passed a bill containing
earmarking. A similar procedure oc-
curred on the House side. The House
passed a bill also containing a form of
earmarking.

The Senate and House conferees con-

ferred. Earmarking was again a major

issue. Agreement was reached. And
finally both Houses accepted the report
of the conference committee containing
earmarking.

It just so happens that the OEO would
prefer not to have earmarking. They
would rather have an appropriation of
about $2 billion to spend virtually as they
decide it should be spent within the
broad directives of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act.

I do not blame the OEO for taking that
position. If I were the administrator of
such a program, I, too, might very well
prefer to have 100 percent freedom in
the spending of $2 billion. And I might
very well feel that my judgment was bet-
ter than that of Congress, as most ad-
ministrators do feel.

But the point is that Congress has
listened to and considered the position of
OEO at every step of the legislative
process, We considered it when we
drafted the original bill. We considered
it in the subcommittee. We considered it
in the committee. We considered it on the
floor. We considered it again in confer-
ence. And we rejected it.

Congress decided it wanted to give OEO
a clear directive as to how it wished to
see resources commitied on the war on
poverty.

I do not think this is the time or place
to debate how we earmarked the funds.
We have already debated that.

The fact is that we were extremely
considerate. We simply took the budget
recommendations made by the President
and made them the basis for our ear-
marking. I repeat, we simply took the ad-
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ministration’s budget recommendations,
and the justifications made by the Presi-
dent and made them the basis for our
earmarking.

We added two small new programs, for
alcoholism and drug abuse. And to show
that we were serious about these pro-
grams, we directed OEO to reserve funds
for these programs to guarantee that
they would be established.

We also gave the OEO Director greatly
increased flexibility in reallocating funds
within his agency.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, for the
purpose of clarification, I would like
to have the Senator reassure me as to
the procedures. What would go back to
the House and what they would be vot-
ing on and what the final decision would
be if this motion is approved by the
Senate?

Mr, NELSON. My staff has checked
with the Parliamentarian and I am
advised that this last proviso in amend-
ment No. 83 in disagreement is the only
thing that would go to the House of
Representatives. This is the last item
in the bill. Everything else has been
approved, including the money for the
Economic Opportunity program, which
was just adopted. This single amend-
ment relating to earmarking would go
back to the House, if it were adopted as
I propose, and the House would either
accept or reject the amendment. It would
not throw the bill back into conference.
It is a privileged matter. When it arrives
in the House it can be taken up forth-
with and disposed of forthwith. If the
House accepts it that would be the end
of the matter. If the House rejects it,
it would come back and then the ques-
tion would be whether the Senate would
recede from our position.

Mr. HUGHES. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has pointed out
that two new programs were entered
into in this particular earmarking proj-
ect. I am not sure the Senator made
clear there was no asking for additional
funds in earmarking this money. Is that
correct?

Mr. NELSON. I did not make that
point clear enough. The Senator is cor-
rect. In the OEO authorization bill, we
did not increase the total budget author-
ization in earmarking the funds for the
alcoholism program of the Senator from
Iowa or the drug program of the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

We directed OEO to establish these
new programs on alcoholism and drug
abuse. Then, to make certain that these
programs would be put into operation,
we specifically ordered OEO to reserve
funds to run these programs—$10 mil-
lion for alcoholism and $5 million for
drug abuse—out of its budget authoriza-
tion. OEO would have preferred that we
not do that, but we did it and that is
the issue we are still debating here to-
day—whether OEO shall carry out a
legislative directive and establish these
programs as we ordered them to do.

Mr. HUGHES. With the Senator's per-
mission, I would like to inform the Sen-
ate on the particular reasons I made the
request for earmarking the OEO funds
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in the field of alcoholism; and in the
absence of the distinguished Senator
from Colorado, I would also plead the
case he made for earmarking funds for
drug abuse and narcotic addiction.

Actually what we did in this particular
bill was to request that about $10 million
be earmarked for fiscal year 1970. Is that
correct?

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HUGHES. And $15 million for
fiscal year 1971. Is that correct?

Mr. NELSON. That is correct.

Mr, HUGHES. In the field of narcotics
addiction and drug abuse we asked for
$5 million for fiscal year 1970.

Mr. NELSON. That is correct.

Mr. HUGHES. We asked for $15 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1971. Is that correct?

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HUGHES. The difference in asking
for $5 million for narcotics addiction and
drug abuse as opposed to $10 million in
the field of alcoholism in 1970 was the
fact that the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity has been involved to quite some
extent in alcoholism programs in the
country, but they have not been heavily
involved in programs of narcotics addic-
tion or drug abuse. Is that correct?

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr, HUGHES. We provided that the
second-year funding be increased, be-
cause we believed this first year of prep-
aration would place them in a position
staffwise to utilize these additional funds
in an efficient manner.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.

(At this point, Mr. BELimon assumed
the chair.)

Mr., HUGHES. As the Senator from
Wisconsin knows, I am the chairman of
the Special Subcommittee on Alcoholism
and Narcotics created by the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

As the result of holding many hearings
around this country, I came to the con-
clusion that we should request earmark-
ing of funds in the Office of Economic
Opportunity authorizations. The reason
for this ecan be found not only in the
hearings that have been held on two oc-
casions in Washington, in the California
area, in the New York area, Denver, Colo.,
and many others planned in the future,
but also from my own experience as Chief
Executive of my State of Iowa. In that
position, 4 years ago I requested funding
from the Office of Economic Opportunity
for a program in the field of alcoholism
in the State of Iowa. This program was
designed to utilize all of the existing
Federal and State services, coordinating
them to make an assault on alcoholism in
the State, as a pilot and pioneer project
for the country.

The result of that project has been
reviewed many times by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity and by experts they
hired to go over it. It has now passed
through the initial phase; its Federal
funding has been discontinued: and its
cost is being picked up at the State and
local level in Iowa.

However, what we discovered in the
initial phase is extremely important. We
discovered that in the State of Iowa 23
percent of all patients in mental health
institutions were there for aleoholism.
We discovered that up to 40 percent of
all inmates of the prisons and reform
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schools in the State of Iowa were
incarcerated because alcohol was in-
volved in the crime for which they were
convicted. We could not delineate very
clearly the number of children on ADC
programs as a result of families broken
up by alcoholism, but it was very clear
and evident to all of us that a high per-
centage of all children in ADC programs
in Jowa were there because of alcohol
problems related to the family, which
not only brought them to the welfare
rolls of the State, but very clearly placed
them in emotional difficulties that im-
paired their ability to learn in school, and
disclosed many other inadequacies in
their family circumstances.

We found there was no program for
training alecoholism counselors in the
State and only one in the United States,
and that was training very few people
at that particular time. We could not
identify at that time any medical school
in the United States at all that was
providing any specialized training for
medical students in the field of aleohol-
ism. And although alcoholism had been
identified as a disease by the American
Medical Association and the hospital as-
sociation stated that they admit alco-
holic patients, we could not find doctors
or physicians who would treat alcoholics
in almost any instance unless it was a
special case—their own clientele or an
alcoholic physician. We found very little
research being done in the country. We
found vocational rehabilitation officials
were not considering the alcoholic as a
man or woman who needed to be reha-
bilitated and that they were, in fact, not
using rehabilitation funds authorized by
Congress for alcoholism, In the field of
employment services, we found that in-
stead of being willing to place the al-
coholic into a job, they were, in fact,
prejudiced against the alcoholic and
would not recommend him for a posi-
tion, even though he had been sober a
Yyear or 2 years and even though he had
tried in every way to meet the compe-
tency necessary for this type ailment.

We discovered there were no facilities
in my State for the way of halfway
houses. Many have the opinion that the
alcoholic is the bum in the street or the
drunk in the alley, on the sidewalk, or
in the gutter. The fact is that only 3 per-
cent of the alcoholics in the country are
in the bowery or skid row, whatever it
might be, in any city. The vast majority
are living very comfortably and holding
down very good positions.

The average alcoholic is 31 years of
age, the father of two children, a junior
executive taking care of his family com-
fortably, but progressing into the disease
of aleoholism more and more every day.
Under OEO regulations, we were not able
to help this type of alcoholic. There was
nothing we could do until the man or
woman had descended economically to
the level of poverty—below the annual
income level described in the OEO
program.

As a result of this, we were not able to
make an all-out assault on the disease of
alcoholism through funding by the Office
of Economic Opportunity or from the
additional funding provided through
vocational education.
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We found during the pilot program
that the recovery rate could be substan-
tial when an alcoholic who recognized
that he was a victim of the disease and a
physician who recognized that this was a
disease. Procedures adaptable to recovery
and detoxification were relatively simple
matters, and something could be done
about it.

‘When I became interested in the study
of alcoholism some 15 years ago, the Na-
tional Council on Alcoholism estimated
that there were 512 million alcoholics in
this Nation and that each one affected at
least four other people around him very
seriously. Now, I believe, that office says
there are 6% million alcoholics—some 15
vears later—and that they each still af-
fect at least four people around them.

I do not accept those figures. I believe
the number of alcoholics in this country
is easily double that number, or 13 mil-
lion; and if each one of them affects four
others, which would be 52 million, it
would mean that a total 65 million Amer-
icans are affected by this vicious disease.

Dr. Roger Egeberg has said it is the
No. 1 health problem in the United States
of America; and yet we are doing prac-
tically nothing about it. The Congress of
the United States, in 1968, amended the
Community Health Centers Act to au-
thorize some assistance for alcoholics.
President Johnson recommended appro-
priations of only $4 million to fulfill that
act. When President Nixon took office and
submitted his recommendations, he elim-
inated the $4 million, and there was
nothing. The Congress came along and
reinstated the $4 million. So back we are
to $4 million again, which, in my opin-
ion, is less than 33 cents per aleoholic in
the Nation.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Iowa be kind enough to
yield for a moment to let me make a
comment at that point?

Mr. HUGHES. I am glad to yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, first of
all, let me say the efforts of the Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from Wis-
consin in endeavoring to provide funds
for the treatment of alcoholics are tre-
mendously important to the Nation. But
the Senator from Iowa has mentioned
the fact that the President of the United
States, Mr. Nixon, completely withdrew
or eliminated $4 million to fund the Al-
coholism Recovery Act of 1968.

If the Senator from Wisconsin will
study the record, he will find that if ar-
rests for traffic offenses are not consid-
ered, arrests for public alcoholism ac-
count for approximately 50 percent of
the arrests in the country.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I think we
had better make clear what the percent-
ages are that the Senator cited. Does the
Senator mean to say that if we removed
all matters involving traffic offenses, half
of the rest of the time would be spent cn
activities involving alcoholics?

Mr. TYDINGS. The percentage I am
referring to reflect the number of arrests
for drunkenness in relationship to all ar-
rests. The President’'s Crime Commission
a few years ago reported that in 1965 51.8
percent of the arrests in Washington,
D.C.,, and 62,5 in Atlanta, Ga., were
drunk arrests. On the basis of these sta-
tisties it is clear that a great deal of val-
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uable police time is spent handling
drunkenness offenders. The inebriate
must be arrested, taken to jail, booked,
detained, clothed, fed, sheltered, and
transported to court. Moreover, police
must often wait hours to testify in court
in connection with their cases.

Let me go to the next step. Recently, in
the fourth circuit court of appeals and
in the circuit court of appeals in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the courts have recog-
nized the fact that alcoholism is a disease
and not a crime. They have held accord-
ingly. So in States in the fourth circuit,
such as Maryland, the manner of treating
persons charged with normal drunken-
ness is different.

When the courts handed down those
decisions, they, of course, could not pro-
vide for the funding of the Alcoholism
Recovery Act of 1968. Let me tell the Sen-
ate about the consequences of the Presi-
dent's failure to implement the legisla-
tion on alcoholism.

Let us consider what happens in the
eastern and western districts of Balti-
more City, the two heaviest crime dis-
tricts in the city. I spent 5 hours with the
Baltimore Police Tactical Division 2
weeks ago. Because the act has not been
funded, there are no health services and
no detoxification units in Baltimore out-
side of a few in the hospitals. There is no
funding for the program, so there is no
place to take a derelict, even a reason-
able businessman who might become in-
ebriated in public. But the police are
called upon to pick him up. In the old
days, they may have taken him to the
western district and kept him there over-
night, but they do not do that now, and
should not do it. The police officers in
the western district—the heaviest crime
distriet in Baltimore—first of all must try
to find the person’s home. Sometimes
they are successful and sometimes not.
If they cannot do it, they have to go from
hospital to hospital to hospital in Balti-
more, trying to find a place to take that
person for care, at least overnight. When
that same person has been picked up by
police in the western district three or four
times in a month, the hospital becomes a
little shy of him. It refuses to take him
in. Since the President has withdrawn
the $4 million and has not put 1 cent
back into the fund, there are no funds
available for detoxification, let alone
halfway houses of rehabilitation for the
aleoholic.

So the law enforcement officer now
takes two or three times as much time
trying to find a hospital that will take
the person for treatment. Ultimately,
many times, it cannot. After consuming
three times as much time as normally, he
has to take the person back and put him
in the stationhouse in the western dis-
trict.

The program for which the Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from Wis-
consin and other Members of this body
have fought is vital to an effective war
against crime.

Let me reiterate. Approximately 50
percent of arrests involve alcoholic ar-
rests, This is wasting a tremendous
amount of law enforcement man-hours.
I think this is a tremendously important
problem.

Talk to any captain or sergeant in
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any busy precinct or district in a crime-
ridden city in the United States, and
he will verify the figures I have given
the Senate today.

If we really mean to do something
about fighting crime, we must provide
funds for aleoholic rehabilitation and for
narcotic rehabilitation. This clearly can-
not be done when the President strikes
$4 million in critical funds from the
program.

Mr. HUGHES. I should like to point
out, in relationship with that matter,
that the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee recommended $8 million, That was
put back to $4 million in the conference
committee, but at least this body did the
best it could to try to get some reasonable
funding in this area.

To supplement what the Senator from
Maryland has said, I do not have the
statistical information with me because
I was not expecting this extended dis-
cussion here today, but I think if we look
at it, we will find, in relationship with
crime, that a very high percentage of
the erimes of violence in this country are
carried out while under the influence of
alcohol.

Further than that, it is making law
enforcement and the problems of law
enforcement more difficult. More than
25,000 people a year are killed in automo-
bile accidents in which one of the drivers
was involved with alcohol. What per-
centage of those are alcoholics I cannot
tell, but it is said that, any given night,
one out of 50 cars you meet has a driver
under the influence of alcohol, as you are
hurtling along 60 miles an hour in one
direction, they are hurtling along 60
miles an hour in the other direction. And
there are only 2 feet separating you over
the median strip.

I want to state that we are talking
about one of the greatest creators of pov-
erty in America, a destroyer of security
and the home, one that fills the mental
institutions of this country, one of the
greatest problems involving the Indians
of this country. The Indian Affairs Sub-
committee of this body found that, on
one reservation, 80 percent of the Indian
youths under 18 years old were in trouble
with the law because of alcohol on the
reservation.

The reason I am so concerned about
getting this amount of money earmarked
in the Office of Economic Opportunity is
the fact that they are not making the
initiative to ro into these fields of alco-
holism, narcotics addietion, and drug
abuse, except simply to scratch the sur-
face.

Mr. TYDINGS. I think slogans is what
you call it. We are not being given the
economic muscle to support critical law
enforcement programs; we just have
slogans.

Mr. HUGHES. I intend to go into a
lengthy discussion of mnarcotics and
drug abuse after I get down this road on
alcoholism a bit further. I intend to go
into it fully later, But while the Sena-
tor from Maryland is still here, I think
he will recall that I came over and tes-
tified before the District Committee, be-
cause public health funds had been cut
back in the District Committee. They
were cutting back the Health Depart-
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ment to the point that, while we do have
a detoxification center in the District
of Columbia, it is so overloaded that
they have been unable to keep patients
more than 2 days. They send them out
to a center with about 600 beds, but so
many people have been running through
the center that they have been unable
to keep the patients, feed them back to
health, give them assistance in finding
employment, and keep them perma-
nently removed from the alcoholic rolls.

Mr, TYDINGS. As the Senator points
out, the hospital is so completely over-
loaded it cannot even handle the ordi-
nary public health needs of the District
of Columbia, and they are asked to take
over full responsibility, not only for the
Federal Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act
program, but the District of Columbia
program. A person is taken in, dried out
overnight, with no rehabilitation, no
halfway house, no effort to get him back
into society; he is turned out, and the
chances are that between 15 and 20 per-
cent of the time, he is picked up again
within a month.

This whole problem of alcoholism and
of the funding of the Federal Alcoholic
Recovery Act relates directly to the
amount of time a police officer has to
devote himself to protecting the public
from dangerous crimes and crimes of
violence. When you have, as in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and in other major
cities, police officers tied up literally for
days and weeks of man-hour time on
work which should be handled by public
health services or by a proper program
funded as Congress conceived it would
be funded—as long as that posture re-
mains—we are not going to have the
manpower necessary to protect the pub-
lic from crime in Washington, D.C., or
elsewhere.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield further?

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I yield
to the Senator from Iowa without re-
linquishing my right to the floor.

Mr, HUGHES. I should like to con-
tinue on this subject of alcoholism to
the extent that I feel it is imperative that
the need for earmarking of the funds for
OEO be made very clear. I again do not
have the statistical information with me,
but I wish to concede, Mr. President, that
we have checked with the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, and they contend
that they cannot spend the $10 million
even if they get it in fiscal 1970, but it
could be obligated. But that is not the
issue we are debating here today. We are
debating today the principle of earmark-
ing funds to meet specific needs as they
exist in this country. I recognize that it
might be a little difficult to gear up this
late in the year to utilize this total
amount of funds. But I am objecting to
the way it was handled, without any of
us being aware of the fact that this ear-
marking had actually been knocked out
after all of the legislative history which,
as the Senator indicated, includes full
committee and subcommittee support.

Mr. NELSON. If I may, I might say
that the authorization bill we passed—
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1969—give more flexibility to the Di-
rector of OEO to transfer funds from one
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program to another than the previous
administration got in the authorization
bills.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. MONDALE. In response to the
statement of the Senafor from Iowa, I
think it is appropriate to observe here
that there was not a single word of op-
position raised during the legislative
process to his proposal establishing this
program on alcoholism, Indeed, on both
sides of the aisle, there was unanimous,
enthusiastic support for this effort to
provide research into and service for a
vastly underrated social problem, name-
ly, alcoholism.

There was no problem in the sub-
committee; there was no problem in the
full committee. There was no problem
on the Senate floor, and, in terms of the
objectives of this program, no problem
in the conference committee. Everyone
agreed it is a long overdue, desperately
needed program.

What strikes me is that, after all of
this consensus from everyone, we should
have to stand here and defend the im--
portance of a program because of a
totally unscrupulous lobbying tactic by
which a rider, which no one knew about,
was slipped into an appropriation bill 3
minutes to midnight the night before
this first session of the 91st Congress
adjourned. No one knew about it—not
the chairman of the legislative commit-
tee, not the chairman of the Poverty
Subcommittee. I understand that not
even the chief of staff of the Appropri-
ations Subcommittee on the Senate side
was told about the purpose and impli-
cations of this rider. But, due to what I
regard to be unethical factics by the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity, this mid-
night rider was tacked onto the appro-
priations bill, completely gutting the ef-
forts of the legislative committee and
of the U.S. Senate. Now we find our-
selves trying to argue for a program with
which no one disagrees, simply because
the whole procedure and proper func-
tioning of the U.S. Senate has been un-
dermined and eroded by a tactic which
I think needs to be thoroughly con-
demned—a tactic which I think seriously
undermines the relationship of the Con-
gress, and particularly the Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare,
with the Office of Economic Opportunity.

I am very proud of the fact that I
worked hard on the OEO bill, I worked
hard with Mr. Rumsfeld and with his
representatives. We tried to develop a bill
with which they could live and with
which we could live. We put our cards
on the table. We did not try to trick them.
They did not try—we thought—to frick
us. Now we find that, without telling any-
body, they tried to undermine everything
we did.

This aleoholism program, the drug
abuse program, and the provision re-
quiring that one-third of OEO research
funds be devoted to research on rural
poverty are now in jeopardy because this
kind of cheap lobbying tactic was used.
That tactic erodes and undermines the
basic procedures of the U.S. Senate. It
destroys the kind of dignity and respect
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with which Members of the Congress and
members of the executive must treat
one another, if this process is going to
work. I deplore this tactic, oppose this
rider, and ask my colleagues to join us
in this effort to preserve the original
intent of the Senate when it adopted
the bill extending the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NELsoN) has the floor.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask the
able Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
soN) if he would permit the Senator from
Minnesota to yield to me for a unani-
mous-consent request, with the under-
standing that he does not lose his right
to the floor.

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, in order that Senators may be put
on notice as to when the vote will occur
on the business before us, I am author-
ized by the majority leader to ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business today, it stand in re-
cess until 11 o’clock tomorrow morning.

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN-
ING BUSINESS ON TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, im-
mediately upon the conclusion of the
prayer and the disposition of the read-
ing of the Journal tomorrow morning,
there be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, not to extend
beyond 30 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

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

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DE-
PARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES,
1970—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 13111) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of Labor, and Health, Education, and
Welfare, and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1970, and for
other purposes.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that,
at the conclusion of routine morning
business on tomorrow, the pending busi-
ness be laid before the Senate, and that
the time on the pending business be
limited to 1'% hours, the time to be
equally divided between the distinguished
author of the amendment to the House
amendment to Senate amendment No.
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83 to H.R. 13111 and the minority leader,
or whomever he may designate.

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

The unanimous-consent request, sub-
sequently reduced to writing, is as fol-
lows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That following the period for the
transaction of routine morning business on
Wednesday, January 21, 1970, further debate
on the amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr, Nelson) to the House amend-
ment to Senate Amendment No. 83 to H.R.
13111, be limited to 11, hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the Senator from
Wisconsin and the minority leader (Mr.
Scott) or his designee.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin for yielding.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
further to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, as a
matter of information—I regret that the
Senator from Minnesota has left the
floor, because he labored so hard on the
Subcommittee on Indian Education—I
wanted to make sure to get into the Rec-
orp at this point some statements of
interest.

There has been much publicity about
poverty among the American Indians
and education among the American In-
dians and what we are doing or not do-
ing about it. Then we come upon this,
in a report entitled “Indian Education:
A National Tragedy—A National Chal-
lenge,” a 1969 report, No. 91-501, on page
18:

The subcommittee found one tribe in west-
ern Oklahoma where practically every male
between the ages of 18 to 30 has a serious
drinking problem. Strangely enough, if they
survive to age 30, a complete reversal often
takes place. The subcommittee findings leave
no doubt that alcoholism broadly defined is
one of the most serious problems affecting
the Indian population today, yet it has at-
tracted little serious attentlon, and what
data that is available is generally inaccessi-
ble, unorganized, scattered, and unknown.

Excessive alcohol usage appears to be
closely interrelated with other manifestations
of social disorganization in Indian com-
munities. Indian accident and arrest rates
are notoriously high, and the majority of ac-
cidents as well as homicides, assaults, sui-
cides, and suicide attempts are associated
with alcohol. The vast majority of arrests,
fines, and prison sentences in the Indian
population are related to alcohol, and In-
dian arrest rates are also notoriously high.
In one State penitentiary, Indians constitute
34 percent of the Inmates whereas only 5
percent of the State’s population is Indian,
The majority of the crimes were committed
while under the influence of alcohol,

On one central plains reservation, there
were In 1 year 2,585 arrests for disorderly con-
duct and drunkenness in a population of
4,600 adults. Over a 3-year period, 44 per-
cent of males and 21 percent of females had
been arrested at least once for a drinking-
connected offense. Of these, two-thirds had
been arrested more than once, and 10 per-
cent had been arrested more than 10 times.
Thirteen percent of the entire population
ages 15 to 17 had been booked at least once
on a charge related to drinking. On another
reservation with a total population of 3,500,
in 1968, there were 1,769 arrests related to
excessive drinking, 10 percent of them juve-
niles, In 1960, alcohol-related arrest rate for
all Indians was 12.2 times that of the U.S.
population generally. Drunkenness alone ac-
counted for 71 percent of all Indian arrests.
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In a study of high school students in a
plains tribe, 84 percent of the boys and 76
percent of the girls claimed they drank.
Thirty-seven percent claimed they drank fre-
quently. Another survey of Indian high
school students found 339 out of 350 who
disliked their hometown because of exces-
slve drinking. On this reservation, 70 per-
cent of all juvenile offenses involved alco-
hol—a total of 420 in a recent year.

So we can understand that we are
dealing with a disease that has practi-
cally crippled a fine group of American
people. But we have not yet seen the job
being done in the way it should be done
unless the funds are earmarked, so that
Congress can be sure that the money will
be spent in this way.

Now I will read from page 114 of Re-
port No. 91-501, item 11:

11. The subcommitiee recommends—

That a comprehensive attack upon alco-
holism among Indians be begun at the earli-
est possible time, and that it include (a)
coordinated medical, paramedical, educa-
tional, psychiatric, social, and rehabilitation
services, both public and private, including
non-medical and non-professional personnel
as appropriate; (b) strong prevention pro-
grams, relying upon concerted public educa-
tion efforts; and (c) concerted efforts to
identify and deal with the causes of Indian
alcoholism.

If I had the time to break this down
further ethnically to show the effect on
the American Negro in the ghetto, if I
could, for example, go to Texas and deal
with the ethnic groups there in relation
to alcoholism and narcotics and the
problems we face, we could see that we
have done little except express our hope
and chagrin and the fact that it is a
mammoth problem.

In all the history of civilized mankind,
alcoholics have been dying in the streets,
the gutters, the alleys, condemned in the
Bible. An aleoholic can fall over in the
street in the District of Columbia, and
people will walk around him, ignore him,
and never stop to see what is wrong with
him. He may have died of a heart attack,
but they would not stop to investigate.
They would consider him a hopeless
drunk, not a sick human being, entitled
to the decency and treatment that we
would give a crippled dog if a car hit it.
Yet, we have abandoned many of these
people in America and in the world.

I do not think I need to belabor the
point of alcoholism any longer in rela-
tion to the earmarking of these funds.
I think there is enough identity with the
problem to demonstrate that alcoholism
in America is one of the greatest con-
tributors to poverty in our social struc-
ture. It has broken up homes. A very high
percentage of children on welfare pro-
grams are there because of alecohol-re-
lated problems, Many emotionally dis-
turbed mothers are there also.

Incidentally, the number of women
suffering from aleoholism is increasing
rapidly. We used to say about one alco-
holic in five was a female. Now many of
us believe that it is two in five, and the
rate is growing rather steadily over the
years. Thus, if we are going to do some-
thing about this program, if this Nation
has any human compassion—I am not
asking them to consider the problem of
alcoholism to replace other programs—
but certainly the day has arrived when
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we should do something to try to elimi-
nate one of the greatest creators of
poverty, one of the greatest contributors
to delinquency. We should endeavor spe-
cifically to demand that funds are spent
in these areas.

1f not, God help us. We have too long
overlooked these problems.

Now, with the permission of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, I am going to
speak a little bit on the subject of nar-
cotics addiction and drug abuse.

Mr, MAGNUSON. If the Senator from
Wisconsin would yield to me at this
point—for about half a minute, I shall
not interrupt this interesting discourse
further.

Mr, NELSON. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I want to say that
I was well aware of this language in the
conference report. It was offered by the
House conferees.

I hope that there is no misunderstand-
ing about this. I think the problem is one
of interpretation. I assumed—I could be
wrong and I know that you gentlemen
want to make this certain—they would
spend the money in these categories ac-
cording to their justification and their
authorization and that this conference
amendment would provide them with
some needed flexibility. I assumed that
by the way the amendment was ex-
plained in eonference. I want that made
clear. I am sympathetic to what you are
trying to do.

My only hesitation is because I do not
want to hold up this whole matter. I
know you do not, either. However, I want
to be sure that you understood what the
conference did, and the premise on which
it acted.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator from Wash-
ington, at the time the motion was made,
when the authorization bill was con-
sidered in the Senate, voted against the
motion to eliminate earmarking for OEO
programs.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did.

Mr. NELSON. So you voted in favor of
earmarking?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am going to vote
for the Senator from Wisconsin’'s amend-
ment now, but I just assumed that they
would, in the next 6 months, follow the
categories outlined in the authorization,
with a degree of flexibility that would
be needed to get these programs you are
discussing underway. I know what you
gentlemen want to do. You want to make
sure that they do. I think I understand
your concern, on the impaect of the
amendment as adopted by the conferees.
You have offered a much clearer explana-
tion of why this earmarking is important.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, the re-
cent track record of OEO does not indi-
cate that we can assume anything about
the fact that they will spend any money
in these areas. They have not spent it.
I doubt that they will, unless we put a
chain on it and lock it down.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am inclined to
agree with the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HUGHES. I might add, before the
Senator leaves the Chamber, that he is
one of those Senators who fought to
double the appropriation for aleoholism.
I know of his sympathy for the problem
we are talking about, and I am a little
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bit embarrassed by the position we find
ourselves in today.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Wisconsin yield
briefly to me?

Mr. NELSON. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Texas, without losing
my right to the floor.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the
distinguished Senator from Iowa for his
forceful, dramatic, and impressive state-
ment here today. Soon he will discuss the
question of narcotics and dangerous
drugs.

Regarding the previous portion of his
remarks, addressed to the problem of
alcoholism and the earmarking neces-
sary to get something done about that
problem, I want to add to what he has
said about the ethnic group in my State,
Mexican-Americans, which is the largest
ethnic group in my State, due to pov-
erty—the main cause is poverty, where
the rate of alcoholism, and the use of
marihuana and dangerous drugs and
narcotics all are higher among that
group than any other citizens in my
State. I think that this is all tied in with
the problem of poverty, and the lack of
opportunity—at least a great deal of it is.

Of course, this is a very serious prob-
lem, and we need money to combat it.
Past experience has shown that if that
money is not earmarked, it will not be
spent.

I want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLsoN)
for his amendment. I think it should be
agreed to. We fought this out in the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee. It
was not a “quickie” thing. We debated
it fully there, and amendments were of-
fered to do away with earmarking just
to give the Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity this money to do
anything he wanted to with it. It was
turned down in the committee time after
time. It was also turned down on the
floor of the Senate. This Michel amend-
ment was not in the House bill. It was
not in the Senate bill. Yet it turns up
now.

I think it is time to say that when
we in the Senate vote for something, we
mean business; that it is not a token
thing, to let someone strip away what
we think about how this money should
be spent. We have increased it under the
leadership of the able Senator from Wis-
consin who is chairman of the Manpower
and Poverty Subcommittee. We have
increased the authorization for the pov-
erty program. I do not believe the Sen-
ate would have ever voted to increase
the authorization if it thought the money
would be thrown up there, so to speak,
into the thin air to let the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity pull
it down to do anything he wanted with
it.

We voted for that increased authori-
zation because we had studied it for
weeks and held hearings for months, and
we had reached the point where the Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, appointed by the President, who
had voted against the poverty program
when he was a Representative in the
House, lobbied diligently and effectively
in the House for it, even though he had
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voted against it as a Member; but when
he became Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, of course he saw it
differently and he came up here to lobby
to save the program.

Because of the diligence of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, we increased the
money and increased it on faith that it
would be spent where the committee and
the whole Senate had found, through
extensive hearings and debate, that it
should be spent.

I do not believe that the Senate would
have increased the authorization and
voted mere money in a big lump sum for
someone as Director of OEO to spend
it as he wanted to. The Senate wants
its will expressed, after thorough debate
and extensive hearings and long execu-
tive sessions both by the subcommittee
and the full committee which passed on
it. Some of us on that Committee on
Appropriations felt a growing concern
as to where and how the money would
be spent. I do not think the Senate should
surrender to this wild and reckless, free
funding of money for someone to spend
anywhere he wanted and take off all
the earmarking restraints. '

All 100 Senators have opinions of their
own based upon their experience, their
knowledge, their travel around the coun-
try, based on the election process of this
country.

I believe that running for a State of-
fice is the greatest educational institu-
tion in America, when a man travels
around for public office statewide and
visits the people, and all its many groups
and sections. I do not believe there is
any other educational process which is
equal to it.

I believe it would be a great thing for
America if we had a requirement that a
potential Cabinet officer must have
served in some statewide elective office
before he became a Cabinet member. He
should know something about the main-
springs of human action, of human de-
sire, of the human heart, so that he can
better improve the American way of life.

I think that we will have thrown
away half of the dilizent work of these
committees if we sweep away all the
benefits we have had of the testimony,
the hearings, and the knowledge which
we have accumulated, and put this in a
separate category and say, “Take it, boys,
spend it anywhere you want to.”

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator for
his comments. He knows, as chairman
of the committee, and I as chairman of
the subcommittee, that we have leaned
over backward to accommodate the ad-
ministration, and we waited for their
recommendations several months. We
could have gotten it out of the committee
much earlier if we had gotten the prompt
advice of the adminstration as to what
they wanted. We leaned over backward
to cooperate. I do not think that anyone
here has been a stronger supporter of
the poverty and manpower program than
I have. Then, after doing all that, OEO
did not get the appropriation it wanted
out of the Appropriations Committee.
Once again OEQ came to me, pointing
out how important it was that OEO get
the appropriation which the President
had requested. Once again, I was happy
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to help OEO because I believe in the ur-
gent need to fight poverty. So I drafted
an amendment and took it to the floor,
pointing out at the time that I was fight-
ing the case of the administration and
OEQ. We won that fight.

Then, after we got that, without say-
ing a word to us, behind our backs, they
slipped in a little amendment seeking to
wipe out the earmarking and the fund
reservations in our bill.

Throughout the whole authorization
process, we tried to keep OEO and the
whole administration fully informed,
every step of the way, on what we were
doing. They called our office several times
a day. They sat in on our hearings. They
sat outside our executive sessions. They
sat up much of the night outside our
Senate-House conference. Every step of
the way, we told them what we sought
to do. We sought their comments and
suggestions. We repeatedly called re-
cesses to allow time for OEO to comment
before we made a crucial decision. We
repeatedly revised the bill in light of
their suggestions as it moved through the
authorizing process.

We gave OEO all the information. And
when they came and asked us for help,
we gave help. We helped them on the
floor of the Senate to get the full fund-
ing. Then, when it was all over, without
once coming in and saying, “We are go-
ing to try to legislate in an appropria-
tions bill,” they sneaked this amend-
ment into the appropriations conference
in an attempt to undo all we had achieved
in the authorization bill.

Representative PErRINS on the House
gide did not know it happened. I did not
know it happened. The staff people did
not know. This amendment did not be-
eome public knowledge until after both
Houses had recessed for Christmas. Only
then was it spotted in reading the Coxn-
GRESSIONAL REcOrRD account of action in
the House on December 22,

Then they expect to come back to both
Houses and say, “Gentlemen, let us co-
operate again.” Mr. President, coopera-
tion is a two-way street. If OEO is go-
ing to continue to do this, I think we will
see the end of the cooperation.

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

Mr, NELSON. I yield.

Mr., TYDINGS. Does the Senator know
whether the Office of the Director of Eco-
nomic Opportunity was aware that this
amendment was slipped into the legis-
lation?

Mr. NELSON. I do not know. It was
presented as the position, I understand,
of those representing the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity. I do not know who
had any knowledge of it other than Con-
gressman MICHEL,

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, if they
did, and if they failed to notify the
chairman of the House legislative com-
mittee or the Senate legislative com-
mittee, I think the description of the
Benator from Texas is very kind. It was
deceitful if they did this. And it was a
deceptive practice that is not in accord
with the above-board procedures we are
used to in this body.

I hope that the Director of the OEO
would make some explanation to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Senator from Wisconsin and the Sen-
ator from Texas as to the role he played
in this procedure.

If that is the kind of chicanery to
be indulged in in the future, I think we
will have a different idea when we vote
on appropriations for the OEO.

We have to take people at their word.
We do not have time to read every word
of every amendment in the closing hours.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, the issue
of earmarking funds in the bill went to
the full committee, to the subcommitiee,
to the floor of the Senate, and to the
conference committee. And nobody an-
ticipated that there would be a viola-
tion of the rule prohibiting legislation
in an appropriations bill.

Suddenly this language showed up in
the House record and nobody involved
in the legislative process had known any=-
thing about it.

I do not know who was responsible for
it. But if that is the way they want to
play, we ought to play with the same set
of rules.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, my
question relates to the matter of ear-
marking as it would apply to the OEO
programs, since most of the discussion,
and properly so, has focused on nar-
cotics and alcoholic programs.

Is the concept of earmarking a for-
eign one or an unusual one insofar as
OEQ programs heretofore considered
were concerned?

Mr. NELSON, No, it is not foreign or
unusual, We have had earmarking in
the previous authorization bills. The in-
teresting part of this is that, in earmark-
ing the bill in our committee, of which
the distinguished Senator is a member,
we took all the administration’s pro-
posed budget figures and earmarked in
those categories. Then, we added two
programs, the drug abuse program of the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK)
and the alcoholism program of the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr, HUGHES).

Mr. EAGLETON. It was earmarked in
the program that came from OEO with
respect to Headstart and legal services.
What are some categories in which the
Senator has that information, which
were previously earmarked?

Mr. NELSON. The OEO asked for a
simple 2-year extension. In their budget
justification, they selected the various
categories to demonstrate what the re-
quested amount of about $2 billion would
be spent for. We took their budget jus-
tification as the basis for our earmark-
ing. Then we added this flexibility so
their hands would not be tied too much.
We thought that was very fair and con-
siderate.

Mr. EAGLETON. So we added greater
flexibility than the program previously
on the books prior to this administra-
tion; and all that was added by the
committee at the request of the Senator
from Colorado and the Senator from
Iowa for two more specific programs
that had not been previously listed. Is
that correct?

Mr. NELSON. Yes. I might say that
those two programs on alcoholism and
drug abuse were not in the House bill,
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The House conferees questioned the Sen-
ate's action in authorizing and reserving
funds for them. After extended discus-
sion and after an eloquent plea on the
part of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
Hvucaes) the House conferees were per-
suaded to agree specifically to earmark-
ing funds for those programs of alcohol-
ism and drug abuse.

Mr. EAGLETON. So the end result of
this midnight amendment, this mysteri-
ous midnight amendment that cropped
up in the bill was that the only two cate-
gorical or specific areas zeroed in on are
the two provided by the Senator from
Jowa and the Senator from Colorado
dealing with narcotic addiction and al-
coholic treatment, whereas all other
treatment programs are left untampered
and untouched.

Mr. NELSON. I would hope, if the
Michel amendment is finally adopted,
that that would be the interpretation, I
understand some people will argue it both
ways. I think the best course is to elimi-
nate the Michel amendment. I am pleased
that the chairman, the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Macnuson)—and I
think it is important legislative history—
stood on the floor a few moments ago to
say when he agreed to that amendment
in the appropriations conference, that he
had expected that the money would be
spent in accordance with the earmarking
in the authorization bill. If so, it would
be spent for these twc specific new pro-
grams, the alcoholism program and the
drug abuse program, as well as the other
programs as earmarked in our bill. I hope
that would be the interpretation put on
it by the OEO if we should not prevail
in this amendment. I would hope they
would keep faith with the votes on the
floor of the Senate and that they would
respect the viewpoint of the distinguished
Senator from Washington (Mr, MacNU-
son), who is the manager of the appro-
priations bill.

Mr. EAGLETON. I take it that it is the
case, insofar as the OEO operation is
concerned since its inception, that in ear-
marking of funds, where Congress ex-
presses its legislative intent with respect
to an on-going program or a4 new pro-
gram, that is not an alien, foreign, or a
new concept insofar as OEQO is concerned.
And yet this mysterious amendment
seems to leave the impression that it
would be unheard of insofar as Congress
expressing its will in the field of treat-
ment for aleoholism and narcotic addic-
tion.

Mr. NELSON. There was earmarking
in the Economic Opportunity Amend-
ments of 1966 and 1967. The 1967 exten-
sion was a 2-year bill. So there has been
earmarking in the two previous author-
ization bills,

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Senator.

Mr, NELSON. I yield the floor.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I wish
to compliment the distinguished Sena-
tor from Wisconsin on the presentation
he has made here today and for rais-
ing the question he has raised. He has
surrendered the floor to me, because I
wish to speak on the problem of drug
abuse in America and the need for these
programs. I am doing this in the ab-
sence of the distinguished Senator from
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Colorado. My views may not be his
views at all. I do not know whether he
would even support this motion today;
I have had no time to contact him to
find out. However, the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Dominick) did initiate
the particular amendment regarding
drug abuse that became a part of the
OEO authorization bill. As a result of
this and as a result of attending the
hearings with me—he is a member of
the Subcommittee on Alcoholism and
Narcotics—he saw the extreme need
among the poor in America for pro-
grams in narcotics addiction and drug
abuse.

The headlines of newspapers today
and every day refer to the increased em-
phasis on law enforcement. We have
been talking here about the absolute
need for doing something about enforce-
ment of the law and making sure we
can cut back the crime rates in all of
our cities.

In my previous statement, I spoke of
the direct relationship between alcohol-
ism and crime. That relationship has
been supported by the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS).

In connection with narcotics addic-
tion in the United States, if we could find
a reasonable solution to the problem of
heroin and heroin addiction alone, I
think we could reduce the felonies—and
that includes some crimes of violence,
burglary, rape, mugging, robbery—by 50
percent in the cities of this country.

We have had a great deal of testimony
in my subcommittee relating to the
heroin addiction. We know a great deal
about the experimentation and demon-
stration project on methadone, a replace-
ment narcotic that blocks the demand
for heroin and enables the addict to go
ahead and live in society. It is a program
which is disputed in some scientific quar-
ters, but there is enough research behind
it to justify exploring it thoroughly.

If we are truly interested in battling
crime in America and yet are unwilling
to correct this provision in the pending
bill, I think we are delinquent in our duty,
because as we discuss narcotics addiction
and drug abuse we are talking about
things misunderstood in the United
States.

The President held a conference of
State Governors and said to them, *“I
want you to go back to your States, ini-
tiate programs, have discussions, and get
underway mass familiarization pro-
grams in connection with drug abuse and
narcotic addiction.” But now we see an-
other agency come along in support of
legislation which will not earmark funds
for drug abuse and narcotic addiction
programs at the poverty levels. The his-
tory of this agency is that they have not
initiated programs to do something about
this problem. We feel it is absolutely
essential.

Up until a few years ago, narcotic ad-
diction in the United States was primar-
ily a problem of the black gheito of this
country. As long as it was isolated in the
ghettos, we paid very little attention to
it, because it was not our problem. But
now it has spilled out of the ghetto. It is
rampant all over the United States of
America,
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If you ask the parents of America
today, in a survey, what is the greatest
concern for their children in the elemen-
tary, junior high schools, and high
schools of America, they would undoubt-
edly immediately answer that narcotic
addiction and drug abuse are the main
concerns of every parent in the United
States today.

It has been reported by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
that there are approximately 12 million
people in America who have experi-
mented with or used marihuana, a drug
about which there is a great deal of mis-
information and misunderstanding, and
yet considered—and rightly so because of
the severe penalties of law—one of the
major problems of this country.

There will come before the Senate soon
a narcotic and drug abuse bill, aimed pri-
marily—because it originates in the Ju-
diciary Committee—at law enforcement,
the structure of the law, and what we
can do about it.

I would say here and now that if we
made the penalty for selling heroin on
the street 100 years in jail for a first of-
fense and we developed the most efficient
law enforcement in history and picked
up the pusher on the street, within 3 days
there would be another pusher on the
same street selling heroin.

We must do everything we can to ar-
rest the pusher, but I say to you that as
long as heroin is profitable and is an in-
creasingly profitable commercial item on
the streets of America today, it is going
to be biz business tied into big crime
syndicates in this country.

We can do something about eliminat-
ing the market. We can do something
about prevention. We can do something
about education both of the young and
the adult. We can do something about
treatment, about training the physician
to handle the drug abuser, or about the
narcotic addict himself, The federal sys-
tem has developed only two institutions,
one in Texas and one in Kentucky, in
which we attempt to do something about
these two problems. It has been a slow
and a tedious process. Up until the last
few years there was not considered to be
any recovery from heroin addiction.

The black people of America, the poor
people of America, living in the big
cities, are sick and tired of people walk-
ing their streets, pushing pills and selling
substances that turn their daughters into
prostitutes and their sons into thieves,
burglars, murderers, or whatever it may
be, with little capability of doing any-
thing about it. Yet, by our refusal to
approach the problem, we are inviting a
massive law enforcement problem that
cannot be solved unless we approach it
from the other direction. We can cer-
tainly do both at the same time, but we
cannot do one and eliminate the other
and arrive at a serious solution of the
problem.

It is a staggering problem in the coun-
try. It is a frightening problem on the
campus of every college in America, in
every ghetto, and in every junior high
school and senior high school. We have
even found it is becoming an increasing
problem in the elementary schools of
the country. Students of 10 or 11 years
of age have revealed that they were al-
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ready hooked on drugs, were drug abus-
ers, and some were narcotic addicts.

A doctor in the capital city of Iowa
last Thursday afternoon told me a young
mother came to him for delivery of a
baby. They discovered she was a narcotic
addict. He immediately took care of her,
and delivered the baby, and the baby was
a narcotic addict as a result of being
carried in that mother’s womb. The
father came to visit, and it was dis-
covered he was a narcotic addict. This
was in Des Moines, Iowa, not a city
known for heroin or drug addiction, but
the capital city of my own State.

There is a need to do something med-
ically to help these people. I have had
calls from my State about it:

I have six students who are addicted to
heroin and they need help. Where can I get
it for them?

It was difficult for me to get skilled
help for heroin addicts in Iowa.

As a result of this massively increasing
problem, there is a staggering need for
legislation and law enforcement; this
is just the beginning in the right diree-
tion.

Certainly we can bring into being
something to help see that these people
have a right to live and a decent way to
get help to recover from a stigma that
really has invaded all of America today
and that is a real tragedy in America
today.

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

Mr. HUGHES. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Would the Senator be
kind enough to trace the legislative
history of this particular line item in the
legislative authorization?

Mr. HUGHES. In the beginning the
Health Subcommittee of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare became
concerned, and particularly the chairman
of the subcommittee, the Senator from
Texas, because Federal agencies had de-
cided to eliminate the institution in
Texas which was one of only two institu-
tions in the United States that were
treating hard narcotics addicts and
doing demonstration projects and scien-
tific projects in this field. Hearings were
held in the State of Texas. He discussed
the magnitude of the problem when he
came back. I discussed the problems of
alcoholism and drug abuse and my own
experience with them and concern about
them. The Senator from Texas decided
to appoint a mnew subcommittee on
alcoholism and narcotics and named me
chairman, We held some hearings, in-
cluding some in Washington, California,
New York, and Denver. The Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK) was present
at almost every hearing and showed his
concern, because his city had become
known as “crystal city’ as a result of the
manufacture of illegal methadone.

As a result, when the Subcommittee
on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty
was discussing this matter with respect
to the Office of Economic Opportunity,
we decided to approach the problem by
earmarking funds for the specific pur-
poses. I was interested in trying to ap-
proach the problem of alecoholism in that
way. The Senator from Colorado was
interested in approaching the problem
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of drug addiction in that bill. We decided
to do it. The matter was debated and
was unanimously agreed to by the sub-
committee. It was brought to and unani-
mously agreed to by the full Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

Mr. TYDINGS. How much was pro-
vided?

Mr, HUGHES. There is $10 million in
fiscal 1970 for alcoholism; $5 million in
fiscal 1970 for narcotic addiction; $15
million in fiscal 1971 for alcoholism and
$15 million in fiscal 1971 for narcotic ad-
diction. It was then brought to the floor
of the Senate. The Senator from New
York (Mr. Javirs) proposed an amend-
ment to eliminate the earmarking. His
amendment failed, 36 to 50. So the ear-
marking was approved by 50 affirmative
votes with 36 votes against.

It then went .0 the House, which ap-
plied earmarking in a somewhat dif-
ferent form, so it came back to the con-
ference committee. As the Senator from
Wisconsin said, we debated the issue in
the conference committee. If my memory
serves me correctly, it was approved
without objection by the conference
committee. It was brought back to the
floor of the Senate then and confirmed
here on the floor of the Senate.

So the legislative history from the very
beginning to the end is one of approval
either without objection in the commit-
tees or by very good majorities in voting
on the Senate floor.

Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator know
what the position of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity was on the line item
for narcotic addiction treatment?

Mr. HUGHES, I cannot recall what
the position of the agency was. I do re-
call that we were informed they opposed
earmarking entirely, because they were
seeking latitude to transfer funds be-
tween programs.

Mr, TYDINGS. Does the Senator know
whether up to this time the Office of
Eeconomic Opportunity has established
any clinic or treatment center for the
treatment of narcotic addicts in any of
its programs?

Mr, HUGHES. I cannot honestly say
I recall one, but I do believe they have
initiated some small experimental proj-
ects. I cannot confirm what they -are, or
to what extent, but I will obtain the
information for the benefit of the Senate
and present it tomorrow.

Mr. TYDINGS. I would like to lend
whatever emphasis I can to the state-
ment of the Senator from Iowa that
narcoties addiction, particularly heroin
addiction, is a major contributory factor
to crimes of violence and crimes against
property in every city of the Nation.

As the Senator knows, our own Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia has
been working on the problem: of crime in
the National Capital region since I as-
sumed the chairmanship last year. We
have found, much to our amazement,
that almost 50 percent of all the inmates
received into the penal system of the
District of Columbia are narcotic addicts.
We further find that upon release, even
more are estimated to be narcotic addicts.

Mr. HUGHES. Will the Senator permit
me to interrupt him for a moment there?

Mr. TYDINGS. Surely.

Mr, HUGHES. This only reaffirms the
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testimony taken in my own subcommit-
tee that, actually, heroin and opiates are
available inside the prison walls as read-
ily as they are on the streets; and the
fact that you put an addict in jail or in
prison does not in any way separate him
from the opiate or the narcotic.

Mr. TYDINGS. Exactly, Tragically
enough in the District of Columbia there
are no inpatient treatment centers for
narcotic addicts, either at the time of
their arrest, their conviction, while they
are in confinement in a penal institution,
or after they are released. The only treat-
ment, if you want to eall it that, was an
experiment known as “DATRC,” operat-
ing under an OEQ grant, which was ex-
posed in our committee hearings as being
poorly operated and almost a complete
failure.

It has been my understanding that the
national administration and the Depart-
ment of Justice have come to realize the
relationship between hard narcotics ad-
diction and the problem of erimes of vio-
lence. At least that has been their public
position, and I know that this past year,
in the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, they assisted my ef-
forts toward obtaining funds in this area.
I hope they will not limit their activities
to the National Capital, much as we need
help in establishing treatment centers
here. The same problem is prevalent in
every major city in the United States,
particularly those with serious crime
problems. As the Senator from Iowa
pointed out, one of the more disturbing
aspects of the heroin addiction problem
today 1s the gradual movement of the
heroin addict from crimes involving
property to erimes against the persons.

Witnesses before my Committee on the
District of Columbia have testified that
several years ago, the average heroin ad-
dict was content to burglarize and shop-
lift, and fence the stolen material to
support his habit.

In the last year or two, there has been
a perceptible trend toward crimes of
violence and crimes such as armed rob-
beries which threaten violence.

If we are going to begin to tackle this
problem, we have got to fight it on every
front. The effort by the distinguished
Senator from Iowa and his committee to
get OEO funds channeled to the inner
cities and the ghettoes of this Nation is
an important part of the effort, A 12-
yvear-old boy died here in the District of
Columbia recently from an overdose of
heroin. The effort has got to be made
on all fronts.

‘We do not have a major narcotics pro-
gram operating under HEW, as we should
have. Nor do we even have a major, ef-
fective narcotics addiction treatment
program being operated by the Depart-
ment of Justice. Because of the work of
the Senator from Iowa and his subcom-
mittee, and the legislative commitment
here, at least we have made one step in
the right direction. I cannot commend
the Senator from Iowa enough.

I might say further that I think the
American people, at least the people of
Maryland, are beginning to realize the
danger of hard narcotics addietion and
its relationship to crime. I can assure
the Senator from Iowa that he has the
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{full support of the constituency of Mary-
land behind his efforts, and I believe the
full support of the people of the United
States. I can assure the Senator that I
will be right here every step of the way
with him.

Mr. HUGHES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland (Mr.
TYDINGS) .

I particularly emphasize today that
what I am stating here in support of
earmarking in this OEO bill does not in
any way compare with what I intend to
say later this spring in connection with
narcotics addiction, drug abuse, and alco-
holism in the United States. We intend
to make massive recommendations in all
these areas dealing with training, educa-
tion, prevention, rehabilitation, job op-
portunties, and everything else, clear
across the board. It is long past the day
in America when we can play penny ante
with such severe problems as the No. 1
health problem in America—alcohol-
ism—and the No. 1 problem contributing
more to erime than anything else—drug
abuse, It is futile to talk about fighting
crime without moving into massive
areas of funding for studying the reasons
behind the crime in America, and what
we are doing to meet it.

I shall not belabor this point here
much longer this afternoon. But I again
point out that the very small funding of
$15 million in OEO funds for alcoholism
and drug abuse was simply the very be-
ginning of the attack on the problem. We
need to tool up. We need to provide social
workers and street counselors. We need
to open store fronts, to say to the addict,
“There is a way out of this mess, you
can be helped, you can kick the habit, we
know you can, this is the way we do it.”

This problem is one of the greatest
contributors to our crime problem in
America, filling our prisons, breaking
up homes, destroying the health of our
people, and increasing viclence and
crime. Certainly we can afford to begin
now by simply earmarking these funds
in this bill in relationship to two of the
most critical health and social problems
in America.

Mr. President, I surrender the floor,

(The following colloguy which, oc-
curred during the address of the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELsow) is printed
at this point in the Recorp by unanimous
consent.)

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Is it not a fact
that in response to the request by the
OEO, we granted them a larger per-
centage of money than they had in the
past and they were able to transfer it
from one fund to the other?

Mr, NELSON., In the past, they could
take 10 percent from a program and add
not to exceed 10 percent to another pro-
gram. They thought that was too restric-
tive.

What did we do on this? We agreed
in conference that they could take 10
percent from any program the first year
and 15 percent from any program the
second year, and they could accumulate
amounts thereby taken away from some
programs to add up to 35 percent to &
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program they want to enlarge, We gave
them more flexibility than previous au-
thorization bills gave the last adminis-
tration.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In other words,
this Demoeratic Congress gave a Repub-
lican administration more flexibility
than we ever granted to our own ad-
ministration?

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.
We wanted them to have more flexibility.
But we thought that at the same time
we ought to preserve our rights as a Con-
gress to outline how we thought the
money ought to be spent among the
categories—with some flexibility to
transfer between categories.

The flexibility is 10 percent in the first
year, which means we gave them $160
million in leeway. And we gave them 15
percent for the second year—fiscal
1971. We gave them almost one-fourth
of a billion dollars, $240 million, of flexi-
bility for fiscal 1971. We did not do that
for the previous administration.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. We did not do it
for the previous administration?

Mr, NELSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Senator has
described a procedure where they came
over and talked about our giving them
greater flexibility. The Senator described
this in great detail.

The Senator has described in great
detail the OEO slipping in without the
knowledge of the people they were work-
ing with and slipping this provision into
the House.

I ask the Senator if he would not de-
scribe that as a sneaky procedure. The
Senator used the term “sneak” at one
time.

Mr. NELSON. Let me say that it was
certainly a procedure that surprised us.

I am an admirer of Mr. Rumsfeld. I
think he is a fine public servant and an
able fellow. And furthermore, in the
other department which administers
parts of this program, I think the Secre-
tary of Labor is a very distinguished
public servant. I am always pleased to
have him before our committee. He
makes a fine contribution.

I believe, however, that if the ball
game is played so that neither side is
going to tell the other side what they
are going to do and neither side will
cooperate, and then after we have gone
through the whole legislative procedure,
they sneak around and try to frustrate
Congress and upset an issue which had
been voted on, I think that we had bet-
ter have a little talk and find out wheth-
er what they are saying is, “We don't
want to cooperate. We want a one-way
street. We will come to you and ask for
help. We will give you suggestions. You
keep us informed, but we don't like what
you have done so we will try to change
it in secret without you finding out.”

If they had told us that they were
going to put in an amendment, we would
have been forewarned. It was not ger-
mane. It was subject to a point of order.
It was legislation in an appropriations
bill.

1 have listened to distinguished Mem-
bers of this body time after time say
that legislation in an appropriation bill
is not proper procedure. And everyone
folds up.
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To have them slip it in this way, late
in the game, with no notice to the chair-
man of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare which handles this, and
with no notice to the subcommittee
chairman, and no notice to Representa-
tive PErRKINS, is not proper.

We first heard as a rumor that they
might be doing something like this. But
then it was mentioned in the statement
of managers. When we heard about the
proviso after it went through the House,
we talked to people who should have
known and they were honestly embar-
rassed. I do not think we can carry out
a legislative program and cooperate with
the various agencies if that is the kind
of thing they are going to do.

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President,
with that description, I repeat my ques-
tion, does not the Senator think that is
a rather sneaky procedure?

Mr, NELSON. The language of the
Senator is so much more colorful than
mine that I will let his stand.

(This marks the end of the colloguy
which occurred during the address by
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
son) and which by unanimous consent
was ordered to be printed at this point
in the REcORD.)

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHEs). Probably, no other per-
son in this body has a better command
of the facts and the skill to present them
to the Nation.

Later today I shall address myself to
a subject area that, if events prove suc-
cessful in this area, will provide the fi-
nancial wherewithal to prosecute more
aggressively the programs so ably enun-
ciated by the Senator from Iowa.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine morning business was trans-
acted:

A LETTER FROM THE MILITARY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I re-
cently received a letter from Mrs, Gary
Katz, of El Cerrito, Calif. She enclosed
an interesting letter, on official sta-
tionery, that she had received from a
Mrs. L. R. Parham, who deseribed her-
self as the “administrative officer” for
Gen. Lewis W. Walt, Assistant Com-
mandant of the U.S. Marine Corps.

I do not have a copy of Mrs. Katz'
letter to General Walt, but it is not
needed to understand her objection to
the official reply she received from Mrs.
Parham, The entire two-page reply is a
highly emotional recitation of the stand-
ard litany on the dangers of communism.

If we withdraw our troops from Vietnam—

The Marine Corps’ reply asked—
don't you believe the communist (slc) from
North Vietnam will take over? And after that
will they be satisfied? You better believe
they won't. They will start somewhere else.

I had understood that the President’s
policy was to withdraw our troops from
Vietnam. Apparently, General Walt's
staff has not gotten the message.
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A paragraph which particularly of-
fended Mrs. Katz reads as follows:

While on the subject of belng afraid, I
want to emphasize that General Walt is not
afrald of the communists—he is afraid of
communism gaining strength in this country.
He is afraid there are Americans such as you
appear to be, who close their eyes and ears
to the threat of communism in this country.

Her indignation is justified. I do not
believe that General Walt, or any other
leader of the Armed Forces, has been
assigned the responsibility of appraising
the political beliefs of our citizens, or of
indoctrinating the public on the dangers
of communism. This letter illustrates
quite well the potential dangers of mix-
ing arms and politics in the Military
Establishment.

I ask unanimous consent to have both
letters printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

EL CEerrrTO, CALIF.,
December 16, 1969.

Senator FULBRIGHT: As an American, I
resent receiving a letter like the enclosed
from the military.

I've marked the paragraphs on page two
which I find offensive. I've written to the lady
stating this tut I feel more should be done.
And as I've no power, I've decided to write to
you. If you can not do anything to help me,
please direct it to someone who can.

I'm sick to death to see the stupidity of the
military. I hardly consider the military lead-
ers of this country. All they are good for is
wasting our tax money. Senator Fulbright, we
don't agree on domestiec policy; but I'm sure
you will agree that if half the money spent
by the Defense Department had been used
domestically, we'd have gotten more value.

Mrs. ILeNE KaTz.

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy,
Washington, D.C., December 12, 1969,
Mrs. Gary EaTz,
El Cerrito, Calif.

Dear Mes. Eatz: Permit me to Introduce
myself. My name is Mrs. Parham and I am
Administrative Officer for General Lewis W.
Walt. It is in this capacity that I will en-
deavor to answer your note of 5 December.

First, to your guestion, and I quote, “just
why are you so afraid of the communists?”
Before going any farther, just what is a com-
munist? According to the dictionary the defi-
nition of a communist is, “of or pertaining to
communism or communist, One who believes
in communism. A member of the Communist
Party in any country”. To better understand
communist let's go one step farther and
define his belief—communism, “Communism
is an economic theory or system of the owner-
ship eof all property by the community as a
whole . . . characterized by state planning
and control of the economy, ruthless sup-
pression of all opposition political parties and
all deviatlon with the Party, and the sup-
pression of individual Iliberties under a
dictatorship.”

It is a well known fact that the ultimate
goal of the Communist Party is to take over
the world. The communists have never made
a secret of this ambition. Day by day and
inch by inch they progress toward their goal
of world domination. Do you remember Hun-
gary and Czechoslovakia? And how about
Cuba? Would you like to see the United
States under communist control?

I don’t think General Walt is necessarily
afraid of communists. I think he is trying to
alert the peaple of the free world that the
communists have never ceased working to-
ward their objective. Look at North Korea
and North Vietnam, If we withdraw our
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troops from South Vietnam don't you believe
the communists from North Vietnam will
take over? And after that will they be satis-
fied? You better believe they won't. They will
start somewhere else. Let us not forget also
the city of Berlin is divided by a wall with
communists on one side and free people on
the other. Periodically people living on the
communist side seek to escape—some Suc-
ceed, others don't. Those who don’t usually
are killed, We who live in this great country
are indeed fortunate but we must guard
and defend our freedoms,

For instance, one of your freedoms is the
fact that, without hesitation, you wrote an
accusing and highly unflattering note to a
leader of this country without fear of re-
prisal. In a communist country you would
not dare do this—you would be afrald.

While on the subject of being afraid, I
want to emphasize that General Walt is not
afraid of the communists—he is afraid of
communism gaining strength in this coun-
try. He is afraid there are Americans such
as you appear to be, who close their eyes
and ears to the threat of communism in this
country.

In closing, Mrs. Katz, I would like to give
you a statement made in 1965 by Lin Piao,
the Vice-Chairman of the Chinese Central
Communist Party and National Defense Min-
ister, who wrote a document that has been
justifiably referred to as a Chinese Commu-
nist Mein Kampf. Long Live the Victory of
the People’s War is the title of this remark-
able candid work. Says Lin Piao:

“Just as Communism in China succeeded
by capturing the countryside and then en-
circling and defeating the cities, so the global
Communist movement will ultimately suc-
ceed first by capturing Asia, Africa, and Latin
America, thereby encircling North America
and Western Europe, and then by finally and
decisively defeating the United States and
its Western Allies. . . . We'll win Asia, Africa,
and Latin America through wars of national
liberation. . . . And the United States and
Western Allies will be surrounded. They will
be encircled, and they will be overwhelmed.
... Vietnam is now the focus of the revolu-
tionary movement against the United States,
and no matter what action America may take,
in Vietnam, the Communist Chinese deter-
mination is unshakeable to drive the United
States out.”

Sincerely,
Mrs. L. R. PARHAM,

PUBLIC RELATIONS EFFORTS OF
THE PENTAGON

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point a news arti-
cle from the January 3 Albuguerque
Journal reporting the appearance in Al-
bugquerque of a team of officers from the
North American Air Defense Command,
whose mission, apparently, was to drum
up public support for a bigger and more
costly defense system. This propagan-
dizing for public support of higher mili-
tary spending typifies the problem of
the Defense Department’s public rela-
tions program, about which I made a
series of speeches in the Senate last
December. According to the news story,
one of the officers in the team, Army
Maj. Kenneth J. Cook, said:

Although today's defense forces cannot
stop either an intercontinenta: ballistic mis-
sile (ICBM) attack or a missile attack from
a submarine force, the United States is be-
ginning to concentrate on a new system
which would be effective against these
attacks.

Called Safeguard, the plan would use in-
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novations in radar and both long- and short-
range interceptor missiles.

The major’'s presentation came short-
ly after his Air Force team colleague
said:

In the event of a missile attack (from the
Soviet Union), you could expect 15 to 20
minutes warning time . . . But our systems
only warn the people. We can tell them when
they’'re coming, but we can't stop them.

Presentations of the type of material
to the public in this edge-of-war context
appear to me to take on a sophisticated
form of lobbying when we realize that
additions to the already controversial
Safeguard systemm are being contem-
plated for debate during the upcoming
congressional session.

In fact this whole team project ap-
pears to follow the line of the Starbird
memorandum for promoting the Safe-
guard system, which I had thought the
Secretary of Defense had done away with
last year.

The floor manager of the Defense ap-
propriations bill, the senior Senator from
Louisiana, assured me that the Appro-
priations Committee will take a good
hard look at the Pentagon’s public af-
fairs program this year. I hope that Con-
gress will take effective steps this session
to bring the Pentagon’s public relations
apparatus under control.

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

[From the Albuguerque Journal, Jan. 3, 1970]
U.S. DEFENSE ONLY WARNS, COLONEL SAYs
(By Mike Padget)

The Unifted States does not have the de-
fensive capability to stop a missile attack
from the Soviet Union, a member of the
North American Air Defense Command
(NORAD) briefing team told newsmen
Friday.

The three-member team, emphasizing
they were speaking in behalf of NORAD's
commander in chief, made their presenta-
tion at the Albuquerque Press Club in the
Downtowner.

“In event of a missile attack, you could
expect 15 to 20 minutes warning time,” said
Air Force Lt. Col. William H. Copp, who heads
the team. “But our systems only warn the
people. We can tell when they're coming,
but we can't stop them."

Another team member, Army Maj. Ken-
neth J. Cook, said although today’'s defense
forces cannot stop either an intercontinental
ballistic missile (ICBM) attack or a missile
attack from a submarine force, the United
States is beginning to concentrate on a new
system which would be effective against these
attacks.

Called Safeguard, the plan would use in-
novations in radar and both long- and short-
range interceptor missiles.

The major sald the basic functions of the
Bafeguard system would be “to protect our
retaliatory forces, protect against a possible
attack in the future from Communist China
and protect against an accidental attack.”

Cook said NORAD officials believe if the
Soviet Union declares war on the United
States “they would commence activity with
a surprise attack and follow quickly with
manned bombers.™

In the opening phase of the three-part

presentation, a captain in the Canadian
Armed Forces, Donald Kidd, described the
Russian bomber system and missile program.

“The bomber is still an effective and effi-
clent weapon,” he said, adding the Soviet
Union has bombers capable of fiying non-
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stop missions to any point in the United
States.

He sald the Soviet Union's missile system
is particularly advanced. More than 1700
ICBMs are Included in the program—and
they have a range of “in excess of 6500 miles."

The Soviet submarine force is growing rap-
idly with about eight new Polaris-type sub-
marines being produced annually, he said.

Kidd also sald Red China is expected to
have “mid-range missiles” by the end of
the year and '“‘moderate-range” missiles by
the mid-1970s.

Copp sald the functions of NORAD are to
“detect, identify and, if necessary, destroy"
any flying object which poses a threat to
the safety of the population on the North
American continent,

He said although the defense system would
be moderately effective against a manned
homber attack, the method still poses a
“major threat."

“They (bombers) could mine our harbors,
hit multiple targets and use both chemical
and germicide warfare,” he said.

HOW HANOI SEES NIXON

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
January 29 issue of the New York Re-
view of Books contains an interesting
article by Richard J. Barnet, entitled
“How Hanoi Sees Nixon,” based on the
author's conversations last November
with North Vietnamese and NLF officials
in Hanoi. After his return he reported
on his conversations to U.S. officials con-
cerned with Vietnam policy. He sum-
marized the difference in viewpoints by
writing that, “After my talks with the
strategists on both sides it became clear
to me that Hanoi and Washington are
not fighting the same war.”

We know all too little about the think-
ing of the other side and Mr. Barnet’s
report is a significant contribution to
better informed public discussion of the
prospects for success of the administra-
tion’s policy.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

How Hawno1 Sees Nmxon
(By Richard J. Barnet)
I

Five days alter President Nixon’s November
3 speech I arrived in Hanol for a series of
discussions on the war, inciuding a long
interview with Premier Pham Van Dong.
Several days after my return I met with the
main Vietnam advisors of the US Govern-
ment, including Henry Kissinger. After my
talks with the strategists on both sides it
became clear to me that Hanol and Wash-
ington are not fighting the same war,

The analysis of the enemy is completely
different in the two capitals, The North Viet-
namese do not judge how well or how badly
they are doing by counting bodies or com-
paring this month's statistics with those of
last month. They look at trends on the
battlefield and always concentrate on their
long~term political consequences. They note
that from 1965 to the present the US Gov-
ernment tried to win a military victory with
500,000 troops, that it failed, and that it had
to move its forces into defensive positions
and to begin withdrawing them. The leaders
of the Nixon Administration are optimistic
because after the continual aerial pounding
of Viet Cong positions it is now possible to
drive safely in parts of South Vietnam where
formerly 1t was risky.
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The North Vietnamese do not use travel
but the ability to govern as a criterion of
political success, They admit that they have
taken serious losses in the South. In a recent
captursd document distributed by the State
Department they allude to the higher deser-
tion rate by conceding that “a number of
Party members have gone so far as to sur-
render to the enemy and betray the nation.”
In North Vietnam itself there is evidence of
hardship brought by the bombing, includ-
ing shortages of power, fuel, and, above all,
housing.

Nevertheless, I was struck by the mood
of confidence in the North Vietnamese capi-
tal. The leader of the NLF in Hanol told me,
“We are gaining in the cities.” It s now pos-
sible, they say, to obtain NLF literature any-
where in Saigon. More and more members of
the middle class are making accommodations
with the NLF. Officials of the Front also told
me that they have a large military head-
quarters In Saigon itself. It is true that,
under sustained B-52 attacks, the NLF had
to withdraw from areas long under its con-
trol. But this development hardly bears out
the optimistic prediction of a "secure” Viet-
nam by 1872 now being made In Washington
by Sir Robert Thompson and other pacifica-
tion experts. Even the most optimistic re-
ports do not claim that the Thieu rcgime is
now able to establish a legitl nate urder in
former Viet Cong areas or to attract the
loyalty of the people. The North Vieinamese
are convinced that a pacification program
which depends upon sustalned American
bombing is a strategy for prolonging the war
rather than ending it. They know that the
bombing further allenates the people from
the Americans and they belleve that when
enough US troops withdraw, “the puppet gov-
ernment and army will collapse.”

The political and military analysis of U.S.
strategy I heard in Hanol was In almost every
case subsequently confirmed by some of the
highest officials of our government. The Viet-
namese are avid readers of U.S. News and
World Report and The New York Times. They
make it their business to know the current
Washington analysis of the war and they try
to understand the popular mood. Washing-
ton's political intelligence on North Viet-
nam, on the other hand, seemed of a much
lower order. While State Department and
CIA analysts are handicapped by the lack of
published sources and personal contacts in
Hanol, U.S. officials compound their problem
by falling to read carefully what the North
Vietnamese do publish. What the Vietnamese
say in their official communications is sub-
jected to a variety of tortured interpreta-
tions. Washington analysts appear to pay
more attention to Alsoplan readings of cap-
tured documents, diplomatic gossip, and
historical analogy than to what the other
side is actually saying.

b1

I had a long talk about the war with
Pham Van Dong. The North Vietnamese
Premier has seen many American visltors,
but I was the first to meet with him since
the death of Ho Chi Minh. When I asked
him what would be the efTfect of this loss on
morale, he said that the sense of duty every-
one felt toward “Uncle Ho" would cause
the population to “close ranks.” As he talked
he seemed patient, one might almost say
serene, but extraordinarily tough. From time
to time he raised his voice in anger when
talking about President Nixon. Occaslonally
he would smile with contempt at the wiles of
his “foxy” antagonist, but the dominant
tone was one of sadness. I saw nothing in my
brief stay to confirm or deny the specula-
tions of Hanol-ologists that there is a strug-
gle for leadership. Pham Van Dong looked
and acted very much like the man in charge.

The Premier told me what he has told
many visitors before. The North Vietnamese
and the NLF have one principal political
objective. The United States must withdraw
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politically and militarily from Vietnam and
permit a political evolution among the Viet-
namese without outside interference. They
have no Interest in humiliating the United
States. Indeed, they are prepared to go to
great lengths to make the Unilted States
as happy about the settlement as possible,
not because they feel any obligation to make
life easy for a country that has dropped
2.5 million tons of bombs on thelr country,
but because they do not want the United
States to return.

North Vietnamese officials are aware that
if Nixon “cuts and runs,” without a diplo-
matic resolution of the war, someone like
George Wallace will cry for revenge, and the
Vietnamese may still have to keep paying
for the madness of American politics, It
would in their view be far more desirable
if the US could leave with a pretense of dig-
nity and under a firm obligation never to
return, One Hanol officlal noted that when
the Vietnamese threw out the Sung invaders
in the seventeenth century, they waited a
decent interval and then, when it would no
longer look like tribute, presented the Sung
king with an elephant. “We'll be happy to
give Nixon an elephant too,” he said.

The NLF delegation in Paris includes a
former captain in the Saigon army who de-
fected in 10860. The final humiliation that
brought him to the point of joining the re-
sistance, he said, occurred when Diem or-
dered a statue of General O'Danlel, the chief
American military advisor, erected on the
parade ground of the base where he was
stationed., The background of other Front
officials I met in Hanol was equally “mid-
dle class.” Before jolning the resistance most
of them had no communist connections or
even Marxist sympathies. Their analysis of
the war is much the same as that of DRV
officials, but at points their emphasis dif-
fered. For example, they seemed even more
open to working with prominent non-com-
munist South Vietnamese politicians like
General Duong Van Minh and Senator Tran
Van Don than did senior Hanoi officials,
who expressed “interest” in such men but
showed some concern that “Uncle Sam is
pulling the strings.”

"In the old days,” one cabinet minister
said to me, “they could change horses in mid-
stream. The present situation is much more
difficult for that, but perhaps even now
they are readying a new horse.” On a number
of specific political questions affecting the
future of South Vietnam Hanol officials
would make a point of deferring to the
Front. “That Is a matter to discuss with our
comrades from the south.”

Both DRV and NLF officials are unshake-
able in their basic war aim, which is na-
tional independence and freedom from US
presence or control of every inch of Viet-
namese territory. On the other hand, they
are reasonably flexible as to the choice of
means for achieving these objectives. The
United States delegate in Paris, Henry Cabot
Lodge, has conslstently misstated two of
their chlef demands. Contrary to repeated
assertions by American officials, the North
Vietnamese do not insist and have not in-
sisted for many months that all US troops
be withdrawn in advance of political nego-
tiations on the political future of South Viet-
nam, But they do insist that the US make a
credible commitment to leave. Such a com-
mitment would include a pledge to withdraw
all troops, not just combat troops, and the
removal of 100,000 at once as a sign of
seriousness,

Credibility is the key issue, Nixon's with-
drawal plan is seen in Hanol as evidence of
an intention to stay, not leave. The North
Vietnamese have made thelr position on this
point clear not only to me but in interviews
with Harrison Salisbury, Joseph Starobin,
and others. Negotiators from the Johnson
Administration now confirm that the North
Vietnamese were saying the same thing over
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a year ago, It is evident that Hanol's flexi-
bllity on this point is a message which the
Nixon'Administration does not wish to re<
ceive.

The other false characterization of the
Vietnamese negotiating position is the of-
ficial US assertion that Hanoi is demanding
the “overthrow' of the South Vietnamese
government as a precondition of negotiations.
In view of the nature and history of the
Saigon regime, that demand would not be
particularly unreasonable, but Hanol has
not made it. The North Vietnamese are ask-
Ing for the appointment of a *“peace cabinet”
in Salgon on the grounds that they find it
less than promising to deal with a group of
generals who look upon such negotiations
as treason.

Several officials in Washington asked me,
straight-faced, why the North Vietnamese
refuse to negotiate with Thieu. With an
equally stralght face I repeated the obvlous:
Hanol has no incentive to negotiate with a
politiclan who has said publicly again and
again that he will never accept a coalition
government with the communists. Such ne-
gotiations would be a ratification of a defeat
on the battlefield, an event which has not
happened and seems most unlikely to hap-
pen. Nor are they enticed by the prospect
that “something interesting might develop"
in the course of such negotiations. As they
see it, Thieu’s only interest is to block ne-
gotiations, and so long as he is in control,
that is precisely what he will do. The mere
act of negotlating with Thieu would help
to prop up the regime at a moment when
more and more Vietnamese moderates and
nationalists are publicly challenging its le-
gitimacy.

For the men in Hanol the litmus test of
a South Vietnamese politiclan is whether
he has a political base independent of the
Americans. If he does not, they correctly
assume that he is a “puppet” whose only
function is to preserve American influence
in Vietnam. Several NLF leaders told me
that there are men “in the present Saigon
administration” who would be acceptable to
them as members of a “peace cabinet” to
arrange elections and coalition government,
Contrary to what the Nixon Administration
asserts, Hanoi is not seeking a weaker govern-
ment in Saigon with which to negotiate but
a stronger one. They are willing to accept a
government composed of men they consider
authentic Vietnamese patriots even if they
are anticommunist. (The capture document
called "Resolution 9" circulated by the State
Department strongly suggests that the NLF
expects coalitions to be formed.)

The Hanol officials I spoke to indicated
that such men as Tran Van Don, Duong Van
Minh, Tran Ngoc Lien, whom Ky refused to
let run as candidate for Vice President with
Minh in the last election, and Au Truong
Thanh, Ey's former economics minister now
in exile, would be acceptable leaders of a
“peace cabinet,"” provided they did not agree
to become stand-ins for the U.S.

The officials in Hanol attached considerable
significance to the fact that such Salgon fig-
ures a5 Minh and Don have launched open
attacks on Thieu. They suggested that
‘Thieu's recent hesitation to repress such op-
ponents, which he has not displayed in the
past, shows not only that he is losing ground
but that he is hedging his bets. “He has his
bags packed,” a cabinet minister said, as if
reporting the obvious.

Pham Van Dong calls “Vietnamization"
America’s "Grand Design" to win the war.
The strategy, as he sees it, is calculated to
convince Hanol that the U.S. is prepared to
outlast them in a long war of atfrition, In
his view, Nixon is giving the following signal:
“I will reduce U.B. forces in Vietnam to a
level which the American people will accept
and these forces will be used to keep the pres-
ent South Vietnamese regime in power for
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years to come.” When I related this to a high
State Department official, he replied, “Well,
they got the message.”

In Hanol the Premier and others had listed
the basic elements of the Nixon program that
were supposed to put Nixon in a position to
avold changing Johnson's policy. Combat
troops will be withdrawn over a two-year pe-
riod. Fewer draftees and more volunteers will
be used. The negotiating process will be
downgraded. Popular support will be solicited
by appeals to preserve America's honor and
by the specter of a bloodbath if the US.
troops leave. On the battlefield U.S. ground
forces will move into defensive enclaves, but
offensive operations against the VC will be
stepped up by B-52 attacks using napalm,
magnesium, cluster bombs, and other indis-
criminate anti-personnel weapons.

The Nixon Administration’s fundamental
war aim, as Hanol officials see it is to estab-
lish a subservient, stable regime in South
Vietnam that can permanently maintain it-
self with no more than 50,000 or 100,000
American “advisors.” The “victory scenario”
modeled on the Greek intervention of 1948-9
having eluded them when the Viet Cong re-
fused to fade away as predicted, the war
managers are now hoping for a “Korean solu-
tion,” i.e., a political victory based on a mili-
tary stalemate.

The North Vietnamese are certain that the
Vietnamization strategy cannot work. When
enough U.8. combat troops leave, the NLF
will rout the South Vietnamese army just as
it did before the U.S. troops arrived. In spite
of heavy losses, which they admit, the North
Vietnamese seem convinced that the general
trend of political and military events favors
their cause. Nixon has been forced to start
withdrawing troops and to abandon military
victory. Hundreds of thousands of troops are
on alert in the north, ready to replace losses
in the south. I saw long lines of soldiers,
trucks, and artillery moving toward the 17th
parallel,

But the leaders in Hanoi pin most of their
hopes on political developments. They note
that Thieu has been unable to obtain the
support of moderate elements in Saigon and
that his government now has a narrower
political base than it had a year ago. The
censorship, the jailing of political opponents,
and the strident right-wing rhetoric that
characterize his regime are signs of weak-
ness, not of strength. Thieu, they belleve, is
foolishly counting on the U.S. Embassy to
guarantee him a political victory at the very
moment when American forces are begin-
ning to disengage themselves, Meanwhile,
they point out, every shipload of troops that
sets sall for San Francisco is a signal to the
growing peace forces in Saigon that Thieu's
days are numbered.

Hanol officials allude to the deposits of
almost 2 billion dollars in European banks
from South Vietnamese sources, much of it
in recent weeks (as Allessandro Cassella of
Die Weltwoche in Zurich has independently
reported). They are convinced that more
nominal supporters of the regime will leave.
Others will grow bolder in condemning Thieu
and demanding peace. Still others may
launch a coup. NLF officials hinted to me, as
they have in the past, that some of their
secret members now hold high posts in the
Saigon government. According to a captured
document distributed by the State Depart-
ment, “in the event of a coup d'état or re-
volt” an attack on Saigon is planned. When
U.S. troops in large numbers actually do go
home, the Notrh Vietnamese believe that
the political troubles of the Saigon regime
will be insurmountable.

Pham Van Dong is quite prepared, there-
fore, for re-esculation of the war by the
U.S. when the Vietnamization strategy pro-
duces a political crisis in Saigon, as he
thinks it inevitably will. Other off:-ials in
Hanol predict that Nixon will resume the
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bombing. Some suggested to me that the
November 3 speech was an elaborate stage
setting for a final victory push. One official
even tried his hand at drafting the Nixon
speech announcing re-escalation: “We have
tried restraint. Look how they have repaid
us. Therefore with regret. . ..”

The Hanoi officials are well aware that
while Nixon is publicly threatening *strong
and effective measures” if the Vietnamese
step up the battle, he is also quletly spread-
ing the word in Washington that NLF mili-
tary restraint is a sign that the Viet Cong
is “out of breath.” It was made very clear
to me while I was in Hanoi that the NLF and
North Vietnam will go to great lengths to
prove to the world and particularly to the
U,S. public that they have considerable
breath left. They have already stepped up
the infiltration rate and have concentrated
attacks on military positions which have
been ‘‘Vietnamized.” There will be major
new offensives.

4]

How did the President, only a year after
his predecessor had been turned out of office,
become wedded to Johnson's war aims and
Johnson's strategy? Nixon has of course a
long history as a Vietnam hawk, There is a
picture of him in the Hanol museum taken
in 1953 when as Vice President he came to
Hanoi to advise General Navarre on how to
win the war. In 1953, speaking in the East
Room of the White House, Nixon urged send-
ing a US expeditionary force to help the
French. There is some evidence that he was
sympathetic to Admiral Radford’s final solu-
tion to the Dienbienphu problem, the drop-
ping of “tactical” nuclear weapons. His an-
alysis of US war aims in the November 3
speech was not dramatically different from
his Reader’s Digest articles on the subject
written in the late Fifties and early Sixties.

When he appointed as top negotiators in

Saigon and Paris the two men of the John-
son Administration most committed to vic-

tory in Vietnam, Ellsworth Bunker and
Henry Cabot Lodge, Washington opti-
mists concluded that such appointments
were & clever cover for a change of
policy. The optimists are making the same
sort of analysis now. “Nixon is talking
tough,” one of the more astute liberal Con-
gressmen told me, “but he is sneaking out
the back door. Let’s give him a chance.”
There are many people in Washington who
believe that the President has a ‘“‘secret time-
table” to pull out all troops. They think he
plans to prop up the Saigon regime long
enough after the bulk of US forces leave s0
that Thieu and Ky, rather than the Nixon
Administration, will bear the blame for their
inevitable defeat.

The Nixon Administration has encouraged
such thinking. Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird, who is becoming known in Washing-
ton as the Administration’s “secret dove,”
gives comforting assurances about withdraw-
al to Senate critics like Mike Mansfield and
George Alken who want the US out of Viet-
nam. But this is only part of Nixon's public
relations campaign to make it appear that
the war is fading away. Administration
spokesmen have different things to say to
other constituencies, More hawkish critics
are told that the President's plan brilliantly
“preserves the options."” The US can move in
& number of directions, depending upon the
reaction of the other side. Henry Kissinger
has been telling members of the press that
he expects Hanoli to accept our negotiating
position before long.

Other White House officials, campaigning
with charts and statistics, are attempting to
convince skeptics that Operation Phoenix,
the CIA assassination program to pick off
Viet Cong cadre, has “ylelded such impres-
sive results” that the NLF may soon decide
to call off the fight. Others are once again
selling a new, improved pacification effort.
But nobody explains how these murder pro-
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grams are supposed to achieve America’'s war
alms so long as the Thieu regime is unable
to govern effectively and Hanoi is willing to
commit more forces to the struggle.

There is official silence on the real options
Nixon is likely to face if he carries out his
announced withdrawal program. Suppose
that when there remain no more than 150,-
000 US troops in well-protected enclaves, the
North Vietnamese launch another Tét of-
Tensive. It is highly probable that these forces
will overrun the South Vietnamese Army.
The US commander in Vietnam will then
have the following choices. He can either
defend his troops in the enclaves while the
allies they are supposed to be protecting are
decimated, or he can execute a costly and
humiliating Dunkirk-like evacuation. There
is nothing in Nixon's personal history or
character to suggest that he will accept a
military debacle when he has refused polit-
ical extrication.

However, high Pentagon officials from the
last administration pointed out to me that
the President's repeated threat to take
“strong and effective measures” would have
little credibility in such a situation. The Air
Force "escalation shopping list” includes
dropping more bombs on the South, resump-
tion of the bombing of the North, and the
mining of Haiphong. The opinion of US mili-
tary experts with whom I have spoken con-
firms what seems obvious. None of these
measures would stop a full scale attack in
the South. Nor would the Marine-Army plan
to launch an amphibious invasion of North
Vietnam do anything but hasten an Ameri-
can defeat, If US commanders complain
about conducting a war in South Vietnam
where many of the people are secret mem-
bers of the enemy's fighting forces, they can
hardly expect to do better in North Vietnam
where literally everybody is a member of
the People’s Army.

No, there is only one escalation measure
which has credibility and that is the use of
nuclear weapons. It is not hard to imagine
the Joint Chiefs of Staff exerting enormous
pressure on the President to authorize the
use of a small nuclear weapon to relieve the
pressure on the American garrisons of a full
scale Viet Cong and North Vietnamese at-
tack. During the siege of Khe Sanh three
years ago there was considerable support
among the military for such a step. There
is a Republican view of history, which Nixon
appears to believe, that Eisenhower ended
the Korean war by threatening to use the
atomic bomb. If nuclear weapons are used,
“we are in an entirely new war,” to use Gen-
eral MacArthur's characterization of the
Korean conflict the day after the Chinese
Army crossed the Yalu in force. The North
Vietnamese have hinted that they have
agreements with the Soviets and the Chinese
that in the event nuclear weapons are used
by the US, “it will no longer be a Vietnamese
war.” The war in Vietnam is not dribbling
to an end. It is moving steadily toward its
most dangerous crisis.

WASHINGTON'S DILEMMA

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a very interesting article
by Mr. Arnold Abrams, who is the rep-
resentative of the Seattle Times in
Laos. This article was printed in the
Far Eastern Economic Review. It is one
of the best and frankest deseriptions of
our involvement in Laos that I have
seen.

It emphasizes again the strange at-
titude of the Department with regard
to the hearings of the Symington Sub-
committee on Laos. Here is an article
which was published on January 1, 1970,
and contains much of the material
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which the Department is refusing to
clear for publication in the committee’s
hearings on the ground that it affects
our security and should not be pub-
lished, although here it is published—
almost exactly the same type of mate-
rial—in a magazine, the Far Eastern
Economic Review.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

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

WasHINGTON'S DILEMMA: VIENTIANE
(By Arnold Abrams)

Despite blithe denials and bland inter-
pretations by Vientlane officials, the war in
Laos may be entering a decisive phase. U.S.
embassy officials insist—in private—that the
decade-long struggle here still is an Amer-
ican "holding operation”, a lowkey effort
with limited objectives. But intensified
fighting in the last six months may have
triggered an escalatory cycle leading to an-
other face-off between Washington and
Hanol.

Government forces now wait anxiously
to learn what postdated price tag will be
put on their late-summer offensive which
pushed the enemy off the Plain of Jars for
the first time in five years. However, thrusts
by communist forces in other areas have to
some extent dampened the government’s
success.

The expected enemy thrust could force a
crucial decision on Washington: whether or
not to increase American involvement in
Laos when standing fast might be tanta-
mount to backing off. An American plunge
into another Asian quagmire is almost un-
thinkable at present, but Richard Nixon's
willingness to concede control of a contested
country to communist forces is equally hard
to envision,

U.S. policymakers had been hoping to
avoid such a decision by keeping this conilict
stalemated until a Vietnam settlement, in-
volving Laos, could be reached. They man-
aged that until last June, when a turnabout
in enemy tactics drastically changed the
course of this war. Now, with no Vietnam
settlement in sight, time may be running
out on American hopes Iin Laos.

Last June's enemy assault involved an
estimated seven North Vietnamese battal-
ions In a successful four-day slege against
the government outpost of Muong Soul,
straddling the Plain of Jars' western edge.
The significance of the action lay less in the
enemy victory than its timing; It came as an
unusually bad rainy season posed particu-
larly difficult supply problems for the less
mobile communist forces.

Moreover, the North Vietnamese didn't
stop at Muong Soul. They pushed south and
west, severing road links to the royal capital
and probing at Long Cheng, northern nerve
centre of the CIA (Central Intelligence
Agency) and operations base for General
Vang Pao's so-called secret army.

The enemy's steamrolling drive shattered
the morale of government forces and
brought U.S. and Laotian officials to the verge
of despair, In late summer the shaken of-
ficinls decided to hit back hard. A secrecy-
shrouded counter-offensive was launched,
marked by fierce American aerial pounding
and Iincreased American logistical support.
The government won back Muong Soul, re-
gained the Plain of Jars and reduced the
length of the enemy dry season campaign,
which usually ends in May.

Vientiane officials now try to downplay
the late-summer action, particularly the
Americans’ role. They talk of government
troops "“waltzing in" to the Plain of Jars,
finding that the North Vietnamese had
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abandoned it, leaving behind large amounts
of supplies. These officlals have a theory to
explain that strange turn of events: shortly
after Ho Chi Minh's death in early Septem-
ber, they say, enemy forces must have been
hurriedly recalled to Nortk Vietnam because
of the unsettled situation in Hanoi. So hur-
ried was the recall, they theorise, that cum-
bersome supplies and equipment had to be
left behind.

These officials have no evidence to support
that theory. Moreover, when pressed in a pri-
vate interview, a top-ranking American of-
ficial conceded that the September events
“weren't exactly quite so simple."” He ad-
mitted that “some pressure’ had been applied
to enemy encampments before government
forces advanced. Some pressure? Could it be,
he then was asked, that the pressure con-
sisted of unusually intensive American air
attacks? “Look,” he said, “let's just say there
was considerable pressure and leave it at that,
I can't discuss this any further.”

S0 now American officials and govern-
ment forces await retribution. In the event of
a strong enemy strike, Vientlane undoubtedly
is ready to accuse the other side of escalating
the conflict. Hanol, however, will surely view
the move as a response to the government’s
late-summer offensive—which was prompted,
of course, by the enemy's June assault. The
name of this game is escalation. It has been
played before by both prinecipals In Vietnam.

So far as is known, the stepped~up US role
in the war has not produced a commensurate
boost In the number of Americans involved.
That figure, according to reliable estimates,
is between 400 and 500 of the more than 1,000
US government employees stationed here. No
American combat forces operate in Laos.

US officlals deny the conflict in escalating
and discount the possibility of Laos evolving
into another Vietnam. They say the fighting
will remain limited, largely because Washing-
ton and Hanoi both want it that way. Some
of these cofficials resent the recent furor
about Laos, and the Senate subcommittee
hearings that developed from it. The whole
thing, they say, was needless and probably
will prove harmful.

“Most of the senators in those hearings
knew what has been going on here," says one
embassy source., “They've been kept well-
informed. Nothing has been hidden from
them." He describes the week-long Washing-
ton hearings, which ended early in Novem-
ber, as a “gimmick.” Some senators’ goals,
he says, were to arouse unwarranted public
concern and capitalise on It.

At the hearings’ end, Senator J. W. Ful-
bright, chairman of the influential Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, said that US
operations in Laos had been conducted with-
out the knowledge or consent of Congress. He
coneluded that Washington's involvement in
Laos was “most unusual and irregular—if not
unconstitutional,”

Senator Fulbright demanded the fullest
possible public disclosure of that involve-
ment; he also demanded, by implication, a
reassessment of the US role by top admin-
istration policymakers, including President
Nixon, Thus far he has achieved neither.
There have been no indications, moreover,
that either full disclosure or far-reaching
reassessment by the administration is
imminent.

Early this month the US State Department
made it clear it wanted to prevent for security
reasons much of the subcommittee's report
being released. As a result the sub-commit-
tee took the stance that a censored version
would distort the real picture in Laos so it
would release nothing until it was satisfled
an accurate version would be allowed to be
published.

Not surprisingly, some American officials
here believe that and public debate about
Laos would be harmful, “Publicly discussing
a policy can have the effect of locking you
into it,”" explains one source. “It's much

January 20, 1970

easier to back off from a poliey if you haven't
officially adopted 1t.” He neglected to men-
tion that it also is easier to maintain a
policy—especially a controversial one—by
avolding public debate on It.

Ironically, those most in the dark about
Laos are the American people. More than
simply being unaware of the scope of US
operations here, they have yet to be told by
their government that their nation is miljtar-
ily involved in Laos. American officials still
seek to officially conceal US violations of the
1962 Geneva Accord, which bars all forms of
foreign military intervention in Laos. They
contend that Hanoi’s refusal to concede the
presence of North Vietnamese troops here
makes it diplomatically unfeasible for Wash-
ington to act otherwise.

Consequently, everyone in Vientiane, from
the Russian ambassador to the mamasan of
the legendary White Rose, knows what the
Americans are doing here. But the American
public remains ignorant of the fact that
their government is arming, training, sup-
plying, transporting and directing approxi-
mately 70,000 Laotian troops In a war which
threatens to get out of hand,

Instead of setting the record at least par-
tially straight US officlals here do things like
allowing Vang Pao to declare recently, before
a sizable contingent of visiting journalists,
that his Meo forces fight with antiquated
weapons, inadequate communications and
inconsequential American support. As he
was speaking, American P-4 Phantom jets
roared overhead, several American ohserva-
tion planes were parked nearby and three
cargo-laden American transport planes
landed In quick succession at his official Sam
Thong base, After denying he even received
indirect US military support, Vang Pao calm-
ly climbed into an unmarked American heli-
copter, guarded by Laotians carrying Amer-
ican-made M-16 automatic rifles, and was
flown back to his secret Long Cheng head-
quarters by a three-man American crew.

Vang Pao and official verbiage notwith-
standing, American involvement in the La-
otian conflict takes the following principal
forms: In addition to 75 military advisers
listed as embassy “attaches”, about 300 men
are employed in a variety of clandestine mil-
itary activities supervised by the CIA. Al-
though technically ecivilians, many CIA
agents in Laos are former Special Forces sol-
diers recruited because of military expertise
and Vietnam experience.

These ex-Green Berets train government
troops, assist wide-ranging reconnaissance
teams and plan guerrilla and psychological
warfare operations. They wear combat
fatigues and work out of three main camps,
where they administer rigorous training in
Jungle warfare, guerilla tactics, communica-
tlons handling and weaponry.

The CIA also maintains and largely con-
trols Vang Pao's army of approximately 15~
000 fulltime troops. Official instructions to
the contrary, CIA personnel occasionally ac-
company these forces on combat forays. More
than 20 agents have been killed in Laos.
Among the most recent CIA casualties was
Phil Werbisky, a former Special Forces cap-
tain widely known for his exploits during the
early days of Vietnam. He was killed in the
government’s late-summer offensive.

“These guys are tigers,” says an American
personally acquainted with many CIA agents
in Laos. “They're tough, intelligent guys who
know how to handle themselves. They're not
afraid to mix it up out in the jungle.” The
American is a civillan engineer who be-
friended many agents while helping to build
airstrips on several of their remote outposts.
“They came to Laos because they were fed up
with having their hands tied in Vietnam,”
he says. “Here they're doing things the way
they want to, and getting better pay for it
as well.”

An important CIA adjunct in Laos has the
innocuous title of “Requirements Office”. It
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is staffed by about 90 men, most of whom
also are ex-military types. Their function
may be inconspicuous, but it is not innoec-
uous. Stationed at fleld level, requirements
officers——called ROs—handle the distribution
of arms and ammunition, as well as general
logistics. They are vital to any military oper-
ation mounted by the government.

Learning about these actlvities prompted
Senator Fulbright to raise a key question
about the CIA's role here: since its function
ostensibly is to gather information, why is
this agency running a war in Laos? “I don't
approve of this kind of activity at all,” Ful-
bright said. “But if it is in the national
security interest to do this, it seems to me
it ought to be done by regular US army forces
and not by an intelligence-gathering agency.”
He added that the National Security Act,
which created the CIA, “never contemplated
this function” for the agency.

The CIA mission chief in Laos is Lawrence
Devlin, listed as a “political officer’ in the
US embassy. Unlike most political officers,
however, Devlin flatly refuses to see report-
ers, For all anybody knows, he might agree
on that last point with Senator Fulbright,
who stressed that he was not criticising the
CIA. “The agency is just following orders,”
Fulbright said.

Cargo and military supplies—as well as
personnel—are ferried throughout Laos by
Air America and Continental Air Services,
private charter firms under contract to the
US government. They are better known as
the “CIA Airlines”, and most of their pilots
are ex-alr force officers. Reporters are allowed
to accompany flights involving rice drops to
refugee camps, but are banned when military
cargoes are carried.

“Why do you guys always ask about weap-
ons and ammo shipments?” pilot Jim Walsh
asked me. Walsh, 28, is an ex-alr force officer
who has worked in Laos for Air America since
1962, “You know we're not allowed to talk
about such things,” he sald.

Another form of American air service in
Laos constitutes the most direct US involve-
ment in the fighting. Under the euphemism
of “armed reconnaissance flights”, Thailand-
based American jets and bombers have
mounted aerial bombardments equal to the
pounding taken by North Vietnam prior to
the bombing halt in 1968. The Ho Chi Minh
trail in southeast Laos has been the prime
target of American air attacks, but enemy
encampments and troops on the Plain of
Jars came under heavy fire during the recent
government offensive.

Money for many US operations in Laos is
cloaked In the budget of the mammoth Agen-
cy for International Development, or chan-
nelled through other unobstrusive conduits.
The scope of American financial support of
the neutralist Royal Lao government testifies
to the effectiveness of such cover. Total
American assistance here is reliably estimated
at between US$250 million and $300 million
per year, Of that, only the technical aid
budget—about $60 million—Iis made public.
The rest, undisclosed, goes almost entirely for
military purposes.

US officials here stress that American
money and manpower expenditures In Laos
are miniscule compared to those in Vietnam.
Washington is spending about $30,000 million
a year in Vietnam, and has lost almost 40,000
servicemen there. Less than 200 US person-
nel—mostly airmen—have been killed in
Laos, A small, covert conflict fought by vol-
unteers may not be especially laudable, they
say, but it beats a big bloody one battled by
draftees.

Perhaps, but what happens when a little
war threatens to escalate into a huge ugly
one like Vietnam? As Tom Wicker pointed
out this month in the New York Times as he
discussed the prospect of Hanoi presenting a
choice to the US of seeing Laos fall or en-
gaging ground troops in battle. He wrote:
“This ‘cholce' does not yet seem to have been
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presented and while North Vietnam is under
heavy manpower, loglstical and economic
pressures from its undertakings in Vietnam,
it probably won't be: but in an ironic twist
on the domino theory, anything that puts an
end to those presures in the South, includ-
ing defeat for Hanol as well as victory or a
negotiated settlement, could cause North
Vietnam to try either to recoup or to keep
up its momentum in Laos."

A top embassy official in Vientlane argues:
“There is no chance of this turning into an-
other Vietnam. We know the mistakes made
in Vietnam, and we have no intention of re-
peating them. Hanol understands our posi-
tion here. We seek no wider war.”

Does it sound familiar?

SALT: THE CASE FOR AN IN-PLACE
HALT

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, para-
graph 2 of section 2, article ITI of the
U.S. Constitution reads:

He (the President) shall have power, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, to make treaties, provided two-~thirds of
the Senators present concur.

It seems evident that the Constitu-
tion makes it incumbent upon the Sen-
ate to advise the executive branch
throughout the treaty-making process—
and to be kept advised in turn by the
Executive—so that the advice and con-
sent of the Senate in the making of the
treaty can truly be ascertained.

Note that the Constitution does not
employ the word “concluded,” but says
that treaties shall be made with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

This is not simply a constitutional ob-
ligation to be dutifully honored. It makes
good sense for both executive and legis-
lative branches.

The executive branch must know what
treaties the Senate would be willing to
approve to know the range of measures
open to its negotiators. Especially im-
portant, we must avoid an impasse in
which the Senate refuses to provide the
two-thirds majority required to ratify a
Eireaty already agreed upon by the Execu-

ve.

With this in mind, I wish to address
myself to the problems and opportunities
presented by the opening of the strate-
gic arms limitation talks—SALT—be-
tween ourselves and the Soviet Union. I
wish to give advice on a kind of treaty
to which I would be prepared to give my
consent,

Mr, President, it appears we now enjoy
a political and strategic climate in which
it may be possible to end the Soviet-
American arms race.

The best way to bring this about may
be to negotiate an immediate interim
freeze on certain tests and the deploy-
ment of all American and Soviet strate-
gic weapons, In other words, Mr. Presi-
dent, what I am suggesting is an as is,
where is, in-place halt.

Many Members of this body hope that
the forthcoming talks will result in sig-
nificant agreements on arms control. But
the range of alternative proposals that
could lead to agreements is severely
limited.

There are only three basic possibilities.
First, we might seek a series of partial
agreements, We might, for example, try
to limit only ballistic missile defenses, or
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the testing and deployment of multiple
warheads, or the introduction of new
families of strategic weapons.

Second, we might seek an agreement
only on the total numbers of offensive
and defensive weapons, Thus we might,
for example, permit each side to have
1,500 missiles and 500 missile defense in-
terceptors. The permitted quotas could
be used in a variety of ways.

Under such an agreement, missiles on
land might be transferred to ships, and
so on. Such an agreement, of course,
would not halt the qualitative arms race
in which each permitted missile can be
made larger, or fitted with a more power-
ful or more efficient warhead.

Third, we might seek an “in-place
halt.” Such an agreement would freeze
not only numbers but characteristics of
weapons and their modes of deployment.
This would truly bring the arms race to
a full stop for a period of a few years.

It is important not to lose sight of the
many political and strategic advantages
of negotiating the third type of agree-
ment.

It would avoid the time-consuming
negotiation of partial measures compli-
cated by an ever-changing strategic and
political context. Unlike a loose overall
agreement, which would limit only the
quantity of weapons, the “in-place halt”
would also prohibit a qualitative arms
race.

Moreover, an “in-place halt” would
preserve the rough parity in strategic
weapons that is acknowledged by both
sides, and therefore would not jeopardize
the security of either the United States
or the Soviet Union.

I believe that to seek, initially, less
than an “in-place halt"” would be a seri-
ous political and strategic error.

Any partial approach is less likely to
lead to successful negotiation, less likely
to produce Senate ratification, and less
likely to succeed in the basic aim of halt-
ing the arms race.

And, even if an overall agreement on
numbers is achieved, the result might be
not only disillusioning but dangerous if
an accelerated qualitative arms race
ensues.

Strategically, a failure to exploit the
present opportunity for a successful halt
to the arms race may have an adverse
effect on American security.

From the most secure nation in the
world, we have become one of the coun-
tries to be directly attacked if a nuclear
war that nobody wants should somehow
oceur.

Our security can be still further eroded
by the development of evermore destruc-
tive and less controllable weapons. Po-
litical incidents that occur in the midst
of an everchanging strategic context
are more likely to trigger war than those
which might occur after an arms halt
had calmed the internaticnal waters.

For these reasons I believe the “in-
place halt” has strong polifical and stra-
tegic advantages, but I recognize thaf
there are bureaucratic reasons why these
advantages may be overlooked.

The SALT talks pose a dilemma for
our military planners, On the one hand,
they want to be able to continue buying
the weapons they find desirable. On the
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other hand, they would like to negotiate
a halt so that the other side would stop
buying these very same weapons.

At each stage of negotiations, our mili-
tary planners are torn. They would like
to have a missile defense, but they do
not want the other side to have one.

They would like to have multiple inde-
pendently targeted reentry vehicles—
MIRV—but they do not want the other
side to have them.

There is a real risk that, at the critical
stages of negotiation, our military plan-
ners will feel a stronger desire to get the
weapons they want rather tkan to
achieve an agreement that would deny
those weapons to the other side. Thus,
the military planners may prefer the ap-
proach of seeking quantitative limits
only—an approach that leaves the way
open for a qualitative race.

Not only would such massive loopholes
be both unfortunate and dangerous, but
the Senate might well refuse to ratify
such a treaty. Military planners tend to
be more interested in what the treaty
permits them to do. But the Senate is
apt to be more concerned about what the
treaty permits the other side to do.

I believe that we are at the time in our
history when the Senate may not find it
desirable to retain the freedom to con-
tinue increasing our nuclear missile
forces at the cost of permitting the other
side to do the same.

SECTION 2

Any discussion of the strategic weap-
ons problem must begin with what the
United States and the Soviet Union al-
ready have.

The United States is ahead in sub-
Jaunched missiles and intercontinental
bombers. The Soviet Union is ahead in
land-launched missiles and has made a

g on a missile defense around
Moscow.

Over the past few years, while the
United States has been making qualita-
tive improvements, the Soviet Union has
been attempting to catch up quantita-
tively.

However, we see that the United States
i1s still ahead in total nuclear warheads
and, according to these plausible pro-
jections, would continue to be ahead even
if both sides added multiple warheads.

This seems an excellent time for an
“in-place halt.” It would, in particular,
prevent the enormous escalation shown
on chart two when multiple warheads
are added.

Furthermore, this shows the irrele-
vancy of who's “ahead” today. Two
hundred and fifty warheads are neces-
sary to destroy 50 cities, with the as-
sumption that five warheads are assigned
to each city.

We now have enough warheads to de-
stroy these 50 cities 15 times over, with
five warheads for each. Remember that
the destructive power of each of these
warheads averages more than 50 times
that of the Hiroshima bomb. The Soviet
Union has a similar “overkill” capacity.

All this is merely another way of say-
ing what everyone really knows. Nuclear
war would be mutually devastating for
the United States and the Soviet Union.
No political leader would have any
chance of destroying the other coun-
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try without having his own country
destroyed.

Of course, such a leader would plan to
destroy initially as many opposing weap-
ons as he could so as to limit the retalia-
tory force of the other side.

But even on paper, the problem of de-
stroying enemy missile-firing subma-
rines on station is widely acknowledged
as insurmountable. And the problem of
mounting a successfully coordinated
simultaneous attack on these, as well as
other weapons systems, introduces a fur-
ther order of uncertainty if not impossi-
bility.

For these and other reasons, a calcu-
lated attack by either side even an at-
tack based on fear of a preemptive at-
tack—has properly become unthinkable,

Adding more advanced weapons sys-
tems does not further reduce the proba-
bility of such an attack. If more sophis-
ticated weapon systems are bought at
the price of letting the other side also buy
more, fears of an automatically tiiggered
nuclear war more than likely will rise,
rather than fall. In these considerations
lie the strategic argument for a compre-
hensive “in-place halt.”

What would a comprehensive “in-
place halt” be like? It would simply pre-
vent any chance in the numbers and
kinds, and modes of deployment, of
land-launched missiles, sub-launched
missiles, intercontinental bombers and
anti-missile-missiles. In particular, steps
would be taken to ban further flight tests
of MIRV’s and their deployment on
existing missiles.

How long could such an “in-place
halt” last? It could last as long as the
two powers wanted to make it last. It
could, for example, be a 2-year agree-
ment upon which further agreements
would be based.

Later agreements might well eall for
the mutually balanced destruction of
land-based missiles, which are increas-
ingly recognized as obsolete.

Here we would have real disarma-
ment—a reduction in the number of
weapons whose inadvertent, or untimely
use might lead to an otherwise avoidable
holocaust.

The purpose of such an “in-place
halt” would be to blunt the forward
thrust of the arms race and give the
negotiators a stable strategic context in
which to reach further agreements.

Let me summarize the practical ad-
vantages of such an agreement,

First of all, an “in-place halt,” rather
than a more limited agreement, is the
only kind of treaty that would complete-
1y halt the arms race.

Second, a partial, or a less restrictive,
agreement could actually lead to a stim-
ulation of the arms race. For example,
if we negotiate an agreement limiting
only missiles, or MIRV's, both sides will
make correspondingly greater efforts on
antiballistic missiles.

If the agreement limits only antibal-
listic missiles, more funds will be ex-
pended on offensive missiles.

In other words, a partial limitation
can encourage substitute expenditures
on weapons that are not prohibited by
the agreement.

For these reasons, it is also true that:
The strategic implications of an “in-
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place halt” are easier to assess than
those of partial measures, After all, an
“in-place halt” maintains the situation
that we now have—one that we under-
stand quite well and are willing to ac-
cept.

A less comprehensive agreement
raises many uncertainties. What new
weapons might be built? What agree-
ments might later fail to be achieved?

In terms of future uncertainties, it is
easier to end the arms race at one stroke
than by measures.

This is also true of the difficult mat-
ter of inspection. It is easier to verify
compliance with an “in-place halt” than
it is to verify compliance with more
limited agreements.

Inspection simply becomes a search
for anything new or for unusual strate-
gic activity. For example, it is not nec-
essary to keep track of shifting missile
deployments to see that numbers are
kept within an agreed quantity. In this
case both sides would be bound to in-
sure that no more missiles or warheads
of any kind are added.

From a security point of view, an “in-
place halt” may also be easier to justify
than more limited agreements. The se-
curity of both sides is considered to be
protected by the uneasy arms balance
that exists today. The political leader-
ship on both sides probably would pre-
fer to ratify what exists than to risk an
unknown strategic future and face the
monumental expenditures which an es-
calation of the arms race would de-
mand.

And, as a result of this, a negotiating
posture that calls for an “in-place halt”
is more readily understandable to all
parties.

We live in an age of cease-fire. And
this notion can also be applied to the
arms race. It will require hard bargain-
ing to do away with weapon systems.
But it need not take hard and long bar-
gaining to stop the present arms race.
In my opinion, the current political and
strategic climate makes an “in-place
halt” a realistic proposal.

President Nixon has said we have
“sufficiency” in our defense posture. And
the Defense Department does not doubt
that we are secure.

There are, then, no prospects for im-
proving our security in a continuing
arms race. Why not offer to stop now?

If the Soviet Union declines to accept
the agreement, then all will know that
we at least tried. We will still have the
option at that time to pursue more
limited agreements.

In any event I think there is a real
possibility that if we take the initiative
and offer this proposal at the forthcom-
ing talks in Vienna on April 16, the en-
tire arms race can be brought to a halt.

Such an as is, where is, “in-place
halt” would be the best possible begin-
ning to the end of the arms race.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S FIRST YEAR

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, today
marks the first anniversary of the inaug-
uration of Richard M. Nixon as the 37th
President of the United States.

In his first year in office, the President
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has compiled an outstanding record of
performance—a record that has earned
him the high praise and strong support
of his fellow countrymen.

A significant analysis and appraisal of
the first year written by Garnett D.
Horner, appeared yesterday in the
Washington, D.C., Sunday Star.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
be reprinted at this point in the REcorb.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,
Jan. 18, 1970]
Nmxon's First YEAR
(By Garnett D. Horner)

During his first year in office, President
Nixon has given Amerlcan foreign policy a
definite new direction and moved in numer-
ous ways to make the government work bet-
ter at home.

His calm, unspectacular but firm leader-
ship and realistic approach to the nation's
problems at home and abroad seem to fit the
mood of the country.

Public opinion polls attest that the major-
ity of Americans belleve he is doing a good
job.

Nixon himself is far from satisfied with
the results of his efforts since he became
President a year ago Tuesday. He is not the
kind of man ever to be satisfied.

Two of the toughest problems confront-
ing the President a year ago—the Vietnam
war and inflation—persist. But there has
been progress, and he feels he is on the right
course to solutions.

Nixon can be proud of many accomplish-~
ments in other fields.

Intangible but, comforting, there seems
to have been an increase of public confi-
dence in government under Nixon's leader-
ship. Knowledgeable officlals claim American
prestige abroad has risen, too.

Nixon’s associates attribute much of the
increased respect for the American presi-
dency at home and abroad to the way he
asserts leadership. This is hard to define.

However, he conveys a sense of knowing
fully what he is doing when he makes a
decision.

He explores all the options open to him
with advisers and outsiders who may have
something to contribute. Then he makes his
own decisions, often overruling his closest
advisers. For example, when he was prepar-
ing to report to the country on Vietnam last
Nov, 3, many told him he would have to
withdraw more troops, and propose & cease-
fire to win public support.

He overruled those points of view to pur-
sue the course he felt was right—and the
speech he gave on Nov. 3 is generally credited
with promoting increased public confidence
in his Vietnam policy.

FOREIGN COMMITMENTS

Similarly, at a cabinet meeting at Camp
David last summer, the President overruled
some of his advisers to go ahead with the
family assistance program he proposed to
Congress to shift the nation’s welfare sys-
tems from a services strategy to a jobs and
income strategy.

With Nixon avoiding spectacular promises
and dramatic rhetoric, some of the most
significant developments of his first year in
office may have been largely buried under
headlines about Vietnam moratoriums and
battles with Congress so far as public atten-
tion is concerned.

One of the most important of these devel-
opments was the President’s promulgation
of the “Nixon doctrine.” Applied specifically
to Asla when the President proclaimed it at
Guam July 25, the basic philosophy of this
doctrine is guiding administration policy in
Latin America and elsewhere in the world.
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Essentially this policy tells the nations of
Asia and other regions: The United States is
not going to solve your problems for you; you
work out your own ways to deal with them
and we will help where we can, but not fight
your wars for you or dictate your economic
development programs. It encourages initia-
tives by the countries of the reglon to de-
velop their own defense and economic im-
provement arrangements.

This “new directlon” for American foreign
policy reverses the post-World War II pre-
dominant role of the U.S. as the policeman
and prime economic planner of the free
world, It does not mean American withdrawal
from the Pacific or any other part of the
world.

The U.S. would keep its commitments,
would still have a role, but encourage local
and regional initiatives,

Lack of any progress in Vietnam peace
negotiations has been a big disappointment
of Nixon’s first year.

Still, the Vietnam situation is pretty well
reversed from a year ago. American troops are
being gradually pulled out instead of poured
in, as South Vietnamese forces take over
greater share of the burden of defending
their country.

The fighting has de-escalated. During the
latest week for which figures are avallable—
the week ending Jan. 10—American casualties
were listed at 98 dead, as compared to 151 for
the same week a year ago.

Developments in other foreign policy and
national security areas during the first year
of the Nixon administration have included:

A beginning toward opening communica-
tions with Communist China. Nixon has
made it known that he is prepared to have
serious, concrete and he hopes constructive
talks with the Red Chinese. He considers that
the 800 million people on the Chinese main-
land—some 25 percent of the human race—
are a reality that cannot be ignored.

A Nixon order banning American manu-
Iacture, storage or use of biological and
chemical warfare weapons. As well as hu-
manitarian grounds, his decision was based
on a conviction that once germ warfare was
used it might not be controllable and could
spread death all over the world.

Beginning of talks with the Soviet Union
on strategic arms limitation after the most
thorough and systematic preparation ever
made for any disarmament negotiations by
this country,

The President’s visit to key allied nations
in Europe early in his administration to
carry out his campaign pledge to give more
attention to Europe and to consult with
America's allies before negotiating with its
foes—Ilaying the basis for co-ordination of
allled viewpoints in the SALT talks with
Russia,

His round-the-world trip in midsummer,
starting in Asia where his knowledge and
understanding of their problems won the re-
spect and confidence of the leaders of the
nations he visited, and climaxing with a
tremendously enthusiastie reception in the
streets of Bucharest that tended to lift the
Iron Curtain a bit.

A noticeable lack of vilification and per-
sonal attacks against Nixon in the Soviet
press and by Soviet leaders during the past
year, which administration officials believe
may result from the conclliatory but firm
tone the President has used in seeking an
era of negotiation.

On the domestic front, Nixon entered the
White House under the handicap of having
Congress under control of the opposition
party—the first President in 120 years to do
80,

Still, there was progress on some lssues
and the first session of the 91st Congress
ended with the Republican President's per-
sonal relations with the Democratic leaders
of the House and Senate described by inti-
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mates as quite good, and these leaders much
more cooperative, especially in the foreign
policy field, than a year ago.

The major thrust of the Nixon admin-
istration domestically has been reform—an
effort to make the government work better
in delivering services to the people.

The word “reform" recurs in much of the
legislation the President proposed to Con-
gress, He won draft reform and tax reform
bills. His postal reform proposals are still
pending.

Among the legislative proposals for which
Nixon personally fought and won were his
program for limited deployment of antibal-
listic missiles and extension of the surtax.
His major defeat was the Senate turndown
of his nomination of Judge Clement F,
Haynsworth for the Supreme Court.

Much of the administration’'s *‘reform™
produces few headline-making results, but
can have long range effects of major im-
portance.

One of Nixon's first acts as President—
seven days after entering office—was to order
uniform regional boundaries and headquar-
ter cities for operations of government de-
partments and agencies around the coun-
try—an unspectacular but efficiency-promot=
ing move.

To assure orderly development of policies
invelving programs carried out by different
agencles, the President created the Urban
Affairs Council, the Environmental Quality
Councll and the Rural Affairs Council. This
means, for example, that a school aid pro-
gram of HEW will be coordinated with a
housing ald program of HUD In the UAC. It
means full consideration given to such facts
that a mass transportation system helps un-
employment by providing a way for un-
skilled workers living in the inner city to get
to jobs in new factories on the outskirts,

Considered by the administration as one
of its most profound reforms is the “new
federalism™ concept—a change of course in
the way the federal government conducts its
business. The basic concept is that a gov=
ernment service should be performed at the
level of government—~federal, state or lo-
cal—where it can most effectively be done.
Some things the federal government can do
better: many it has been dolng could be
done better by the states or local govern-
ments, is the idea.

NEW FEDERALISM

The “new federalism” involves consider-
able decentralization of government.

To make it work requires more money at
the state and local government levels, So
Nixon proposed a revenue-sharing plan
to plow back to the states, without any
strings, a percentage of federal revenues.
Congress has not acted on the proposal.

One of the simple reforms Nixon pro-

was incorporated in the tax reform
bill—to stop levying income tax on people
the government defines as poor. He found
the government had been collecting about
$600 million & year from the poor—enough
to finance about one-third the budget of
the antipoverty agency.

Most of Nixon's actions during his first
year in office have been in line with what
he sald during his 1968 campaign he would
do.

During that campaign, one of his state-
ments that may strike him now as among
the most profound was that “it is an ines-
capable fact of our natlonal life today that
we cannoct afford to do all that we wish.”

He has had to postpone many things that
he would have liked to do In order to meet
the overriding necessity, as he sees it, of
holding down federal spending in order to
combat Inflation.

Rising uncontrollable government expend-
itures, such as interest on the national
debt, have forced cuts elsewhere to the tune
of some $7 billlon during the current fiscal
year.
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

REPORT ON OPERATIONS UNDER THE FooD
Stamp Acr oF 1964

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, for Marketing and Consumer
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on operations under the Food Stamp
Act of 1964 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.
SraTistics OF PrivareLY OWNED ELECTRIC

UrnuiTies 1§ THE UNITED STATES, 1968

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Pow-
er Commission, transmitting, for the infor-
mation of the Senate, a copy of the publica-
tion “Statistics of Privately Owned Electric
Utilities in the United States, 1968" (with
an accompanying document); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution of the Senate of the Common-
wealth of Eentucky, to the Committee on
the Judiciary:

“SENATE REsoLUTION No. 12
“A resolution honoring the late Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr.

“Whereas, January 15 is the anniversary
of the birth of the late Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr.; and

“Whereas, throughout his life Dr. King
exemplified the principles of adherence to
law and of bettering the law through lawful
change; and

“Whereas, Dr. King has become the symbol
to all Americans of the power of passive
persuasion; and

“Whereas, there is now before the Congress
of the United States House Resolution 7703,
to deslgnate January 15 as a legal public
holiday;

“Now, therefore, Be is resolved by the Sen-
ate of the General Assembly of the Common-
wealth of Kentucky:

“1. That the Senate of the Commonwealth
of Eentucky endorses and urges the passage
of House Resolution 7703 to establish Janu-
ary 15 as a legal holiday honoring Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr.

“2. That the Senate, when it adjourns on
January 15, 1970, does so in memory of the
late Dr, King.

“3. That the chief clerk Is directed to send
a copy of this resolution to the President of
the Senate of the United States, and to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
the United States.

“Attest:

“EMERSON BEAUCHAMP,
“Clerk of Senate.”

A resolution adopted by the Lions Clubs
in the State of Eansas, relating to support of
the President and the Congress with refer-
ence to peace; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

A resolution adopted by the common coun-
cil of the city of Buffalo, N.Y., relating to a
day of official recognition to the honor of
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr,; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time and, by
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unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as follows:
By Mr. BAKER:

5. 3308. A bill to provide for publication of
a U.S. Treaty Code Annotated; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. COOK:

5.3309. A bill for the relief of Dr. and Mrs.
Arthur T. Daus, Jr.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ALLOTT (for himself and Mr,
DOMINICK ) :

5.3310. A bill to add certain lands to the
La Garita Wilderness, Rio Grande National
Forest, in the State of Colorado; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs

(The remarks of Mr. ALLorT when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. TYDINGS:

8. 3311. A bill to amend title XII of the
National Housing Act to provide, under the
urban property protection and reinsurance
program, for direct FPederal insurance against
losses to habitational property for which in-
surance is not otherwise available or is avail-
able only at excessively surcharged rates, to
make crime insurance mandatory under such
program, to provide assistance to homeown-
ers to ald in reducing the causes of excessive
surcharges, and for other purposes; and

8. 3312, A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to make crime protection insurance
available to small business concerns; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

(The remarks of Mr. Typines when he in-
troduced the above bills appear later in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. TYDINGS (by request) :

S. 3813. A bill to exempt FHA and VA
mortgages and loans from the interest and
usury laws of the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware:

5. 3314. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to further protect the
privacy of individual taxpayers, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. BAKER (by request) :

85.J. Res. 170. Joint resolution designating
the week commencing February 3, 1970, as
International Clergy Week in the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

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

e ——————

S. 3310—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
ADDING CERTAIN LANDS TO THE
LA GARITA WILDERNESS, RIO
GRANDE NATIONAL FOREST, IN
THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, for many
years I have been interested in a very
small, but spectacular, area of Colo-
rado which from 1908 until 1950 was
designated as the Wheeler National
Monument,

This area contains what the Denver
Post recently termed a marvel of nature.
It was first mapped by Capt. George M.
Wheeler in the year 1874 in one of the
initial explorations of remote areas of
our country. The breathtaking sandstone
rock formations, resembling a lava-like
mountainous terrain, often look more
like something that one would expect to
encounter on some terrestrial planet. It
is an awesome sight.

When the national monument desig-
nation was lost, the Forest Service as-
sumed jurisdiction over the area as part
of the Rio Grande National Forest. The
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Forest Service, however, continued spe-
cial recognition of the area by having
it withdrawn from mineral entry and
determined that no roads should be
permitted within it as an endeavor to
assure its preservation. Touching one
corner of this area is the La Garita
Wilderness. The wilderness classification
provides a special status for certain areas
of our country in order to safeguard and
preserve instances of unusual natural
beauty. I believe that the former Wheeler
National Monument area is one which
should receive the protection which is
given a wilderness area. Therefore, I am
today—with Senator DoMINICK as a co-
sponsor—introducing a bill which would
extend the La Garita Wilderness area to
include the former Wheeler National
Monument in order to afford this area
the protection it deserves for future
generations of Americans for whom there
remains little evidence of that physical
atmosphere which attracted the origi-
nal inhabitants of our Western United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (8. 3310) to add certain lands
to the La Garita Wilderness, Rio Grande
National Forest, in the State of Colorado,
introduced by Mr. Arrorr, for himself
and Mr. DomMINICK, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

5. 3311 - INTRODUCTION OF THE
CRIME INSURANCE ACT OF 1970

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, today I
am introducing the Crime Insurance Act
of 1970, legislation that will guarantee
that residents and merchants in and
around our urban areas will be able to
obtain insurance to protect against
losses resulting from crime. No one who
has seen the front page of a newspaper
or viewed the news on television in the
past year can help but know about the
tremendous increase in crime in our
cities. Every night stores are robbed and
homes are burglarized. The store owner
or home dweller increasingly lives in a
world of danger.

At the same time that this danger
from crime increases, the vital protec-
tion against crime losses—insurance cov-
ering robbery and burglary—has rapidly
disappeared. Just when our city’'s mer-
chants and homeowners need the help
most, it has been stripped away from
them. In cities across the country hun-
dreds of home and business ecrime in-
surance policies have been abruptly can-
celled, or the premiums have been raised
by 300 percent or more, well out of the
reach of the average city dweller. Evi-
dently the insurance industry has decided
to move out of this field and into more
profitable areas.

This collapse of insurance coverage
against urban crime comes in spite of
the assurances made by the industry dur-
ing the passage of the FAIR plan title to
Housing and Urban Development Act of
1968. In the wake of the 1967 riots there
were massive insurance cancellations
and a serious weakening of the reinsur-
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ance market. Congress moved to provide
Federal backing of the reinsurance mar-
ket offering relief from the riot losses,
while it developed & plan to provide city
riot and crime insurance to businesses
and homeowners. We wanted to establish
a program so that all city residents and
businessmen could obtain access to es-
sential property insurance. Relying upon
promises of industry cooperation, we
forged a program, the so-called FAIR
plans, which would provide groundrules
for the fair and equitable marketing of
insurance. A special target was the in-
sidious “red lining” practice which
would exclude whole areas from insur-
ance regardless of the individual risk.
Second, for those who could not obtain
insurance from private sources, the plans
provided for a voluntary insurance pool
established by the industry under super-
vision of the State commissioner.

The FAIR plans had two purposes:
First, to provide insurance for those who
suffered most from the ravages of riot
and crime. Second, the lack of insur-
ance has led to the stagnation and de-
cline of our cities’ economies. Without
insurance, businesses cannot start, they
cannot obtain financing for improve-
ments or inventory, they cannot sustain
high erime losses. So our small business~
men leave our cities or they begin to die.
This measure was to help revive our
cities.

The theory of the act, while still valid,
has not worked out. For example, many
companies are still refusing to write in
inner-city areas; after the law was
signed, many companies arbitrarily can-
celed policies and dumped those poli-
cies into the FAIR plans; the FAIR rates
are doubled and sometimes quadrupled
the normal manual rates for such poli-
cies; inner city propertyowners have no
knowledge of the availability of FAIR
plan insurance; brokers and agents are
reluctant to put policies in the FAIR
plan because the commissions for such
policies are much lower than the com-
missions paid by private industry and
the inner city property owners in moest
cases are left to the so-called high-risk
writers. I refer my colleagues to the
hearings held by the Housing Subcom-
mittee of the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee held in March and
April of last year for the details of these
findings.

To remedy the total failure of the
present FAIR plans and to guarantee
that the viectims of crime can obtain pro-
tection by insurance, I am introducing
the Crime Insurance Act of 1970, which
alters substantially the FAIR provisions
of the Housing Act. This bill has been
introduced by Congressman ANNUNZIO in
the House and is cosponsored by nearly
100 Representatives.

My bill meets many of the crime in-
surance problems head on. Its dominant
provision calls for the direct Federal
writing of essential property insurance,
including ecrime lines, if the rates for
such insurance in the private market ex-
ceeds 175 percent of the manual rate.
The premium for such policies will be
175 percent of the manual rate. No policy
will be written if the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development determines
that the property is uninsurable, or if
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the State commissioner can justify the
excessive rate.

The FAIR plans are continued, How-
ever, I include, in addition to fire and
extended coverage, vandalism, mali-
cious mischief, burglary and theft in the
FAIR plan. As you can imagine, these
lines of insurance are most important to
inner city property owners.

Other much-needed reforms contained
in the bill are:

First. Eliminates discrimination in
brokers' and agents' commissions. This
will encourage brokers and agents to sell
the FAIR plan insurance.

Second. Provides Federal guaranties
for performance bonds for small busi-
ness construction contractors and sub-
contractors. For over a year, black con-
tractors have complained about their in-
ability to engage in so-called black
entrepreneurship programs because they
cannot get performance bonds.

Third. Provides for reinsurance of
losses which occur during the construc-
tion or rehabilitation of habitational
property. I am amazed to learn that
homes and apartments being constructed
or rehabilitated, even under our Federal
programs, are uninsured during the
building or remodeling period. By offering
the same kind of insurance against such
losses that is now provided for riot
losses, these properties will be insured
during the crucial construction stage.

Fourth. Eliminate State sharing in
riot loss payments. Present law provides
that the States must pay up to 5 percent
of the total property premiums written
in the State toward riot losses. Many
States have been very reluctant to as-
sume this obligation since they do not
have the money. Yet, unless the State
enacts legislation providing for this State
share, the insurance companies in that
State are ineligible for riot reinsurance.
One of the purposes of this State share
was to encourage the States to take
measures to eliminate riots and civil
disorders. Experience has taught us the
advantage to be gained far outweighs the
expense of such endeavors.

Fifth. Provides for an Office of Re-
view and Compliance in HUD to be op-
erated under the supervision of the Of-
fice of Federal Insurance Administrator.
At present, the Federal Insurance Ad-
ministrator has virtually no policing
powers over the operation of the pro-
gram. The only way he hears about com-
plaints or inadequacies comes through
letters from Congressmen or the inner
city property owners. The insurance ad-
ministrator should have the authority to
check on the operation of these pro-
grams and fake such steps as may be nec-
essary to make them more effective.

These are the more salient substan-
tive provisions of the bill. It does not
provide for any new financing. The di-
rect Federal insurance program will
hopefully be paid for through the pre-
miums collected. In the event losses ex-
ceed premiums, then the bill authorizes
the Secretary to draw on the same funds
which have already been made avail-
able for the payment of riot losses.

The Federal urban insurance program
was passed last year. Based on the Chi-
cago and Washington, D.C., hearings,
and complaints received by many of us,
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this program has been a failure. Many
of the provisions in my bill were first
offered as amendments to the original
legislation. These amendments were de-
feated in committee and on the floor—
based on assurances by the insurance in-
dustry and the Department of Housing
and Urban Development that they were
unnecessary. After 1 year's experience,
I have become convinced that this leg-
islation is the only way to afford viable
insurance programs for our inner city
residents and property owners.

The bill has been constructed to keep
Federal incursion in the insurance in-
dustry an absolute minimum. It also pro-
vides that where Federal assistance no
longer becomes necessary, the situation
is turned back to the industry. But I
feel it is unconscionable for the Govern-
ment to provide the relief of Federal re-
insurance and have the insurance in-
dustry continue to flout the purpose of
the FAIR plan.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the Crime Insurance Act of 1970 be
printed at this point in my remarks.

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

The bill (S, 3311) to amend title XTI
of the National Housing Act to provide,
under the urban property protection and
reinsurance program, for direct Federal
insurance against losses to habitational
property for which insurance is not
otherwise available or is available only
at excessively surcharged rates, to make
crime insurance mandatory under such
program, to provide assistance to home-
owners to aid in reducing the causes of
excessive surcharges, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr, TyYDINGS, wWas
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Banking and\Cur-
rency and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

8. 3311

Be it enacied by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the "Crime Insurance
Act of 1970".

SEec. 2. (a) Section 1102(b) of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968 is
amended by striking out “and” immediately
before “(2)", and by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following: *;
and (3) provide direct insurance through the
facilities of the Federal Government in the
case of properties for which such statewide
programs and the Federal reinsurance pro-
gram do not make property insurance avail-
able or do not offer such insurance to the
property owners at reasonable rates as de-
fined herein."

(b) (1) Section 1201 of the National Hous-
ing Act is amended to read as follows:

“PROGRAM AUTHORITY

“Sec. 1201, (a) The Secretary is authorized
to establish and carry out the programs pro-
vided for in parts A, B, C, and D of this title,

“(b) (1) The powers of the Secretary under
this title shall terminate on April 30, 1084,
except to the extent necessary—

“(A) to continue reinsurance and direct
insurance in accordance with the provisions
of sections 1223(b) and 1231(¢) until April
30, 198T7;

“(B) to process, verify, and pay claims for
reinsured losses and directly insured losses
and perform other necessary functions in
connection therewith; and
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“(0) to complete the ligquidation and
termination of the reinsurance and direct
insurance programs,

*“{2) On April 30, 1987, or as soon there-
after as possible, the Secretary shall submit
to the Congress, for its approval, a plan for
the liguidation and termination of the rein-
surance and direct insurance programs.”

(2)(A) Section 1203(a) of such Act is
amended by redesignating paragraphs (1)
through (13) as paragraphs (2) through
(14), respectively, and by inserting immedi-
ately after and below “the term—" the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(1) ‘directly insured losses’ means losses
on direct Insurance claims and all direct
expenses incurred in connection therewith
including, but not limited to, expenses for
processing, verifying, and paying such
losses;".

(B) Section 1203(a) of such Act (as
amended by subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph) is amended by redesignating para-
graphs (13) and (14) as paragraphs (14) and
(15), respectively, and by inserting immedi-
ately after paragraph (12) the following new
paragraph:

*(13) ‘manual rate’ means the lowest ap-
proved or advisory rate filed by the prinecipal
rating organization for the same classifica-
tion of risk and territory, excluding all sur-
charges and condition charges;".

(C) BSection 1221(a)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “section 1203(a)
{(10) " each place it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof “section 1203(a)(11)".

(e) (1) Title XII of such Act (as amended
by the provisions of this Act other than this
subsection) is amended by redesignating part
C and sections 1231 through 1241 as part D
and sections 1241 and 1251, respectively, and
by Inserting after part B the following new
part:

“ParT C—DIREcT FEDERAL INSUBANCE

“DIRECT INSURANCE OF LOSSES TO PROPERTY
WHEHRE INSURANCE IS OTHERWISE UNAVAIL-
ABLE OR AVAILABLE ONLY AT EXCESSIVELY
SURCHARGED RATES

“Sec. 1231. (a) If at any time the Secre-
tary determines that any of the standard
lines of property insurance enumerated un-
der subparagraph (A) through (E) of sec-
tion 1203(a) (11)) is nmot available (through
the applicable plan under part A or other-
wise) to any property, or is available to such
property but only at an unreasonable rate,
he shall make such standard line of property
insurance available to such property directly
through the facilities of the Federal Govern-
ment, on such terms and conditions as he
may determine to be appropriate, at a rate
equal to 1756 per centum of the applicable
manual rate: Provided, That no such insur-
ance shall be made available to a property
which the Secretary determines to be unin-
surable.

“{b) In carrying out his responsibilities
under subsection (a), the Secretary may
utilize—

“(1) insurance companies and other in-
surers, insurance agents and brokers, and in-
surance adjustment organizations, as fiscal
agents of the United States,

*“(2) officers and employees of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development and
such other officers and employees of any ex-
ecutive agency (as defined In sectlon 105 of
title 5 of the United States Code) as the
Secretary and the head of any such agency
may from time to time agree upon, on a reim-
bursement or other basis, or

“(3) both the alternatives specified In
paragraphs (1) and (2), or any combina-
tion thereof.

*(e¢) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro-
visions of this title, direct insurance may be
continued for the term of the policles written
prior to the date of termination of the Sec-
retary’'s direct Insurance authority under this
part, for as long as the insured pays the
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required direct insurance premiums; except
that direct insurance under this part for any
risk shall be terminated after notice when-
ever the Secretary determines that the stand-
ard lines of property insurance numerated
under subparagraphs (A) through (E) of
section 1203(a) (11) have become available
to such property at a reasonable rate.

“(d) For the purposes of this part, & rate
within a State shall be presumed to be un-
reasonable if the Secretary finds that the
total premium (including all surcharges and
condition charges) charged to each of fifty
or more propertles In that State in any
twelve-month perlod exceeds 175 per centum
of the applicable manual rate. The Secre-
tary shall notify the appropriate Btate in-
surance authority within fifteen days of
making any such finding. The presumption
of unreasonableness may thereafter be re-
butted only if (1) the appropriate State in-
surance authority, within thirty days after
the date of mailing of such notification, files
with the Secretary a certification that such
authority has Iindependently determined
that there is demonstrably an objective jus-
tification for the Imposition of the premi-
ums charged, stating sufficiently the basis
for such justification, and (2) the Secretary
concurs in such determination.

“(e) The amount of insurance provided
by the Secretary with respect to any prop-
erty shall not exceed such limits as he may
determine to be appropriate: Provided, That
no coverage shall be written on any single
family residential structure in excess of
$25,000 or on any manufacturing or com-
mercial structure in excess of $1,000,000.

*{f) The BSecretary shall include in his
reports to the Congress on the program un-
der this title full and complete information
on his operations and activities under this
part, together with such recommendations
with respect thereto as he may deem appro-
priate.

“Sec. 1232, The Secretary may, whenever
he deems such action to be necessary or de-
slrable and upon such terms and conditions
as it may prescribe, guarantee any bid, pay-
ment, or performance bond under an agree-
ment entered into by a small business con-
cern which is a construction contractor or
subcontractor to enable such concern to ob-
taln such bond. Any such guarantee may be
made or effected either directly or in cooper-
ation with any qualified surety company or
other qualified company through a partici-
pation agreement with such company.”

(2) (A) Bection 1222(a) of such Act 1s
amended by striking out “section 1233" and
inserting in lieu thereof *“section 1243",

(B) Section 1234(c) of such Act is
amended by striking out “section 1232" and
inserting in lleu thereof “section 1242,

(d) (1) (A) Section 1231(a) of such Act is
amended by inserting “or direct Insurance”
after “reinsurance”, and by Inserting “or
property owners"” after “insurers”,

(B) Section 1231(b) of such Aect is
amended by inserting “or direct insurance”
after “reinsurance".

(2) (A) Section 1232(a) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking out “the reinsurance pro-
gram™ and Inserting in lleu thereof “the
reinsurance and direct insurance programs'’;

(i) by inserting “or direct insurance” after
“reinsurance” in paragraphs (1), (2), and
(4):

(iil) by inserting “or property owner" after
“any insurer” where it first appears in para-
graph (4); and

(iv) by Inserting "or directly insured" after
“reinsured” in paragraph (4).

(3) Bection 1233 of such Act is amended—

{(A) by inserting "and direct insurance"”
after “reinsurance” in subsection (a) (1) and
each place it appears in subsection (b)(1);
and

(B) by striking out “part B" In subsection
(b) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof “parts
B and C".
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(4) (A) Sectlon 1234(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out “Any insurer or pool
acquiring reinsurance” and inserting in lien
thereof “Any insurer, pool, or property owner
acquiring reinsurance or direct insurance'.

(B) Bectlon 1234(c) of such Act is
amended by inserting *“or direct Insurance”
after “reinsurance’.

(e) Clause (2) in the first sentence of
section 520(b) of such Act is amended—

(1) by imserting “and directly insured"
after “reinsured” wherever it appears.

BEc. 3. Section 1203(a) (3) of the National
Housing Act (as amended by section 2(b) (2)
of this Act) Is amended by striking out “and
insurance for such types, classes, and loca-
tions of property against the perils of vandal-
ism, malicious mischief, burglary, or theft, as
the Secretary by rule shall designate” and in-
serting In lieu thereof “and insurance against
the perils of vandallsm, malicious mischief,
burglary, and theft”.

Sec. 4. (a) Section 1203(a) (3) of the Na-
tional Housing Act (as amended by section
2(b)(2) and section 3 of this Act) is
amended by striking out “Such insurance”
and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “Such insurance shall include in-
surance against direct losses to property (as
defined and limited by the Secretary) which
occur during the construction of rehabili-
tation of such property. Such insurance”.

(b) Part B of title XII of such Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“REINSURANCE OF LOSSES DURING CONSTRUC-
TION OR REHABILITATION

“Sec, 1225. The Secretary is authorized to
offer to any insurer or pool reinsurance
against losses to habitational property which
occur during the construction or rehabili-
tation of such property. Except as otherwise
provided by such rules and regulations as
the Secretary may prescribe, all of the pro-
visions, terms, and conditions of this title
relating to reinsurance of losses from riots
or civil disorders shall apply with respect to
the reinsurance of losses which occur during
the construction or rehabilitation of habi-
tational property.”

Sec. 5. Section 1211(b) of the National
Housing Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (9);

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (10) and Inserting in lleu
thereof “; and "; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“{11) commissions paid to agents, brokers,
and producers for or with respect to policies
written under the plan shall not be less
than the prevailing rate being paid In the
same territory for or with respect to other
policies of the same type which are not writ-
ten under the plan, as determined and cer-
tified to the Secretary by the State insur-
ance authority.”

Sec. 6. (a) Section 1214 of the National
Housing Act is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“{e) Each report and other document
submitted to the Secretary by a State in-
surance authority with respect to experience
under the applicable plan under this part
shall set forth and describe any losses sus-
tained on habltational property separately
from the losses sustalned on business, ccm-
mercial, and other nonhabitational prop-
erty.”

(5;:) Bection 1234 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the foliowing
new subsection:

“(e) Each report and other document sub=
mitted to the Secretary by an insurer or
other person under this section with respect
to reinsurance wunder this title shall set
forth and describe any losses sustained on
habitational property separately from the
losses sustained on business, commercial,
and other nonhabitational property.”
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Sec, T. Section 1214 of the National Hous~
ing Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof (after the new subsection added by
section 6(a) of this Act) the following new
subsection:

“(d) The Secretary, through an Office of
Review and Compliance under the Federal
Insurance Administrator, shall periodically
review each plan under this part and the
methods and practices by which such plan
is being actually carried out in the areas and
communities where it is intended to operate,
in order to assure that such plan is efTec-
tively making essential property insurance
readily available in such areas and commu-
nities and is otherwise carrying out the pur-
poses of this title, and in order to identify
any aspects of the operation or administra-
tion of such plan which may require revi-
sion, modification, or other action to carry
out such purposes.’”

Sec. 8. (a) Section 1223(a) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out para-
graph (1), and by redesignating paragraphs
(2) through (5) as paragraphs (1) through
(4) , respectively.

(b) Section 1240 of such Act is amended
by striking out “(a)", and by striking out
subsection (b).

(e) Section 1211 of the District of Colum-
bia Insurance Placement Act is repealed.

Sec. 9. (a) Section 115(b) of the Housing
Act of 1949 is amended—

(1) by striking out *(payable from any
grant funds provided under section 103

h ‘i:

S Eg ) by inserting after “real property which
has been determined to be uninsurable” the
following: *“, or which has been determined
to be insurable only at an unreasonable
rate,"”;

(3) by inserting before the period at the
end of the second sentence the following:
“or to eliminate the conditions necessitating
the unreasonable rate”; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentences: “For purposes of this
subsection a rate is unreasonable if it is
sufficiently high to justify direct Federal in-
surance of the property involved under part
C of title XII of the National Housing Act.
Grants under this subsection shall be pay-
able from grant funds provided under section
103(b) of this Act; except that to the ex-
tent it is determined by the Secretary that
funds made available for payments of direct-
1y insured losses under such title XIT pur-
suant to section 520(b) of such Act are not
needed for payments of such losses, such
funds shall be used (befcre any funds pro-
vided under section 103(b) of this Act) for
grants under this subsection with respect to
property determined to be insurable only
upon payment of an unreasonable rate.”

(b) (1) Section 312(a) (1) (C) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1964 is amended—

(A) by inserting after “the property has
been determined to be uninsurable” the fol-
lowing: “, or has been determined to be in-
surable only upon payment of an unreason-
able rate,”; and

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at
the end thereof the following: *or to elim-
inate the conditions necessitating the un-
reasonable rate".

(2) Sectlon 312(a) of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “For purposes of
paragraph (1) (C), a rate is unreasonable if
it is sufficiently high to justify direct Fed-
eral insurance of the property involved
under part C of title XII of the National
Housing Act.”

(3) Section 312(d) of such Act is amended
by inserting *(1) " after *(d)"”, and by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(2) To the extent It is determined by
the Secretary that funds made avallable for
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payments of directly insured losses under
title XII of the National Housing Act pur-
suant to section 520(b) of such Act are not
needed for payments of such losses, such
funds shall be placed in the revolving fund
and used by the Secretary (before any funds
appropriated pursuant to paragraph (1) of
this subsection) for loans described in sub-
section (a) (1) (C) with respect to property
determined to be insurable only upon pay-
ment of an unreasonable rate.”

S. 3312—INTRODUCTION OF THE
SMALL BUSINESS CRIME INSUR-
ANCE ACT OF 1970

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr., President, I am
introducing a bill which takes a more
limited approach to the problem of erime
insurance, the Small Business Crime In-
suranee Act of 1970. This bill authorizes
the Small Business Administration fo
write erime insurance directly to small
businesses which cannot obtain such in-
surance af reasonable rates. This is the
same ~tandard presently used for small
business loans,

This insurance is needed, just as the
loans are needed, to keep small busi-
nesses from disappearing from our cities.
In many cases, this insurance is a pre-
requisite to the obtaining of loans by
these businesses. Any realistic program
of providing help for the independent
entrepreneur must include provisions
for insurance.

Now that it is clear that the efforts
of private industry have been inade-
quate, it is time the Congress moved to
honor its commitments to the small
businessman and took a step toward im-
proving the economic climate of our
cities. I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the Small Business Crime In-
surance Act of 1970 be printed in the
RECORD.

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

The bill (8. 3312) to amend the Small
Business Act to make ecrime protection
insurance available to small business
concerns, introduced by Mr. TyDINGS,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorbp, as follows:

8. 3312

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Secrron 1. This Act may be cited as the
Small Business Crime Insurance Act of 1970.

Sec. 2. The Small Business Act is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new title:

“TITLE II—SMALL BUSINESS CRIME
INSURANCE

“Sec. 201. The Small Business Crime In-
surance Division (referred to in this title as
the ‘Division') is established as a division
of the Small Business Administration. The
Division shall be under the direction of an
Associate Administrator for Insurance ap-
pointed by the Administrator.

“Sec. 202. The Associate Administrator for
Insurance shall make available to small
business concerns insurance policies insur-
ing against losses resulting from criminal

acts to the extent that such insurance is
not available from other sources on reason-
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able terms. The installation, where appro-
priate, of burglar alarms or other improve-
ments to reduce the risk of loss may be
made a condition to the issuance of the in-
surance,

“Sec. 203, As its initial capital, the Divi-
sion shall borrow from the Treasury, and
the Treasury shall lend to the Division, the
sum of $50,000,000 on such terms and con-
ditlons as the Secretary of the Treasury
shall preseribe. Such additional sums, if
any, shall be loaned from the Treasury to
the Division as may be necessary to operate
the program provided under this title on a
sound basis, but the total borrowings from
the Treasury outstanding at any time shall
not exceed $100,000,000.

“Sec. 204. All funds loaned under section
203 shall be deposited in a revolving fund in
the Treasury to be known as the small busi-
ness crime insurance fund (referred to in
this Act as the 'fund’). Any moneys held in
the fund may be invested in obligations of
the United States. All premium income, in-
teres® income, and other income shall be
deposited in the fund, and all losses shall
be paid from the fund.

“Sec. 2056. No administrative expenses may
b2 paid from the fund. There are author-
ized to be appropriated such sums as may
be necessary to carry out the purposes of
this title.”

Sec. 3. The third senfence of section 4(b)
of the Small Business Act (15 U.8.C. 633
(b)) is amended (1) by changing “three” to
read “four” and (2) by inserting “and the
Assoclate Administrator specified in title II
of this Act” immediately before the closing
parenthesis.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 170—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION DESIGNATING INTER-
NATIONAL CLERGY WEEK IN THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a joint resolution designating the
week commencing February 3, 1970, as
International Clergy Week in the United
States, and for other purposes. I intro-
duce this joint resolution at the request
of Representative James H. QuiLLEN of
the First District of Tennessee, who has
introduced an identical measure in the
House of Representatives and who has
an abiding interest in this area.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 170)
designating the week commencing Feb-
ruary 3, 1970, as International Clergy
Week in the United States, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. Baker, by
request, was received, read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
BILL
8. 3151
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. NeLson), I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
name of the junior Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Risicorr) be added as a
cosponsor of 8. 3151, the Environmental
Quality Education Act.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 308—RESOLU-
TION REPORTED AUTHORIZING
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT OPERATIONS TO MAKE IN-
VESTIGATIONS INTO THE EF-
FICIENCY AND ECONOMY OF OP-
ERATIONS OF ALL BRANCHES OF
GOVERNMENT

Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Commit-
tee on Government Operations, reported
the following original resolution (S. Res.
308) ; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:

S. REes. 308

Resolved, That, In holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investiga-
tions as authorized by section 134 of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 and
in accordance with its jurisdiction under
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Government Opera-
tions or any subcommittee thereof is au-
thorized from February 1, 1970, through Jan-
uary 31, 1971, to make investigations into
the efficlency and economy of operations of
all branches of the Government, including
the possible existence of fraud, misfeasance,
malfeasance, collusion, mismanagement, in-
competence, corrupt or unethical practices,
waste, extravagance, conflicts of interest, and
the improper expenditure of Government
funds in transactions, contracts, and activi-
ties of the Government or of Government
officials and employees and any and all such
improper practices between Government per-
sonnel and corporations, individuals, com-
panies, or persons affiliated therewith, doing
business with the Government; and the com-
pliance or noncompliance of such corpora-
tions, companies, or individuals or other
entities with the rules, regulations, and laws
governing the various governmental agencles

and its relationships with the public: Pro-
vided, That, in carrying out the duties herein
set forth, the inquiries of this committee or

any subcommittee thereof shall not be
deemed llmited to the records, functlons,
and operations of the particular branch of
the Government under inquiry, and may ex-
tend to the records and activities of persons,
corporations, or other entities dealing with
or affecting that particular branch of the
Government.

Sec. 2. The Committee on Government
Operations or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof is further authorized from
February 1, 1970, to January 31, 1871, in-
clusive, to conduct an investigation and
study to the extent to which criminal or
other improper practices or activities are, or
have been, engaged in in the field of labor-
management relations or in groups or or-
ganizations of employees or employers, to the
detriment of interests of the public, em-
ployers, or employees, and to determine
whether any changes are required in the
laws of the United States in order to protect
such Interests against the occurrence of such
practices or activities, Nothing contained in
this resclution shall affect or impair the ex-
ercise by the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare of any power, or the discharge by
such committee of any duty, conferred or
imposed upon it by the Standing Rules of
the Senate or by the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946,

Sec. 3. The Committee on Government Op-
erations or any duly sauthorized subcom-
mittee thereof is further authorized and
directed from February 1, 1970, to January
31, 1971, Incluslve, to make a full and com-
plete study and investigation of syndicated
or organized crime which may operate In or
otherwise utilize the facilities of interstate
or international commerce in furtherance of
any transactions which are in violation of
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the law of the United States or of the State
in which the transactions occur, and, if so,
the manner and extent to which, and the
identity of the persons, firms or corporations,
or other entities by whom such utilization is
being made, what facllities, devices, methods,
techniques, and technicalities are being used
or employed, and whether or not or

crime utilizes such Interstate facilities or
otherwise operates In interstate cofmmerce
for the development of corrupting influences
in viclation of the law of the United States
or the laws of any State and, further, to
study and investigate the manner in which
and the extent to which persons engaged
in organized criminal activities have infil-
trated into lawful business enterprise; and
to study the adequacy of Federal laws to
prevent the operations of organized crime
in interstate or international commerce; and
to determine whether any changes are re-
quired in the laws of the United States in
order to protect the public against the oc-
currences of such practices or activities.
Nothing contained in this resolution shall
affect or impair the exercise by the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary or by the Committee on
Commerce of any power, or the discharge by
such committee of any duty, conferred or
imposed upon It by the Standing Rules of
the Senate or by the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946.

Sec. 4, The Committee on Government
Operations or any duly authorlzed subcom-
mittee thereof is authorized and directed
until January 31, 1971, to make a full and
complete study and investigation of all other
aspects of crime and lawlessness within the
United States which have an impact upon or
affect the mnational health, welfare, and
safety.

S8ec. 5. The Committee on Government
Operations or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof is authorized and directed un-
til January 31, 1971, to make a full and
complete study and investigation of riots,
violent disturbances of the peace, vandalism,
civil and criminal disorder, insurrection, the
commission of crimes in connection there-
with, the Immediate and long-standing
causes, the extent and effects of such oc-
currences and crimes, and measures neces-
sary for their immediate and long-range pre-
vention and for the preservation of law and
order and to insure domestic tranquillity
within the United States.

Sec, 6. The Committee on Government
Operations or any of its duly authorized
subcommittees shall report to the Senate by
January 31, 1971, and shall, if deemed appro-
priate, Include in its report specific legls-
lative recommendations.

Sec. 7. (a) For the purposes of this resolu-
tion, the Commitee on Government Opera-
tions or any of its duly authorized subcom-
mittees, from February 1, 1970, to January 31,
1971, inclusive, iz authorized, as it deems
necessary and appropriate, to (1) make such
expenditures from the contingent fund of the
Senate; (2) hold such hearings; (3) sit and
act at such times and places during the
sesslons, recesses, and adjournment periods
of the Senate; (4) administer such oaths;
(6) take such testimony, either orally or by
sworn statement; (6) employ on a temporary
basis such technical, clerical, and other as-
sistants and consultants; and (7) with the
prior consent of the executive department or
agency concerned and the Commitiee on
Rules and Administration, employ on a re-
imbursable basis such executive branch per-
sonnel as it deems advisable; and, further,
with the consent of other committees or sub-
committees to work in conjunction with and
utilize thelir staffs, as it shall be deemed nec-
essary and appropriate in the judgment of
the chairman of the committee or subccm-
mittee: Provided further, That the minority
is authorized to select one person for ap-
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pointment and the person selected shall be
appointed and his compensation shall be so
fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,700 than the highest gross
rate pald to any other employee,

(b) For the purpose of this resolution the
committee, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, or its chairman, or any other
member of the committee or subcommittee
designated by the chairman, from February
1, 1970, to January 31, 1971, inclusive, is au-
thorized, in Its or his or their discretion, as
may be deemed advisable, to require by sub-
pena or otherwise the attendance of such
witnesses and production of such correspond-
ence, books, papers, and documents,

Sec. 8. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$688,000, shall be pald from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

SENATE RESOLUTION 309—RESO-
LUTION REPORTED AUTHORIZING
ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS FOR IN-
QUIRIES AND INVESTIGATIONS

Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, reported
the following original resolution (S. Res.
309); which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:

S. Res. 309

Resolved, That the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, 1s authorized under
sections 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, and
In accordance with its jurisdictions speci-
fied by rule XXV of the Standing Rules of
the Senate, to examine, investigate, and
make a complete study of any and all mat-
ters pertaining to the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
including national parks and recreation
areas; Indian affairs; frrigation and recla-
mation; water and power resources; minerals,
materials, and fuels; public lands; envi-
ronmental studies; and territories and in-
sular affairs.

Sec. 2. Pursuant to its authority under
section 134(a) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946, as amended, the committee
is authorized to require by subpena or other-
wise the attendance of such witnesses and
the production of such correspondence,
books, papers, documents, and to take such
testimony on matters within its jurisdiction
as 1t deems advisable.

Bec. 8. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1870, to
January 31, 1971, inclusive, is authorized
(1) to make such expenditures as It deems
advisable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assist-
ants and consultants: Provided, That the
minority is authorized to select one person
for appointment, and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall
not be less by more than £2,700 than the
highest gross rate pald to any other em-
ployee; and (3) with the prior consent of
the heads of the departments or agencies
concerned, and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to utilize the reimbursable
services, information, facilities, and person-
nel of any of the departments or agencies
of the Government.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $160,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by
the chairman of the committee.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 310—RESOLU-
TION REPORTED AUTHORIZING
ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT OPERATIONS FOR A STUDY
OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA-
TIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND THE STATES AND
MUNICIPALITIES

Mr. MUSKIE, from the Committee on
Government Operations, reported the
following original resolution (S. Res.
310) ; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:

S. Res. 310

Resolved, That the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized under
sections 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, and
in accordance with its jurisdiction specified
by subsection 1(j)(2) (D) of rule XXV of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, to examine,
investigate, and make a complete study of
intergovernmental relationships between the
United States and the States and municipal-
ities, including an evaluation of studies, re-
ports, and recommendations made thereon
and submitted to the Congress by the Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law B6-380, approved by the President on
September 24, 1959, as amended by Public
Law 89-733, approved by the President on
November 2, 1966.

Sgc. 2. For the purposes of this resolu-
tion the committee, from February 1, 1970,
to January 31, 1971, inclusive, is authorized
(1) to make such expenditures as it deems
advisable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assist-
ants and consultants: Provided, That the
minority is authorized to select one person
for appointment, and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross pay rate shall
not be less by more than $2,700 than the
highest gross rate paid to any other em-
ployee; and (3) with the prior consent of
the heads of the departments or agencies
concerned, and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to utilize the reimbursable
services, Information, facilities, and person-
nel of any of the departments or agencies
of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than January 31, 1971,

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $155,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by
the chalrman of the committee.

SENATE RESOLUTION 311—RESOLU-
TION REPORTED AUTHORIZING
ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT OPERATIONS FOR A STUDY
OF CERTAIN ASPECTS OF NA-
TIONAL SECURITY AND INTER-
NATIONAL OPERATIONS

Mr, JACKSON, from the Committee
on Government Operations, reported the
following original resolution (S. Res.
311); which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:

S. Res. 311

Resolved, That in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by section 134 of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, and
in accordance with its jurisdiction under
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rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, or any subcommittee thereof, is au-
thorized, from February 1, 1970, through
January 21, 1971, to make studies as to the
efficiency and economy of operations of all
branches and functions of the Government
with particular reference to:

(1) the effectiveness of present national
security methods, staffing, and processes as
tested against the requirements imposed by
the rapidly mounting complexity of national
security problems;

(2) the capacity of present national secu-
rity staffing, methods, and processes to make
full use of the Nation’s resources of knowl-
edge, talents, and skills;

(3) the adequacy of present intergovern-
mental relationships between the United
States and international organizations of
which the United States is a member; and

(4) legislative and other proposals or
means to improve these methods, processes,
and relationships.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution,
the committee, from February 1, 1870, to
January 31, 1971, inclusive, is authorized—

(1) to make such expenditures as it deems
advisable;

(2) to employ, upon a temporary basis, and
fix the compensation of technieal, clerical,
and other assistants and consultants: Pro-
vided, That the minority of the committee
is authorized at its discretion to select one
employee for appointment, and the person
so selected shall be appointed and his com-
pensation shall be so fixed that his gross rate
shall not be less by more than $2,700 than
the highest gross rate paid to any other em-
ployee; and

(3) with the prior consent of the head of
the department or agency concerned, and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize on a reimbursable basis the services,
information, facilities, and personnel of any

department or agency of the Government.

8ec. 3. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall mnot exceed
$105,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

SENATE RESOLUTION 312—RESOLU-
TION REPORTED AUTHORIZING
ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND
PUBLIC WELFARE FOR INQUIRIES
AND INVESTIGATIONS

Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, re-
ported the following original resolution
(8. Res. 312) ; which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion:

S. Res. 312

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized under
sections 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, and
in accordance with its jurisdiction specified
by rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, to examine, investigate, and make a
complete study of any and all matters per-
taining to the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare including all
matters relating to education; health, labor
relations, labor safety, wages and hours, and
migratory labor conditions; manpower train-
ing and utilization; poverty, rallroad retire-
ment; and veterans education, health, and
readjustment to eclvillan life.

Sec. 2. For the purpose of this resclution
the committee, from February 1, 1870, to
January 31, 1871, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary
basis; technieal, clerical, and other assist-
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ants and consultants: Provided, That the
minority is authorized to select one person
for appointment, and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall
not be less by more than $2,700 than the
highest gross rate paid to any other em-
ployee; and (3) with the prior consent of the
heads of the departments or agencies con-
cerned, and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to utilize the reimbursable -
services, Information, facilities, and person-
nel of any of the departments or agencies of
the Government.

Sec. 3. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $695,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon wvouchers approved by
the chairman of the committee.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS

Mr, PELL. Mr, President, the Subcom-
mittee on Education of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare will hold hear-
ings on S. 939, a bill to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 in order fo provide
for a U.S. Foreign Service Corps, intro-
duced by the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DomiNIcK), on January 29 and 30 in the
hearing room at 10 a.m.

Persons interested in testifying should
contact the subcommittee staff.

CONTROL OF ORGANIZED CRIME IN
THE UNITED STATES—AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO. 443

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in 1957
Congress enacted new legislation in the
field of civil rights. As part of this legisla-
tion, Congress created an Assistant At-
torney General for Civil Rights and ele-
vated the Civil Rights Section in the Jus-
tice Department to a full division.

The reasons for creating a Civil Rights
Division headed by an Assistant Attor-
ney General were stated by Attorney
General Brownell before the Senate Sub-
committee on Constitutional Rights. Ac-
cording to the Attorney General, the ac-
tion was necessary because—

The Department’s civil rights activities
. « . |have] important civil as well as crimi-
nal function and [there is] the need to
have responsibility centered in a well-quali-
fled lawyer with the status of a presidential
appointee, who will be able to devote his full
time and attention to the legal aspects of
civil rights problems.

The Senate will soon be considering
S. 30, the Organized Crime Contrel Act
of 1969, a bill which if enacted, will rep-
resent a significant law ~rnforcement ad-
vancement in our Federal law enforce-
ment efforts against organized crime.

The reasons which persuaded Congress
to create an Assistant Attorney General
for Civil Rights now clearly call for the
creation of an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Organized Crime. Like the 1957
civil rights legislation, S. 30 promises to
give new and important law enforce-
ment responsibilities to the Justice De-
partment. Moreover, like the Depart-
ment’s civil rights activities, the Depart-
ment’s organized crime effort will have
important civil as well as criminal fune-
tions, particularly in light of title IX
of S. 30 which fashions important new
civil remedies to deal with the infiltra-
tion of organized crime into legitimate
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organizations. Furthermore, employing
the criteria used by Attorney General
Brownell, the Federal Government's ef-
forts against the critical nationwide
problem of organized crime, like its ef-
forts in the field of civil rights, should be
under the direction of one prestigious
law enforcement official who may com-
mand the manpower and resources which

" are equal to the complexity and impor-
tance of his task and which wre not di-
luted by other responsibilities.

Mr, President, to this end, I am now
submitting an amendment to S. 30 for
printing, on behalf of myself and Sena-
tors Gore, MonpaLE, and WiLLiamMs of
New Jersey, which shall create a new
Assistant Attorney General, who shall
be appointed by the President pursuant
to section 506 of title 28, and who shall
head an Organized Crime Division in
the Justice Department. My proposal is
based on legislation, S. 974, which I
introduced earlier this year and which
was discussed at some length by a num-
ber of witnesses during the hearings of
the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and
and Procedures.

Organized crime is a unique and par-
ticularly devastating kind of crime. The
President’s Crime Commission has de-
scribed organized crime in the following
manner:

Organized crime is a society that seeks to
operate outside the control of the American
people and their governments. It involves
thousands of eriminals, working within struc-
tures as complex as those of any large cor-
poration, subject to laws more rigidly en-
forced than those of legitimate governments.
Its actions are not impulsive but rather the
result of intricate conspiracies, carrled on
over many years and aimed at gaining con-
trol over whole fields of activity in order to
amass huge profits.

The core of organized crime activity is the
supplying of illegal goods and services—
gambling, loan sharking, narcotics, and other
forms of vice—to countless numbers of citi-
zen customers. But organized crime is also
extensively and deeply involved in legitimate
business and in labor unions. Here it em-
ploys illegitimate methods—monopolization,
terrorism, extortion, tax evasion—to drive
out or control lawful ownership and leader-
ship and to exact illegal profits from the
public. And to carry on its many activities
secure from governmental interference, or-
ganized crime corrupts public officials.

L - -

In many ways organized crime is the most
sinister kind of crime in America. The men
who control it have become rich and power-
ful by encouraging the needy to gamble, by
luring the troubled to destroy themselves
with drugs, by extorting the profits of honest
and hardworking businessmen, by collecting
usury from those in financial plight, by
maiming or murdering those who oppose
them, by bribing those who are sworn to
destroy them. Organized crime is not merely
& few preying upon a few. In a very real
sense it is dedicated to subverting not only
American institutions, but the very decency
and integrity that are the most cherished
attributes of a free society. As the leaders of
Cosa Nostra and their racketeering allles
pursue their conspiracy unmolested, in open
and continuous defiance of the law, they
preach & sermon that all too many Ameri-
cans heed: The government is for sale, law-
lessness is the road to wealth; honesty is a
pitfall and morality a trap for suckers.

To effectively combat this challenge
of organized crime, the President’s Crime
Commission has suggested that the Jus-
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tice Department’'s efforts be made a
division-level operation directed by an
Assistant Attorney General. That rec-
ommendation was made 2 years ago. but
no heed has been paid to it. As Congress
launches a new effort against organized
crime with S. 30, it is time to implement
the Crime Commission’s recommenda-
tion.

Implementation is necessary for a
number of reasons.

First, an Assistant Attorney General
in charge of an Organized Crime Divi-
sion will have the clear responsibility of
directing an intensive and comprehen-
sive effort, undiluted by other responsi-
bilities, to control organized crime, Pres-
ently, the Justice Department’s orga-
nized crime activities are charted in the
Organized Crime Section of the Criminal
Division. Administratively the Section
stands on the same level as a number of
other sections in the Criminal Division,
such as Administrative Regulations,
Fraud, Appellate, General Crime, Legis-
lation and Special Projects and Adminis-
trative. As a result, the Assistant Attor-
ney General for the Criminal Division
is placed in a situation where he is forced
either to concentrate his efforts on or-
ganized crime or the general erime-fight-
ing activities or to dilute his efforts by
trying to concentrate on both. The two
are simply not coterminous and are too
extensive for any single man to handle
adequately.

Second, the creation of a new Assistant
Attorney General and an Organized
Crime Section can assure an ongoing,
institutionalized commitment to a war
on organized crime. Without such a com-
mitment, history has shown that the De-
partment’s effort against organized crime
remains dependent upon the personal in-
terests of the Attorney General and the
Assistant Attorney General for the Crim-
inal Division. It is noteworthy that the
interest and intensity of effort in com-
bating organized crime has not remained
constant through the changes in top
echelon personnel. Indeed, at times the
effort has waned. Since 1966 and the
Presidential directive of that year, the
Organized Crime Section has again been
spurred into action. However, the re-
cent momentum does not detract from
the history of ebb and flow of the sec-
tion’s activities.

Mr. President, another decline in in-
terest and activity should not be risked.
The legislative creation of a permanent
Assistant Attorney General whose para-
mount responsibility will be to fight orga-
nized erime would obviate this risk.

Third, the present size and anticipated
growth of the Organized Crime Section
calls for its elevation to division status.
The Section, at the present time, is larger
in manpower than the Internal Security
Division of the Department of Justice,
and comparable to the Civil Rights Divi-
sion and the Lands Division. Presently,
the authorized strength of the Organized
Crime Section is 89 attorneys., For fiscal
year 1970, this is scheduled to increase
to 112 attorneys. In contrast, the Internal
Security Division has 54 attorneys. The
Land Division has 109 attorneys. The
Civil Rights Division has 119 attorneys.
Moreover, the administration is now
seeking to establish a Consumer Protec-
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tion Division, which, according to Assist-
ant Attorney General Richard McLaren
in his testimony before the Senate Sub-
committee on the Consumer, will have a
staff of only from 25 to 30 lawyers and
economists.

It is also significant to note the con-
trast in the number of attorneys expected
for fiscal 1970 in the Organized Crime
Section, 112; with the number expected
to be in the Criminal Division’s next larg-
est section, 22.

Table 1, which I ask unanimous con-
sent to be inserted in the REcorp as part
of my remarks, illustrates the disparity in
manpower between the Organized Crime
Section and other criminal division sec-
tions and the similarity between Orga-
nized Crime Section’s manpower level
and that of the other divisions of the
Justice Department.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, good
management alone suggests that law en-
forcement activities which necessitates
112 lJawyers demand at least the same ad-
ministrative stature, level of leadership
and concentrated effort as activities em-
ploying 25 or 50 lawyers, and clearly
should not be on the same administrative
level as activities which require 22 and
less attorneys.

Moreover, the present section, like a
division, is divided into a number of
units.

Fourth, important new weapons, such
as special grand juries, depositions to
preserve testimony, civil forfeiture pro-
ceedings and civil investigative demands
almost identical to those used in anti-
trust matters under the supervision of
the Assistant Attorney General for Anti-
trust, given by S. 30 to the Department
of Justice to fight organized crime. These
new weapons make it more important
than ever to coordinate the antiorga-
nized crime effort at a division level un-
der the direction of an Assistant Attorney
General. If these newest weapons are to
be properly utilized against organized
crime, the Department must provide high
level impetus, direetion, and control, the
kind that can only be given by an Assist-
ant Attorney General charged solely with
fighting organized crime.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly,
an Assistant Attorney General in charge
of an Organized Crime Division will ap-
preciably enhance the accountability and
visibility of the organized crime effort.
The Assistant Attorney General for Or-
ganized Crime would be a Presidential
appointee subject to Senate confirmation.
In addition, the Organized Crime Divi-
sion would have a separate, definable
budget.

In brief, I do not believe that the Fed-
eral Government’s anti-organized crime
machinery will be equal to the tremen-
dous task set for it without top echelon
leadership, divisional status in the
Justice Department, and a clear statu-
tory mandate of authority and responsi-
bility.

There is widespread support for the
statutory creation of an additional As-
sistant Attorney General who shall be
responsible for the anti-organized crime
effort. In addition to the support for this
proposal which has been given by the
President’s Crime Commission, the idea
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has been endorsed by the American Bar
Association, hearings, page 267, “a good
change in structure within the Depart-
ment of Justice”; Prof. Henry Ruth, Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania School of Law,
hearings, page 347; John P. Diuguid,
general counsel, Association of Federal
Investigators, hearings, page 277; Edwyn
Siberling, hearings, pages 531 and 532;
Milton R. Wessel, hearings, page 533; and
William G. Hundley, former Chief of Or-
ganized Crime Section, hearings, pages
425 to 427.

Mr. Hundley's comments at the hear-
ings on S. 30 before the Subcommittee on
Criminal Laws and Procedures are par-
ticularly relevant to a discussion of the
need to elevate the Organized Crime Sec-
tion to divisional status—hearings, pages
425 and 426:

Mr. HunoLEY. I, of course, favor elevating
the section to division status. I favored it
when I was down there. When I left as Chiefl
of the sectlon we had about 60 attorneys in
the section and it was becoming unmanage-
ahle as a section then. I understand they have
over 70 now, and that, if they receive supple-
mental appropriation they will have 89 and
if they receive the requested appropriation
for next year, they will have 140 attorneys.

Now, it just doesn’'t make any sense to me
to ask for $65 million for an organized crime
drive, which I agree with, by the way—ask
for 140 attorneys, and then seem to quibble
on whether or not it ought to be a division.
It just seems to me that it Just flows natu-
rally that it ought to be a division. I agree
with Senator Tydings' bill on that.

I am aware that some months ago
the Attorney General asked that no
legislative action be taken to create an

Assistant Attorney General for Or-
ganized Crime Control until the comple-
tion of a report of the President’s Ad-
visory Couneil on Effective Organization.
Suffice it to note that such review has
been underway for more than 7 months
and no resolution has appeared. More-
over, in light of the Attorney General's
current interest in establishing a Con-
sumer Division, I take it that he no
longer considers this pending study to be
an obstacle to the creation of a Division
in the Justice Department if Congress
determines it so warranted. Further-
more, no delay in the passage of S. 30
is reguested, and this legislation, as
noted above, will give the Department
new weapons to use against organized
crime which surely will place new bur-
dens on the already strained organiza-
tion.

A chief fear expressed by opponents of
this legislation is that—

There would be complex problems of de-
termining which division, either the Crimi-
nal Division or the Organized Crime Division,
should have jurisdiction [over a particular
federal criminal prosecution}. (Hearing:s PP.
391, 530, 531, 532.)

Such problems may occur; indeed,
they occur today as the various sections
within the Criminal Division vie for con-
trol of a particular prosecution. Yet,
those problems are worked out regularly
and without undue difficulty—hearings,
pages 426, 167.

A second expressed concern is that,
without the organized crime function as
a part of the Criminal Division, that Di-
vision would have little left to do and it
would be difficult to attract a “high
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quality person to head the Criminal Di-
vision.”—Hearings, page 530; see also
pages 426, 532. Almost two-thirds of the
attorneys in the Criminal Division are
assigned to sections other than the Or-
ganized Crime Section. Consequently,
elevating the section to division status
will hardly gut the Criminal Division.
As for recruiting a highly qualified indi-
vidual to head a Criminal Division which
does not control organized crime prose-
cutions, it must be noted that interest in
criminal justice has expanded immensely
in recent years and surely there will still
be well-qualified men interested in that
field in the future as there are today.

The real objection, I feel certain, to
creating a division with an Assistant At-
torney General for Organized Crime
Control is bureaucratic inertia and pre-
rogatives. This problem is not peculiar
to the present leadership.

As Congress confers new powers on the
Department and sanctions a new impe-
tus against organized crime, there should
be a clear congressional mandate for a
permanent commitment to a war on or-
ganized erime. The surest way of stating
that commitment is through legislative
action to create an Assistant Attorney
General and a Division for Organized
Crime Control.

ExHIBIT 1
TasLE 1.— Organized crime section attorneys
as compared with other divisions and sec-
tions in criminal division
DIVISIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1969
Antitrust

Criminal (100 minus organized crime
section)

Civil rights

Land and natural resources

Organized crime section

Internal securlty

Consumer (projected)
BECTIONS, AUTHORIZED FISCAL YEAR 1970

Organized crime

General crime - ___

Legislation and speclal projects
Government operatlons
Administration regulation
Narcotic drugs

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment be printed in the
Recorp at this point. I shall eall it up
when the bill is before us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment (No. 443) is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NoO. 443

On page 99, strike all printed matter on
lines 15 through 20, insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“TITLE XI—ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL FOR ORGANIZED CRIME"

Sec. 1101. Section 506 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by—

(a) striking the word "nine” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the word “ten” and

(b) adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“One of the Assistant Attorneys General
shall be designated Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Organized Crime Control and shall
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be appointed from among persons who are
especially qualified to assist the Attorney
General in the supervision and conduct of
investigations, prosecutions and other activi-
ties relating to organized crime activities.”

Sec. 1102. Section 5315(19) of title 5,
United States Code Is amended to read as
follows:

“(19) Assistant Attorneys General (10)."

TITLE XII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 1201. If the provisions of any part of
this Act or the application thereof to any
persons or circumstances be held invalid,
the provisions of other parts and their ap-
plication to other persons or circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.

CONTROL OF ORGANIZED CRIME IN
THE UNITED STATES—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 444
Mr. GOODELL submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 30) relating to the control
of organized crime in the United States,
which were ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE AP-
PROPRIATION BILL, 1970—AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO, 445

Mr. NELSON proposed an amendment
to the House amendment, Senate amend-
ment No. 83, to the bill (HR. 13111)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related agencies, for
the the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for other purposes, which was or-
dered to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. NELson when he
submitted the amendment appear earlier
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

NOTICE OF HEARINGS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, our Nation's
institutions of higher education have
been in the news almost daily for the
past few years. The problems being faced
by American colleges, universities and
junior colleges are myriad, running the
gamut from their basic role and struc-
ture to the ever-present need for finding
funds to finance a college education.
With this in mind, I would like to an-
nounce that the Subcommittee on Edu-
cation of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare plans to commence in-
depth hearings on February 4, which are
to continue for sometime thereafter.

Persons wishing to be heard should
contact the staff of the Subcommittee on
Education.

FINANCIAL CRISIS FACING ART AND
MUSICAL ORGANIZATIONS—NO-
TICE OF JOINT HEARINGS

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, Mr. Patrick
Hayes of Washington, in his weekly com-
ment on the WGMS good music station,
has often spoken most succinetly about
the general problems besetting our coun-
try’s cultural organizations. Last Sunday
he made a most telling statement about
the financial crisis which many art and
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music organizations will be facing in the
next year or two.

Stating quite simply that what is
needed is money and not a new commit-
tee, study, or seminar, Mr. Hayes has
correctly assessed what must be done if
the cultural life of the Nation is to sur-
vive, let alone grow. I ask unanimous
consent that his comment be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

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

CoMMENT BY PaTrick HAYES

(Broadcast over radio station WGMS, Wash-
ington, D.C., Sunday, Jan. 18, 1870)

Good afternoon. We are living in an age
of experts and specialists. The old-fashioned
family doctor is now only the doctor you
see first who then sends you on to a special-
ist. Lawyers are divided into categories of
communications, tax, corporation, estate,
criminal, transportation and other special
fields. Large companies often call in manage-
ment consultants or management research
teams to find out how they are doing, not
trusting entirely their own management
hierarchy. The Federal government engages
experts and specialists by the hundreds, and
whenever a new subject comes up a new
panel or committee is appointed to research
and report—recently we have had surveys of
the national problems involving health, air-
pollution, water-pollution, the threat of
eventual over-population. The sum of it all
is that the problem is “identified”, clarified,
put into sharp focus—and when this is done,
there It remains—the problem, Sometimes
ideas and ways and means are indicated for
the solution of the problem—not always—
but even when the way is pointed out, and
makes sense, the going is slow or even rough
to attain the solution,

Take our field of the arts, for example. If
Congress, or a national foundation, or the
National Council on the Arts had engaged
& management consultant firm or appointed
a committee of knowledgeable citizens to
survey in depth, as the saying goes, the en-
tire field of the arts today in America, we
would end up with the conventional wisdom
of problem identification, problem clarifica-
tion, and problem focus, What to do and how
to do it by way of solving the problem would
remain as the questions of the day.

As it happens, all this had been done, sev-
eral times—first there was the Rockefeller
Brothers Fund report, called Problems and
Prospects of the Performing Arts—this was
about filve years ago, Then about two years
ago, there was the Twentieth Century re-
port by the two economics professors at
Princeton, Baumol and Bowen, called the
Economic Dilemma of the Performing Arts.
Both reports were parallel in their findings—
the arts were great assets in our national
life, worthy of full attention and financing,
Baumol and Bowen made a statistical pro-
jection predicting a cost-price crunch for the
big musical budgets of the nation in sym-
phony and opera along about the early 1970’s,
but left the possible answer to this crunch
pretty much up in the air.

During the past twelve months, the pre-
dicted crunch was dramatized by the strikes
of symphony orchestras and the work-stop-
page at the Metropolitan Opera—money,
money, money, was the theme. Any arts ad-
ministrator could prove the point by show-
ing you the balance sheet of his operation—
documenting what the Rockefeller Brothers
book sald, documenting what Baumol and
Bowen said, and now finally what was said
just last week by the most knowledgeable
single source in America, W. McNeil Lowry,
head of the arts and humanities division of
the Ford Foundation. Any further findings by
committees or authors are unnecessary. Any
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other source would only duplicate what Mr.
Lowry has just said, and would do well to
say it so ineisively. What has Mr. Lowry just
said: “Arts seen in Demand-Cost Squeeze”.
In other words, the prediction of Baumol
and Bowen has arrived—the crunch is here,
early in the 1970's.

Howard Taubman writes the Lowry story,
which begins “The Ford Foundation has con-
tributed more than $195 million to the arts
since 1957, but on the basis of urgent ap-
peals that it feels deserve attention it would
need to distribute a much larger sum in 1970
alone”. It is a certainty that every arts or-
ganization in America has an application in
at the Ford Foundation, and here is the
head of the Arts Division at Ford saying that
$£1956 million would be needed to meet the
requests of all of them, for this year alone.
As It 1s the annual sum allotted to the arts
by the Ford Foundation is $20 million, which
will amount to 200 million over the next ten
years, the same as the past ten years—but
the proportions of the total financal prob-
lem of the arts in America are so enormous,
that the ten-year total is needed now, for
one year—and let us remember we are dis-
cussing only one source of funds, one foun-
dation, Ford. There are other foundations,
there is the American corporate financial
structure, there is government at the three
levels of local, state and federal, and there
are private patrons—in short, the machinery
is there for the solution of the financial
problem, but somehow it isn't working.

What is the nature of the crunch, the
crisils—Mr. Lowry says it is the result of a
number of factors: rising costs of labor and
material, the pressure to lengthen seasons
and increase services, the development of new
institutions that desire support and the in-
ablity to raise admission prices to sufficiently
meet increased costs. This summary grows
out of Mr. Lowry's experience of the past ten
years In reviewing and approving grants of
$86 million to over 60 symphony orchestras
a few years ago, $25 million to Lincoln Cen-
ter, and $84 million to theaters, operas, dance
companies, schools and conservatories and
to individual performers and creators in all
the arts. This is as high a price as one can
imagine, $195 million, for a fact-finding re-
port, an authoritative opinion,

Mr. Lowry says that the costs of labor and
materials are rising. This Is a fact well
known to all of us who read the daily papers
and hear the news. Ask the housewife who
shops each week—the current price of eggs
per dozen compared to a year ago. The other
day a steel company announced a 5% rise in
its prices, Everything is going up. So that
problem is identified.

Mr. Lowry says that there is pressure to
lengthen seasons and Increase services.
True—the public is willing to accept more
music and dance and theatre—musicians,
dancers and actors want full-time employ-
ment—all this makes sense in an affluent
society.

Mr. Lowry says that new institutions and
organizations have been established for pub-
lic service In the arts, and it follows that
their applications are added to the old ones,
increasing the demands on- Ford and other
foundations and sources.

Mr. Lowry's fourth point is based on nearly
100 years of wisdomn—that admission prices
cannot be increased sufficlently to meet in-
creased costs? Why—it would take a ticket-
price range of $10 minimum and $25 top to
begin to break even and not require a sus-
taining fund for orchestras, operas, and bal-
let companies, and such a high scale would
price music out of the market—the general
public would simply not be able to afford
these prices and would not go to musical
events. When Henry Higginson founded the
Boston Symphony Orchestra in the 1880's he
declared the policy we have all lived by
since—that the world’s finest music should
be made avallable to the largest number of
people, at prices within the reach of all. And
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you underline “at prices within the reach of
all”. As the cost of that world's greatest
music goes sky-high, like everything else in
modern life, and the prices are kept within
the reach of all, it means a deficit, and the
deficlt gets bigger each year, and as Mr.
Lowry says a point is reached, as he said a
year ago and repeated last week: “The ab-
solute volume of pent-up financial needs
and the hard-pressed social and economic
position of the artist continue to overwhelm
all existing sources of support.”

So there you have a clear picture of the
problems of the arts today, from the expert
of experts, and you also have the answer
to the problem implied in Mr. Lowry's words,
where he says that the total needs *“over-
whelm all existing sources of support”. This
points one way—toward new and additional
sources of support, doesn't it?

What new and additional sources? Clearly,
government, and business.

Several Sundays ago I made what seemed
to many a whimsical suggestion that the
Federal government come in all the way with
an appropriation of one billion dollars for
the arts, to stabilize and strengthen
them over the next few years, I mentioned
three years. I was not far off target, since
Mr. Lowry’s figures show a need of $200 mil-
lion for 1970 alone, and five times this for a
five-year period is one billion.

I now suggest that the ad hoc committee
representing the 77 symphony orchestra
leaders who met at Philharmonic Hall sev-
eral weeks ago take the initiative in request-
ing President Nixon to call a White House
Conference on the Arts, to drive into these
figures of Mr. Lowry’s and the problems they
define so sharply, with the goal in mind of
a request for a Congressional action lead-
ing to an appropriation of one billion dollars
for the arts, channeled through the National
Endowment for the Arts, and couple this
with a matching-fund challenge to Ameri-
can business for an equal sum, with special
tax incentives and deductions if necessary to
spur the interest of the corporations in the
endeavor. If two billion resulted, one billion
could become a permanent endowment the
income from which could ride year by year
alongside the future annual appropriations
of the government and the annual contribu-
tions from American business.

We have the experts and we have the
specialists for the wise expenditure of such
large sums for the arts. Largesse need not
eliminate wisdom and prudence, It is a ques-
tion of the arts having enough money year by
year to live, not merely survive, It is a ques-
tion of the public good, the public happi-
ness, and this high purpose was stated by
our President himself in his Message on the
Arts to Congress on December 10, 1969—in
which he said:

“Americans have long given their first
concerns to the protection and enhancement
of life and liberty; we have reached the point
in our history when we should give equal
concern to “the pursuit of happiness.”

“This phrase of Jefferson’'s, enshrined in
our Declaration of Independence, is defined
today as the “quality of life.” It encompasses
a fresh dedication to protect and improve our
environment, to give added meaning to our
leisure and to make it possible for each in-
dividual to express himself freely and fully.

“The attention and support we give the
arts and humanities—especially as they affect
our young people—represent a vital part of
our commitment to enhancing the quality
of life for all Americans.

“Our creative and performing artists give
free and full expression to the American
spirit as they illuminate, criticize and cele-
brate our civilization."

“Celebrate our civilization.” If the arts
and artists falter, even fail, there will be little
to celebrate. The way is clear—it is only
money, enough money, on time.
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Mr. PELL. Mr. President, an admirable
start in Federal support of the arts has
been made by the National Endowment
for the Arts, which was established by
the National Foundation on the Arts and
Humanities Act of 1965. This authoriz-
ing legislation will lapse on June 30 of
this year. Therefore, Mr. President, I
should like to announce that the Special
Subcommittee on the Arts and Humani-
ties of the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare in conjunction with
the Special Subcommittee on Education
of the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee has scheduled joint hearings on
the renewal of the arts and humanities
legislation on January 26, 28, and Febru-
ary 3. Persons interested in submitting
statements should contact the subcom-
mittee staff.

RECESS APPOINTMENT TO FEDERAL
NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIA-
TION

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, it is
unfortunate that President Nixon has
seen fit, in a last minute, quick appoint-
ment, to bypass the Senate's right to ad-
vise and consent to a nomination for
high office in his administration. Yester-
day, only a few hours before Congress
reconvened, the President made what is
technically a recess appointment to the
presidency of the Federal National Mort-
gage Association.

Although no reason was given for such
unprecedented action, the effect may be
to give permanent status to the appointee
without regard to the advice and consent
requirement of the Federal statute.

I feel that his appointment throws a
heavy cloud over the FNMA operation,
which is so vital to the continued stabil-
ity of the housing industry at this cru-
cial time of tight money and extreme
shortage of mortgage credit.

This new action of the President fur-
ther complicates an already confusing
situation at FNMA and jeopardizes its
continued effectiveness in shoring up the
already weak mortgage market for
housing.

When I first learned, in early Decem-
ber, that the President had acted to re-
move Raymond H. Lapin as president of
FNMA, I communicated my concern to
him about the effect of this action on the
FNMA's operation, Later I wrote to him
requesting that no recess appointment be
made during the time that litigation was
pending over Mr. Lapin’'s status. Now I
learn that he has proceeded to make the
appointment and by so doing has not only
spread a cloud over the Lapin court case
but is effectively circumventing the Sen-
ate’s advice and consent authority under
the law. Mr. President, Federal law per-
mits a recess appointee to remain in of-
fice for the full session of Congress and,
in this case, the way the FNMA law is
written, the appointee can become the
permanent FNMA president without re-
gard to the will of the Senate. After May
1, 1970, FNMA can convert to a private
corporation and the question of Senate
approval of the Presidential appointee
becomes moot.

The timing of President Nixon’s ac-
tion is particularly regrettable because it
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was only last Friday—Iliterally hours be-
fore the recess appointment was made—
that the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia ruled that Mr.
Lapin’s case be given speedy treatment
in the trial court so as to remove the
doubt over the presidency of FNMA.

Under the Appeals Court decision, Mr.
President, the validity of Mr. Lapin's
removal will be decided on a motion for
summary judgment in the trial court.
In other words, the litigation is moving
along rapidly.

Why should President Nixon decide to
make an appointment now, when the
court is about to decide once and for all
the status of the FNMA presidency?

It was only 18 months ago that the
Senate gave prompt and unanimous con-
firmation to the appointment of Mr.
Lapin as President of FNMA. By all ac-
counts, the new quasi-private FNMA has
been overwhelmingly successful under
the leadership of Mr. Lapin. His efforts
have drawn accolades from Secretary
Romney, from other members of FNMA's
Board of Directors, and from the housing
and mortgage industries.

Mr. President, we are at a crucial pe-
riod in providing housing for the Amer-
ican people primarily because of the lack
of adequate mortgage credit. Fortu-
nately, and largely through Mr. Lapin’s
leadership, FNMA is providing substan-
tial support to the FHA and VA mort-
gage market. Understandably, I believe,
I was greatly concerned at the time that
the President removed Mr. Lapin that
FNMA would be weakened. I believe sub-
sequent events have shown this fear to
be founded in fact. Now he has further
complicated the situation by proceeding,
without regard to the courts and without
regard to the intent of the statute, to
name a new president to this organiza-
tion.

My concern, Mr. President, relates to
the impact that all of this confusion in
the operations of FNMA may have upon
housing so critically needed for American
families today.

ARMY CONCEPT FOR USE OF C-5A
HEAVY LIFT AIRCRAFT

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
during the latter part of the first session
of this Congress, I placed in the REcOrD
a speech given by Gen. William West-
moreland before the Association of the
U.S. Army,.

In his speech, the general touched
very briefly on a most important sub-
ject; namely, the Army of the future.
Recognizing that his thinking is of a
more mobile, smaller Army with the job
of detection pretty much resting on other
than human sources, such an Army
would require important changes in sup-
ply and logistics.

General Westmoreland sent me a pol-
icy statement, a systems description,
and a definition of terms covering the
Army’s concept for the use of the C-
5A heavy lift aircraft in the combat
service supply role. Because this very
important addition to the Air Force in-
ventory has, as usual, been receiving
derogatory accusations from the usual
uninformed sources, I thought it would
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be wise to make this Army concept

available for Members of Congress.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement be printed in the RECcORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the

Recorp, as follows:

Army CoNCEPT FOR UsSE oF C-5A/Heavy Lirr
AIRCRAFT IN THE COMBAT SERVICE SUPPORT
RoLE

POLICY STATEMENT

The principles used in developing this
policy statement are based, wherever pos-
sible, on approved Army doctrine and joint
service regulations or agreements. Analysis of
related studies and projects was used as
guidance. The basic building block was the
present logistic distribution system as modi=-
fled by the TASTA 70 organizational and
operational environment. Moreover, it intro-
duces the concept of INVENTORY IN MO-
TION, Inventory in motion, a revitalized sup-
ply management program, will minimize the
requirement for large stock levels at im-
mobile depot activities in the combat zone.

It is recognized from the outset that heavy
1ift aireraft, a program which the Army sup-
ports, do not represent a new mode of trans-
portation. However, they do provide increased
lift capacity at reduced tariff rates which
are of sufficlent magnitude to require axam-
ination of the Army logistic system to de-
termine how this capacity can most ef-
fectively be used on a routine basis. The Army
visualizes using this airlift on three strategic
roles; deployment, buildup, and resupply.
Each of these phases have distinct and
sometimes overlapping characteristics, De-
ployment pertains to the initial period when
troop units and accompanying high priority
supplies are being deployed to or towards the
objective area. Buildup generally overlaps
the deployment phase in moving large num-
bers of personnel replacements and build-
up and resupply of theater stocks to sup-
port forces In active operations. Resupply
commences on completion of the buildup
phase and continues as long as the supported
forces remain In an overseas area.

In the deployment phase, a rigidly con-
trolled priority system will be required. This
could be relaxed in the other phases when
supplies could move routinely on a first-in/
first out basis.

Increased air shipments affect all elements
of the logistic system. Th ratio of air/sur-
face transportation is changed. Improved re-
sponse should reduce the pipeline, which in
turn will affect prepositioning of supplies
and equipment.

Transition from peacetime to wartime sit-
uations are inevitably accompanied by some
changes to the current arrangements. Sep=
arate systems for each condition are not ac-
ceptable. The adjustments which must be
made can be minimized by prior planning,
particularly with respect to stockage patterns
and levels,

Effective strategic mobility depends pri-
marily on an optimum mix of: force readi-
ness, pre-positioning of war reserve stocks
and equipment, and responsive sealift and
alrlift. This policy statement primarily ad-
dresses cargo and equipment movements. It
is recognized that movement of personnel
will have an impact, particularly as a result
of contingency operations. However, use of
heavy life aircraft for the movement of pas-
sengers requires the same relative planning
effort and movement controls as are cur-
rently needed for other types of passenger
alrlift,

Introduction of heavy airlift ecapability to
the military transport system will require
changes or modifications to the current Army
combat service support system. Since the in-
troduction of these aircraft is time phased
over a two and one-half year period, any cor-
responding changes in Army logistics will
be of an evolutionary nature.
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The Army combat service support system
can be materially affected by the introduec-
tion of the heavy lift capability. The extent
and degree of this influence must be devel-
oped in anticipation of availability of the re-
sources. Potential impact areas include in-
creased throughput from source of supply to
depot, GS, DS, or user, and most significantly,
will facilitate and support changes in main-
tenance and supply operations. Improved and
resonsive documentation, communications,
and automatic data processing systems must
be made available to provide improved visi-
bility of shipinents. In the transportation
system, advances in the use of containers,
pallets, mechanized terminal equipment, and
improved materials handling equipment will
complement the new heavy lift alreraft.
Unitization will be accomplished as close as
possible to the source of supply. These im-
provements may require revised organiza-
tions and newly designed equipment as well
as possible re-orientation of portions of the
logistic system.

From a realistlc viewpoint, the logistic
system is dynamle rather than static. Thus,
new concepts made available as a result of
on-going and completed studies and projects
must be evaluated for possible inclusion in
the system as it evolves. Construction or up-
grading of Army alrfields and other support-
ing facilities must be planned. The Army
school system must respond with training
programs which will provide the requisite
skills to manage and operate the logistic
system. Despite conflicting interactions the
new impact may result in a reduction of
Army military, civilian, and indigenous em-
ployees in overseas areas. This, in turn,
should reduce dollar expenditures overseas.

The mnarrative which follows describes
briefly the Army concept. To provide con-
tinuity to the narrative, it has been aligned
to follow the flow diagram of the system
description, The system description (Annex
A) contalns amplification of concept state-
ments and supporting rationale. Keystones
in the system would be a logistic control
office (LCO) and a theater oriented Army
depot complex (TOADC) both operated by
USAMC,

The TOADC would operate both air
criented and surface oriented elements. The
L.CO and TOADC should be designed to pro-
vide responsive logistic support to a theater
using both air and surface transportation.
They would tie together supply and trans-
portation documentation to achieve theater
logistic control and wvisibility.

As an interim measure, in order to maxi-
mize use of the heavy airlift capability when
it first becomes available, depot alr consoli-
dation points should be considered for es-
tablishment. Location of the air consolida-
tion points should be in the vicinity of the
sgelected C-6A air terminals, Initially, these
consolidation points would recelve, process
and consclidate Army cargo for air ship-
ment. The consolidation points should also
serve as receiving area/break bulk points for
retrograde materiel. Interim measures over-
seas require provision of Army transporta-
tion movement control personnel at APODs.
They must have the authority to order and
commit allocated Army transportation re-
sources for the rapid clearance of air termi-
nals. Intransit cargo areas must be estab-
lished adjacent to APODs and equipped with
adequate MHE. This may require procure-
ment of non-standard, off the shelf items
compatible with Air Force equipment.
Throughout this interim period Army use of
Alr Force containers/pallets can be expected.

Evolutionary changes in Army use of the
C-5A capability should result in the follow-
Ing system. Loglstic activities supporting
overseas theaters would be theater oriented.
These activities would include an LCO and
the TOADC organized with both air and sur-
face oriented elements, These activities, the
TOADC and LCO, should be operated by
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USAMC. In CONUS, MTMTS would release
material In release units directly to the
POEs. Material which does not constitute a
release unit is forwarded to MTMTS small
shipment consolidating points (SSCPs).
There they will be consolidated into release
units for shipment to the POEs. The op-
timum objective of this system is to mini-
mize handling and maxXimize throughput.

Basically, Army shipments may be classi-
fled as routine or emergency and are exe-
cuted under the DOD priority system. Cargo
would normally be generated as a result of
MROs which are initiated by the ICP. Cargo
movements in CONUS would be managed by
MTMTS.

Release units should be containerized or
palletized. A DOD family of intermodal
modular containers of several sizes should
be available so that, whenever possible, ship-
ments can go from source to user with mini-
mum handling. Smaller containers would be
consolidated into larger containers for ease
of handling. The containers, pallets, and
MHE used by the Army for air movements
would be compatible with the 463L System.

The Air Force would designate the inter-
theater APODs which are normally perma-
nent; however, for contingency operations,
temporary intertheater APODs might be se-
lected. Upon arrival at these APODS cargo
would be discharged from the aircraft by
the Air Force. An Army air terminal move-
ment control team ATMCT(A), located at
the APOD, would provide instructions for
onward movement. Whenever possible, con-
tainer lots would be delivered direct to con-
slgnee. The following means for onward
movement would be available:

1. AF intratheater fixed wing to: (a) Air
Force Intratheater APODs, (b) Army intra-
theater APODS.

2. Army air or surface from all APODs to:
(a) Intransit cargo area(s), (b) DS/GS
area(s), (¢) Direct to wuser unit(s), (d)
Theater reserve/oversea depot complex(es).

In addition to the more common means of
transportation, Army helicopters would be
used as required and avallable to provide
terminal clearance.

Responsive telecommunications and ADPE
interface between CONUS and overseas areas
would provide timely receipt of management
and movement information. Included in this
system would be the LCO, APOE/APOD,
NICP, MTMTS, MMC, and MCC. This ca-
pability would also provide cargo identifica-
tion and interface between supply and trans-
portation documentation (intransit cargo ac-
counting).

Intransit cargo areas, operated by the
Army should be located in close proximity to
APODs, Release units requiring break bulk
could be shipped to these intransit cargo
areas for stripping and then expeditiously
delivered to consignee.

Materiel management within the theater
is the responsibility of the theater materiel
management center (MMC), In the overseas
theaters the LCO functions are performed by
the MMC, Traffic management and movement
control is the responsibility of the theater
movement control center (MCC).

Significant changes in overseas mainte-
nance activities would be supported by the
increased availability of retrograde alrlift.
Increased lift would facilitate integration of
Army maintenance capablilities and a con-
sequent realignment within DS/GS. Closed
loop operations would be expanded resulting
in better asset control. Overall there should
be an increase in retrograde shipments by
air of reparables and excess supplies. These
would constitute the bulk of Army generated
retrograde cargo. Personal property would be
considered prime second priority cargo.

User, DG/GS, and oversea theater reserve
depot complexes generating full release units
of retrograde would probably ship to the
intra-theater air terminal for subsequent
forwarding, or direct to the overseas APOE.
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To facilitate ultimate disposition in CONUS,
these release units should be compatible by
materiel commodity and oriented to the
CONUS malntenance/depot receiving points.
These movements would be directed by the
MCC in coordination with the MMC. Service-
able retrograde might be diverted to other
theaters or areas of operation by the ICP.

Less than release units would be shipped
from user, DS/GS, and depot to the intransit
cargo area for consolidation, Release units
would then be forwarded to intra- or inter-
theater alr terminals as directed by the MCC.
Alr Force personnel at the overseas APOE
would accept cargo at that point for loading
and movement to CONUS.

Upon arrival at the CONUS APOD, the
MTMTS air terminal movement control team
would arrange for the onward movement of
release units to consignees as directed by the
Army. Release units of consolidated ship-
ments would be directed to the DOD SSCP
for break bulk and further forwarding to
consignee,

A system description of the foregoing con-
cept is attached.

SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

The Army Ilogistic environment of the
1970s will be characterized by more extensive
use of air transport in support of overseas
theaters. Responsive logistic supply and
maintenance techniques must support this
increased use of air lines of communications.
Bimplified documentation, improved com-
munications, and extensive automatic data
processing systems contribute to a more re-
sponsive logistic distribution system. This
system functions with supporting ADP ma-
teriel and movement management systems
and is orilented toward throughput of unit-
ized cargo.

The concepts used are considered as having
the least impact upon the existing system
and can be inserted in the current logistic
system within the 1970-1975 time frame, The
critical link between the CONUS and over-
seas materlel distribution systems is the lo-
gistic control office (LCO) and the theater
oriented Army depot complex (TOADC)
which are integrated operationally. The lo-
gistic control office is responsible for accom-
plishing the following: establishes the inte-
gration of supply and movement informa-
tion; provides the supported theater(s) with
a single point of contact for all inguiries
concerning the status of materiel In the sup-
ply and transportation systems; functions as
a principal management center for integrat-
ing the CONUS and theater logistic manage-
ment information systems; and performs
other functions currently being accomplished
by the established LCOs, to include the “Red-
ball” procedures. These management infor-
mation systems will be based on the MIL-
STANDARD systems and the Automatic Digi-
tal Network (AUTODIN) and will provide
data for development of a supply manifest
document.

The LCO will establish management con-
trols to provide visibility of Inventory In
motion into and out of a theater.

Theater supply support “push or pull"
will be as prescribed by MILSTRIP proce-
dures, with the documentation transmitted
via AUTODIN. Requisitions and related doc-
umentation will be automatically and con-
currently transmitted to the LCO to provide
data for a logistic intelligence file (LIF).
Release of cargo to transportation as docu-
mented by “shipment status,” including
shipper assigned transportation eontrol
number (TCN), flows through the AUTODIN
and is automatically and concurrently trans-
mitted to the LCO. Materiel movement and
documentation will be as prescribed by
MILSTAMP procedures, including the TCN
as developed by the shipper and included in
the *“shipment status” previously dis-
patched via AUTODIN.

This data record developed by the LCO
provides the case data for development of a
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supply manifest document. This document
will contain the requisition number, FSN,
quantity, TCN/sub-TCN, fiight/vessel, con-
tainer/pallet number, APOD/SPOD, ETA
(Day/Hour), and a shipment receipt con-
trol code. This document will provide MIL~
STRIP/MILSTAMP interface and precede
MILSTEP implementation overseas, in addi-
tion to providing the consignee with mate-
riel flow status.

The data record as developed and stored
by the LCO (supply and transportation) con-
talns the essential elements to provide visi-
bility of inventory in motion, a supply man-
ifest document for dispatch to the MMC
which has an LCO type function and re-
sponse to supply follow-up or transportation
tracer.

The furnishing of a supply manifest doc-
ument to the MMC provides the capability
to the theater to confirm the shipment re-
celpt to the CONUS LCO.

Retrograde supply/transportation docu-
ment flow will basically follow that proce-
dure as described for cargo inbound to a
theater, but in reverse. Materiel will move
from DS/GS or depot to an intransit cargo
area or direct to the APOE/SPOE under con-
trol of the MCC, utilizing the MILSTAMP
procedures.

The supply documentation (MILSTRIP)
will be prepared or controlled by the LCO
element of the MMC. Varlation in supply
documentation as prescribed for manage-
ment of excess materiel, Closed Loop, Sec-
ondary Items Intensive Management
(SIIM), automatic returns, or the weapons
systems and management systems, will be
controlled on the supply document number,
to include FSN and quantity, thereby re-
flecting the reentry of these materiels in
the pipeline for item visibility of inventory
in motion.

A retrograde history status file similar to
a logistic intelligence file (LIF) will be de-
veloped by the MMC, to include transpor-
tation data furnished by the document. This
document will be fransmitted to the
CONUS LCO in a timely manner to permit
management controls for receipt and on-
ward movement of materiel through =&
CONUS APOD/SPOD to ultimate CONUS
consignee.

The CONUS LCO will transmit advice of
receipt of retrograde identified on the retro-
grade supply manifest document to the
MMC,

The theater oriented Army depot complex
(TOADC) will store Army managed items.
The specific items and stockage levels of
TOADC will be managed by the CONUS
itemn manager and will be based, as & mini-
mum, on the theater authorized stockage
list(s), (TASL) of the supported theater(s).
Upon direction of the item manager, the
TOADC will initiate the physical shipment
of materiel. Based upon Instructions re-
ceived, these shipments will be prepared for
movement by surface or air modes of trans-
portation, and will be oriented toward
throughput distribution.

Items designated as air eligible such as
major components, assemblies, certain re-
pair parts, and electronic items will be
stocked at the air oriented elements of the
TOADC. These air oriented elements are
concerned with those TASL items which are
designated to be routinely shipped by air.
These items require different packing specifi-
cations and response requirements than those
using surface as the normal transportation
meode. Accordingly, the TOADC should be a
convenient geographic location to the APOE.
The TOADC selecting from a family of vari-
ous sizes modular containers, picks, packs,
and marks materiel for shipment to the
consignee, Where possible materiel will be
prepared to facilitate throughput distribu-
tion direct to DSU/GSU and other author-
ized consignees. The modular contalners are,
in turn, stowed in inter-modal containers
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and shipped to the APOE. Daily deliveries
of specific tonnage, programmed in ad-
vacned are made in this manner.

Transportation movements control activi-
ties (CONUS/overseas) are concerned with
planning, coordinating, programming and
supervising the allocation and use of avail-
able air and surface transportation resources
to meet movement requirements. Central-
ized control of cargo movements overseas
and In CONUS is required and must consider
the total requirements for mode determina-
tion, The MTMTS and the MCC will provide
centralized movement control in CONUS and
overseas respectively., These agencles must
have the capabllity to interface with each
other and with their respecfive materiel
management activities. Alr transportation
cargo movements addressed below will con-
sider three basic processing routines—fore-
casting, scheduling and monitoring. The
Military Airlift Command (MAC) will pro-
vide inter-theater loglstical alrlift support
based on allocations made by the JCS.

The management of air cargo movements
will be intensified as airlift capacity in-
creases. Transportation movements manage-
ment must employ ADP systems, supported
by a responsive electronic communication
system, which is compatible to and inter-
faces with overseas and CONUS supply and
maintenance systems.

The MTMTS, with respect to air transport,
will manage the movement of air cargo from
the consignors to the CONUS APOE and the
movement management of retrograde cargo
(theater export) from the CONUS APODs
to its designated consignee.

Overseas, the MCC functions are timely air
terminal clearance for the rapid movement
of cargo to.consignees and movement man-
agement of export cargo (retrograde) to
theater APOEs for alrlift to the CONUS
APODs.

Shipping agencies submit movement re-
guirements to Eastern or Western
area headquarters. Movement forecasts are
cyclic and provide a range of forecasts with
respect to advance planning down to short
range forecasting which constitutes the act-
ual movements program. The movements
program provides the basls for the schedul-
ing process accomplished by the operator.
The movements program is based on line
item prlority with a capability to adjust for
emergency movements, The scheduling proe-
ess includes the *call forward" of cargo to
the APOE staging area.

Non-programmed emergency shipments
generated by consignors will be offered, proc-
e:sed and transported to the APOE in ac-
cordance with established procedures. The
alr movement program includes provisions
for the movement of non-programmed cargo.
If requirements exceed dally scheduled air-
lift capability, line item adjustments to the
program will be made.

Normally, the air element of the TOADC
and the MTMTS SSCP will be located in
close proximity to the APOE, and will re-
quire responsive surface transport. RUs from
depots/manufacturers may require use of
LOGAIR/QUICK TRANS type service. Sched-
uling of the movements program will dic-
tate the mode required to effect timely
movement to the APOE,

The theater MCC utilizes the forecast,
schedule and monitor processes to insure
timely air terminal clearance and the move-
ment of export cargo (retrograde) to theater
APOEs. The forecast process provides for
transport requirement input to the MCC on
a timely basis for the development of the
air movements program for onward move-
ment of cargo from inter-theater APODs.
This program considers required surface
transportation, Air Force fixed wing airlift
capabllity, and Army air transportation.
Forecasting movements of retrograde cargo
to the theater APOE is also accomplished in
this process. The scheduling process is the
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implementation of the movements program.
Army air and surface transport assets are
controlled by the MCC. Air Force intra-
theater and inter-theater airlift is an MCC/
MAC/TAF coordinated effort.

Emphasis for consolldation of cargo into
RUs will be at all levels of cargo prepara-
tion, The optimum point for consolidation
would be at the originating shipping point.

In CONUS, less than release unit ship-
ments will be consolidated at designated
consolidation points. Full release unit ship-
ments from consignors will be ordered di-
rectly into the cargo staging areas of the
APOE.

In theaters, the intransit cargo areas lo-
cated in close proximity to the theater
APOE/Ds, operated by the Army, will, as
required, perform the break bulk mission
for incoming cargo and act as a small ship-
ment consolidating point for export cargo.
Each theater APOE/D and intransit storage
area will have a movements control team
with authority to commit allocated trans-
portation assets (Army) to support their as-
signed mission,

Retrograde cargo designated for move-
ments from the theater will be prepared
and offered through the appropriate chan-
nels to the MCC. The MCC will program and
schedule movement to the overseas APOE/D
and intransit cargo area for RU and LRUs
respectively. The intransit cargo area will
assemble LRUs into RUs for onward move-
ment and the MCC will handle these the
same as other RU shipments.

The monitoring process of the movement
management activities in coordinating with
their respective supply management agen=
cles (LCO/MMC) will provide shipment
status,

DEFINITION OF TERMS

APOE/D: Aerial Port of Embarkation /De-
barkation.

ATMCT(A) : Alr Terminal Movement Con-
trol Team (Army).

LRU (Milstamp DOD, 4500.32-R): Less
than Release Unit—A unit that can be
placed in the transportation system without
prior positive clearance by a movement con-
trol authority. v

LOGAIR/QUICK, Trans. System: CONUS
contract air movement systems (intra-
CONUS).

MCC: Movements Control Center,

MMC: Materiel Management Center.

Red Ball/009: A logistical system that pro-
vides intensive management procedures and
expedited requisitioning and delivery of re-
pair parts to maintain designated equipment
at acceptable operational readiness rates.

RU (Milstamp DOD, 4500.32-R): Release
Unit—A shipment unit which, because of a
specific commodity designation, weight, or
size or mode of transportation must be of-
fered to a movement control authority for
positive action (acceptable as minimum
quantity offered for shipment—vehicle,
CONEX container, intermodel container, or
463L pallet) before being placed into a trans-
portation system.

SSCP: ©Small Shipment Consolidation
Point—MTMTS established and operated in
support of all DOD services.

TOADC: Theater Oriented Army Depot
Complex.

TCN: Transportation Control Number,

Throughput: Throughput distribution is
the shipment of supplies from points of
origin (CONUS and rear depots in the thea-
ter) as far forward Into the combat zone as
possible, bypassing intermediate supply ac-
tivitles. Rehandling and transshipment
(transferring) at intermediate locations with
the transportation system are avoided when-
ever practicable.

Deployment: That phase which pertains to
the initial period when troop units and ac-
companying high priority supplies are being
deployed to or towards the objective areas.
(An example s movement to RVN in 1965/
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1968.) During this phase airlift is in short
supply.

Buildup: This phase generally overlaps the
deployment phase and pertains to the move-
ment of large numbers of personnel replace-
ments and & buildup and resupply of theater
stocks to support forces in active operations.
The transition from the deployment phase is
gradual as in the transition to the resupply
phase.

Resupply: This phase commences on com-
pletion of the buildup phase and continues
as long as the supported forces remain in an
overseas area.

SIIM: Secondary Items Intensive Manage-
ment (SIIM) is designed to provide visibility,
control and management of high value and
essential/critical items. Implementation will
be applied In two increments. The first incre-
ment will encompass only repairable items
and the second increment will encompass
both repairables and consumables,

REPORT OF TOUR OF OKLAHOMA
BY SENATOR HARRIS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I took ad-
vantage of the recent adjournment of
Congress fo make an extensive 10-day,
29-county four of my home State of
Oklahoma.

During that period, I held numerous
meetings throughout the State, usually
consisting primarily of question-and-
answer sessions.

I found Oklahomans very much con-
cerned about continued inflation, high-
interest rates, the President’s announced
intention to veto HEW appropriations,
low farm prices, and a good many other
subjects.

Most of all, Oklahomans expressed to
me their grave concern about the con-
tinuing war in Vietnam. As I began the
tour on January 9, I issued a statement
about the Vietnam war, calling for a more
rapid U.S. withdrawal, for greater prog-
ress toward broadening the base of the
government in the south, and for repeal
of the Tonkin Gulf resolution. I ask
unanimous consent that the statement
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

During the tour, marked by the largest
crowds and most enthusiastic reception
I have had since I came to the Senate,
I always discussed these and other as-
pects of the Vietnam war. I found mount-
ing impatience with the war and increas-
ing sentiment in favor of more rapid
disengagement from it.

I hope that this report may be of in-
terest to Senators as we begin this new
session of the 91st Congress. I have also
brought it to the attention of the chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRIS

The statement of South Vietnam’s Presi-
dent Thieu today that all U.8. combat ground
troops could not be withdrawn from South
Vietnam by the end of this year, as so many
of us had hoped and advocated and that sub-
stantlal numbers of U8, troops would have
to remain in Vietnam for many years, Is very
disturbing.

I have supported former Secretary of De-
fense Clark Clifford’s plan for removing all
U.S. combat ground troops from Vietnam by
the end of 1970, On more than one occasion,
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President Nixon has indicated that he hopes
to beat that schedule.

President Thieu's latest statement shows
again the basic problem with the Vietnam-
ization plan; too much depends upon deci-
slons made by the Saigon government, rather
than by us.

President Thieu's statement points up the
need for the full hearings which are planned
soon by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. I have serious doubts concerning the
Vietnamization plan, I am not satisfied with
the rate at which U.S. troops are being
brought home, and I am concerned about the
inadequate progress that is belng made to-
ward broadening the base of the government
in the South so that it will have wider popu-
lar support.

I am glad that all these matters will be
fully considered by the Foreign Relations
Committee. I hope that, among other things,
the Committee will recommend passage of
the Church-Hatfield Resolution, of which I
am a cosponsor, calling for more rapid U.S.
withdrawals, We simply must not allow
others to decide how long American boys will
have to continue to fight in Vietnam,

I hope the Committee will also decide to
recommend repeal of the Tonkin Bay Res-
olution, so that we will not get in similar
situations in Laos or Thailand or elsewhere
in the future without the full knowledge and
consent of the Congress.

NEW YORK TIMES EDITORIAL CALLS
FOR FUNDAMENTAL REFORMS AT
THE PENTAGON

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
New York Times for Saturday, January
17, contains a most thoughtful and con-
structively critical editorial concerning
the most recent announcement by the
Pentagon and Secretary Laird on pro-

posed personnel cutbacks.

While at first glance the proposals to
cut the number of men in uniform by
600,000, to reduce Pentagon civilian per-
sonnel by 150,000, and to reduce prime
contracts affecting 500,000 workers may
seem significant, a more detailed analysis
indicates that they are very minor indeed.

First of all, these cuts are fo take place
over the next 18 months. They will not be
fully in effect until June 30, 1971,

Second, even by that time the number
of men in uniform will still be several
hundred thousand above the pre-Viet-
nam levels. Surely, in a year and a half
from now, the number of men and women
in uniform should be, at most, at the pre-
Vietnam level.

Third, the reduction in civilians at the
Pentagon is relatively small. There are
now almost 1.3 million civilian employ-
ees. About 20,000 per month resign or re-
tire. That is a reduction by those means
of 360,000 in the next 18 months. But the
total proposed Pentagon cut for its ci-
vilian agencies in that period is only
150,000. This means that the Pentagon
will fill almost 60 percent of the jobs
which would otherwise be lost through
attrition during this time.

Finally, as the editorial so ably points
out, none of this represents any real in-
crease in efficiency or productivity. What
we need is a Defense Department which
buys weapons systems for the original
estimated price, which sees to it that they
are delivered on time, and guarantees
that they work.

We need a Defense Department where
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a far larger share of our uniform per-
sonnel are in combat-ready units rather
than in supply and logistics.

We need a system which is more effi-
cient because the military carries a
lighter pack and is no longer surfeited
with excesses and waste.

None of these fundamental reforms are
bing made; in fact with the firing of A. E.
Fitzgerald, the Pentagon has told both its
military and civilian employees that any-
one who tries to save money and promote
efficiency will get the ax.

What we need is fundamental reform.
What we are getting are easy answers.

The New York Times ediforial says
this in an eloquent way.

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

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

How Bic THE CUTBACK?

The additional cutbacks in defense spend-
Ing, sketched by Defense Secretary Laird the
other day, need to be put in perspective lest
they seem larger than they are. They amount
only to the reductions in spending to come
from a scaling down of operations in Viet-
nam plus a little more trimmed here and
there from a bloated budget. They represent
no fundamental shifts in strategy, much
less any reordering of priorities.

According to the figures released, the budg-
et cuts to be effected this year and the next
will cost 1,250,000 jobs within the military
establishment cnd defense-related industries.
A large figure In itself, it requires compari=
son with larger figures still.

For example, the strength of the armed
forces will be trimmed about 600,000, but the
cut will still leave 2.8 million Americans in
uniform, a figure larger than at the start of
the Vietnam war. The 150,000 cut in civilian
jobs within the military establishment will
still leave more than 1.1 million civilians
holding such employment. This size cut,
stretched over a period of a year and a half,
would be absorbed by simple attrition.

The number of workers In defense-related
industries now listed as 3.8 million will drop
to 3.3 million. But, given the present tight-
ness of the labor market, the shakeout could
be more than offset by expanded domestic
employment, especlally if the Federal Gov-
ernment gave the kind of encouragement to
housing construction and environmental pro-
tection that these neglected areas of activity
require.

What also needs noting is that, despite
these projected cuts, the military budget will
continue to hover somewhere between 870
billion and $80 billion and that it will con-
tinue to absorb a distinctly disproportionate
amount of the nation’s tax revenues. The
cuts connote none of the really hard de-
cisions that still must come; actually, they
do not even connote increased efficiency.

The defense establishment continues to
rumble along with excessive overseas bases,
overkill potentials in many programs, a Navy
as large as all the rest of the world's navies
put together.

Fortunately, Senator William Proxmire of
Wisconsin, chalrman of a subcommittee of
the Joint Economic Committee, Intends to
proceed with the line of inguiry he pursued
at the last session of the Congress, exam-
ining the defense budget In far greater de-
tafl than Congress has ever examined it be-
fore. The cuts now announced by Secretary
Laird are doubtless related to this new Con-
gressional awareness of the need to reorder
both military and domestic priorities. More
vigilance by Congress will produce addi-
tional dividends for America in a stronger,
sounder society.
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COMMUNIST CRUELTY TO AMERI-
CAN PRISONERS OF WAR IN VIET-
NAM

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, last
weekend the civilized world was angered,
shocked, and saddened by reports con-
cerning the discovery of new evidence of
Communist cruelty to American prison-
ers of war in Vietnam.

According to American authorities,
the bodies of two American soldiers were
recently discovered in a shallow grave
in South Vietnam. The bodies were dis-
covered Christmas Eve. The men had
been dead a long time, perhaps since
1966. Both men had been executed. And
they were executed only after being
dragged from village to village and pa-
raded and displayed for Communist
propaganda purposes.

Certainly, American behavior in Viet-
nam has not been faultless. Investiga-
tions are now underway to determine the
nature and degree of American guilt for
the incident at Mylai. Needless to say,
the crimes of the enemy in no way ex-
cuse any crimes committed by Ameri-
cans. We have always—and rightly—
held ourselves to more exacting stand-
ards of conduct than those adopted by
our enemies.

Nevertheless, we must not allow our
proper indignation about American mis-
deeds to silence our outrage about the
enemy’s misdeeds. Nor should we allow
the shame we feel for alleged American
crimes to blur the crucial distinction be-
tween American and Communist crimes.

American crimes are infrequent. They
are also the result of individual weak-
ness and instability under the strain of
combat. In contrast, the enemy’s in-
numerable crimes, before and after the
massacres at Hue, are a matter of coldly
calculated policy. The enemy’s crimes are
the more odious because they are sys-
temadtic.

This is true of the crimes the enemy
commits while waging war in the south.
It is also true of the crimes he commits
against American prisoners of war.

It has long been apparent that the
Vietnamese Communists are uncom-
monly vicious in their treatment of pris-
oners. They showed this recently in their
ruthless tormenting of American wives
who ask—and ask in vain—for nothing
more than word as to whether their hus-
bands are alive in North Vietnamese
prisoner-of-war camps.

It has long been apparent that the
North Vietnamese will not show a de-
cent respect for the opinion of mankind.
Their contempt for civilized standards
was demonstrated during the Christmas
holidays by their mean-minded refusal
to receive planeloads of donated Ameri-
can food and medical supplies intended
for the American prisoners.

Now comes the grim announcement
of the murder of our two soldiers. The
public display and parading of prisoners
of war is contrary to the rules which
civilized nations accept regarding pris-
oners. The murder of prisoners of war is
simply barbariec.

Still, we are not learning at this late
date that our enemy in Vietnam is ruth-
less. We have known that for years. Un-
fortunately, what we learn from this re-
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cent murder of two prisoners is that our
enemy still has innovations in cruelty
that we have not anticipated.

We have underestimated many things
in this war. Every day it becomes more
apparent that we especially underesti-
mated the enemy’s capacity for reckless
inhumanity.

DEATH OF DAVID O. McKAY, PRESI-
DENT OF CHURCH OF JESUS
CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS

Mr. BIBLE, Mr, President, one of the
world’s great spiritual leaders is dead
at the age of 96. His passing will be
mourned by men of every religious per-
suasion, for his achievements exerted a
creative influence on the entire Chris-
tian community as well as providing
inspiration to members of his own faith.

David O. McKay, ninth president of
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints, was a devoted servant of
God. A man of humble origin, he rose
to the highest office of a faith whose
membership increased more than
twentyfold during his long and produc-
tive life on earth.

Much of the growth and progress of
the Mormon Church is the direct result
of President McKay’'s remarkable lead-
ership. He was a missionary in the most
literal sense, a tireless pilgrim who jour-
neyed more than a million miles, at home
and abroad, to share the tenets of his
faith,

When he assumed the presidency in
1951, church membership was 1.1 mil-
lion, Today it is 3 million. The number
of wards has increased from 1,666 to
more than 4,500; the number of stakes
from 191 to more than 500. Scores of new
chapels and seminaries have risen. Three
new temples are at present under con-
struction—one in the Washington, D.C.,
metropolitan area, the others in Utah.

But while he recognized the value of
temporal accomplishments, President
McKay repeatedly emphasized the pri-
macy of the spirit. As he once observed
during a discussion of the church’s hold-
ings:

In my mind, these material things come
second. The greatest need In the world is
spirituality.

The wisdom of his words should be
heeded by all men, everywhere. And we
may profit even more by the example of
his lifetime. For here, in an age of sophis-
tication and materialism, lived a man
of piety and humility who demonstrated
that a simple act of faith can do more
to shape human destiny than all the
armies of the earth. There is a lesson
there for each of us.

INFLATION AND THE UNIONS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, per-
haps the most vexing and troublesome
problem that faces our Nation as we move
into the decade of the 1970's is inflation.

This is a problem which has coneerned
me for many years. I was among those
who saw it building up in the early years
of the last decade, when extravagant
Government expenditures caused us to
run one Federal deficit after another. It
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may be that we who have a background
in business and have had to face the
problem of meeting a payroll have been
more sensitive to factors which aggravate
the cost-price phase of inflation.

In all evenis, my concern over this
problem has reached a new plateau. I see
real danger ahead of us because of the
demands now being raised by large, na-
tionwide unions for exorbitant wage
inecreases which bear no relationship to
increased worker productivity or effi-
ciency.

Mr. President, I aired some of my
thoughts on that subject recently in an
address to the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces. I ask unanimous consent
that the speech be printed in the Recorp.

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

ADDRESS BY SENATOR GOLDWATER

If I may, I should like to discuss with you
this evening a problem which I belleve could
be the most troublesome that our nation is
likely to confront in the decade of the 70's,
It is a problem which affects all areas of our
lives and our activities and which contains
more seeds of disruption than anything
which looms today on either the domestic
or the forelgn horizon, I am not speaking
now of the war in Vietnam, or the interna-
tional arms race, or the crlme wave in our
cities, the disruption on our campuses or
the pollution In our air and in our streams.

No, my reference here is to a disease which
ranges over the entire broad aspect of all our
endeavors, be they directed at war or peace.
It is the problem of inflation. It is the prob-
lem of the disappearing dollar. It is the prob-
lem of skyrocketing prices. It is the problem
which can lead us to insolvency on the one
hand or outright depression on the other.

This is a question, among other things,
which is perhaps the greatest problem con-
fronting the military of this nation and
those leaders among us who are charged
with the responsibility of our national de-
fense, the securlty of our 204 million people,
the maintenance of our obligations through-
out the world and the honoring of our just
commitments in the community of nations.

Your interest, of course, rests primarily
with the military. This 5 a field in which
inflation is complicating and interferring
wth all of procurement, from heavily sophis-
ticated weapons systems right down to the
tent pegs for the Army. Inflation is the one
big important reason why the critics of de-
fense and the outright enemies of the Amer-
ican military establishment can make great
headlines and tremendous noise about the
cost factors involved in this nation’s main-
taining an adequate defense posture to glve
credibility to its leadership.

These are days when it is difficult to pick
up a newspaper without finding another
story about cost overruns in the Department
of Defense or about inflated costs for new
equipment ordered by the Army, the Navy
or the Air Force. A large amount of space
is devoted these days to inflated government
expenditures. Some of this attention comes
from members of Congress and from areas
of our political system which were the prime
movers in the whole process of building a
Federal super-government, a welfare state
charged with the financial responsibility of
doing almost anything that anybody needed
or wanted done.

Much of the talk about government econ-
omy we hear today comes from the liberals,
from the people who gave us a multi-billion
dollar, domestic and worldwide responsibility
when it wasn't required. It is coming from
people who yell like stuck pigs when an
overcost Is found in the Defense Department
but who never raise a peep about the billions
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of dollars that have gone down the drain
through waste and inefficlency and duplica-
tion and favoritism in the administration of
domestic education and welfare programs.

In other words, the committees headed by
Senators Proxmire and Fulbright that con-
tinually complain about the cost of staying
even with our adversaries in the business of
defense never get around to complaining
about wastage of the taxpayers’ money in
programs which bear the labels health, edu-
cation and welfare. It almost seems that to
these groups the words “defense” or “mili-
tary" are synonymous with evil -and are
legitimate prey for any kind of legislative re-
form or finaneial pruning, but that programs
which have a high-sounding purpose and
are listed under words like “welfare" or “edu-
cation” or “anti-poverty" or “housing” are
sutomatically so noble in their intent that
they are above scrutiny by the searchers for
waste and certainly above suspicion in the
whole field of over-funding.

But my purpose here this evening is the
question of inflated prices. It is the question
of rising costs which are being met through
higher prices to the consumer.

The problem of inflation was not invented
by the Republican Party. It did not arrive
on the nation’s doorstep with the Nixon Ad-
ministration. It iz not susceptible to solu-
tlon by the waving of a magic wand from
the White House. This problem—and I am
proud to say it is one that I have been giv-
ing my attention to for many years—is a
product of governmental foolishness, It has
its roots in the economic heresy of the "new
economics.” It is the result of a deliberate
but false national policy of fiscal manage-
ment.

Perhaps some of you remember the great
departure from fiscal responsibility in the
name of fiscal inventiveness. It occurred, or
rather gathered its great momentum, in the
early days of the Eennedy Administration
and was accelerated throughout the years
that President Johnson occupled the White
House. This was the era when people who
argued for balanced budgets or for payments
on the national debt or for reduction at
least of budget.deficits were laughed at as
old fashioned. A phrase was created called
“the puritan ethic.” And this was taken to
mean that anyone who argued for the old
fundamentals of responsible management
was an economic “square” and not equal to
the great demands and challenges of what
we were told was "this changing world."”

‘This was the period when balanced budg-
ets were described as “dangerous.” This is
the period when we were told by a new
breed of economists that the running of con-
secutive Federal deficits was healthy in an
expanding economy. This was the era when
the fallacy that “a little inflation™ is good
for the economic health of the nation got
its powerful push. Some of us argued then—
but to no avail—that a little inflation was
like & woman who was a little bit pregnant.

There was no mystery about the approach
that should have been taken hy responsible
men in a responsible government in a posl-
tion of world leadership. Every housewife
knew what would happen if her income did
not even approximate her rate of expendi-
ture. It didn't take a Harvard economic ma-
jor to figure out that a famlily budget was
drawn up for one important purpose—to
maintaln a balance between a family's earn-
ing power and its spending activity. By the
same token, government budgets were drawn
up for exactly the same purpose.

It may still be a species of treason in the
1iberal community to argue for such
“sguare” and “old fashioned” fundamentals
of responsible government fiscal policy. If
50, the United States bears the distinction
of being the only enlightened, sophisticated,
up-to-date and “in" nation in the world.

This is true because in Europe, in the
Far East, in Latin America, wherever na-
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tions are operated, the requirements of fis-
cal responsibility are unchanging. They rule
in Europe just as rigidly as they rule in the
affairs of the Jones family down the street.

Much of our trouble with foreign nations
when it comes to problems such as our bal-
ance of payments and international mone-
tary affairs Is that the United States dollar
Is called Into question because the United
States Government for so long showed no
attempt to balance its budget and put an
end to deficit financing, Throughout much
of the last decade this nation’s leaders dis-
regarded the broad hints and open advice of
other natlons with whom we had dealings
that they would be much happier if our
government were to exercise more facetz of
fiscal responsibility and economic restraint,

And what we have today is an administra-
tion which 1is struggling mightly with a
tremendous task. What the President and
his advisors are up against is an effort to
slow down a juggernaut of inflation which
has been rolling unchecked for so long that
it has gained a momentum that nobody can
accurately gauge. It was felt in the begin-
ning that heroic efforts of the administra-
tion in turning an estimated "$25 billion
deficit into a budgetary surplus and a re-
duction of some §7 billlon in expenditures
estimated by outgoing President Johnson
would slow things down, It is apparent now
that these steps, while they are important
and have helped to an extent, are not
enough. It is apparent also that the Presi-
dent’s courageous tax recommendations and
his threat to veto the extravagant Health,
Education and Welfare package which the
Democratic Congress lald on this desk also
will not be sufficient to the task.

The government, in its malntenance
through the Federal Reserve Board of a
tight money policy plus the actions of the
new administration, perhaps has done al-
most everything it could be expected to do
in a mechanical way at this stage. And per-
haps it is entirely correct that the economy
is at last beginning to cool down and that
indications are beginning to show that the
tight credit and high interest rates are be-
ginning to dampen overall business activities.
But here we must of necessity ask ourselves
if we are sure that a dampening of business
activity will lead to a dampening of price in-
flation. The prominent economist and writer,
Dr. Arthur O. Dahlberg, insists that this is
not necessarily the case. He points to the
credit crunch of 1966 and says that tight
credit then dampened business activities so
effectively that the Federal Reserve Index of
industrial production dropped four points.
Yet the rate of price inflation did not recede.

The reason for this is the problem that we
are running right smack into in the year
1970. And that problem is the great unmen-
tloned factor in the whole inflation plcture.
It is the inflationary aspect of higher and
higher union wage hikes. It is the problem
of wrestling with unions so powerful that
they can demand and obtain from manage-
ment wage increases which have no relation
to increased productivity. It is the problem of
union privilege distorting a nation’s economy.
It is the problem of unions becoming so
powerful that they can force management
and employers to disregard all the lessons
of the past and all the historic applications
of economie principles and grant wage in-
crenses far in excess of what is justified by
the amount of labor performed.

This is the big one of the 70s, For we are
moving from an inflation in which excess
demand pulls up prices into an inflation in
which big wage increases push up prices.
Financial writers say that 1970 will be a
year of whopping wage increases. Their es-
timate 1s based on the fact that some 5 mil-
lHon workers in heavily organized American
industry, including workers in the trucking,
auto, rubber, meat packing, clothing and con-
struction industries will present management
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with new record-breaking demands in the
next 12 months. Historically, wage increases
are supposed to bear at least some compari-
son to an increased rate of worker produc-
tivity. However, favoritism and special priv-
ileges granted to the big unions in this coun-
try have effectively destroyed this historical
ratio,

Since the late 1940s, wage costs In industry
have risen more rapidly than efficiency, The
result has been that employers have had no
productivity cushion left after paying for
wage Increases. This means they have been
unable to cut prices. Instead they have had
to raise prices steadily in order to obtain a
margin for profit.

The disparity between increased produc-
tivity and increased wages set something of
a record in 1960. Government figures show
that productivity increased approximately
3 per cent during the year, but the union
wage increases ran between 7 per cent and
9 per cent for the year.

To give you some idea of what we are fac-
ing, let me point out that one big union—
the Teamsters—whose contracts expire in
March is demanding benefits which will ap-
proximate a 62 per cent increase over a three-
year period.

We can see then that the wide and growing
gap between annual wage rate increases and
annual per manhour output increases is the
root cause of the present price inflation, This
is almost beyond argument, but it gets very
little attention in the proper circles. I have
been one of those who has been arguing for
many years against the special privileges
which we have granted the large labor unions
through Federal law. I have, time and again,
warned that we would someday reach a time
of reckoning. I argued that in our great zeal
to equalize the forces of capital and labor In
the early 30s (a correction of power balance
which I believed correct and overdue) we
allowed the pendulm to swing too far; that
we had invested union leaders with unjusti-
fled power over the economic well-being of
the nation; that management and the public
were not equal partners with labor before the
law in this equation. As early as 1961, I wrote
a paper which was titled “The Forgotten
American” in which I pointed to the squeeze
that was being put on the average American
taxpayer and consumer because of special
preferences granted the union bosses.

Now I believe that day of reckoning is at
hand, and I don't believe that we are going
to attack the root causes of this debilitating
and discouraging price inflation until Con-
gress develops some guts. Not until Congress
takes action to cut down on the powers,
the libertles, the immunities and the privi-
leges of our large labor unions will we make
the kind of progress which is needed.

And I can only cite to you the greater power
exercised by the union bosses In the Senate
action in rejecting the nomination of Judge
Clement Haynsworth for appointment to the
Supreme Court as an example of thelir con-
tinuing influence. Many knowledgeable ob-
servers chalked up this administration defeat
as a direct victory for union pressure.

This being the case, I believe that the peo-
ple most directly involved—ecalled the “For-
gotten Americans,” “The Silent Majority,”
the “Unheard Consumers,” or what you will—
must be Informed of the stakes involved in
bringing this union power under some kind
of reasonable management. We need, in short,
an informed public. We need more and more
spokesmen who know the root causes of in-
flation. It is the simple mathematical fact
that a small percentage increase In the huge
sum paid to organized workers looms large
in the price inflation. The public must be
made to understand that liberal spokesmen
who blame the entire inflation problem on
increased corporate profits are playing the
role of the demagogue.

I have a great confidence in the ability of
the majority of the American people to reach
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the right conclusion once the facts are pre-
sented to them. Our current trouble is that
we have not been diligent enough or deter-
mined enough to explain the economic facts
of life in a fashion which can be readily
understood.

Now I believe is the time to develop a
public so well informed that it will over-
power the influence of the union bosses In
the halls of Congress. We now have an ad-
ministration which is dedicated to sound
fiscal policy. President Nixon has adequately
proven his determination to cut dowm on
unnecessary Federal spending and to strive
to achieve the budget balance so necessary
in the fight against inflation. It is time for
unions and their leaders to display a degree
of responsibility. And it is time for the Con-
gress to make these powerful and integral
segments of the national economy account-
able for their actions.

THE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIP-
YARD SCORES AGAIN

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, an installa-
tion of immense pride in New Hampshire,
has once again been recognized for its
efficiency by its receipt of the Navy
Achievement Award for outstanding sup-
port of the cost reduction program for
this year.

The award came from Adm. Ignatius
J. Galantin, chief of naval materiel, and
from Rear Adm. Nathan Sonenshein,
commander, Naval Ship Systems Com-
mand.

As reported by the shipyard’s news-
paper, the Portsmouth Periscope, the
shipyard has been applauded for its
124.T-percent achievement of an assigned

reduction of $1,696,000. In other words,
the shipyard exceeded its goal of saving
funds by nearly $% million.

In this day of cost overruns and other
mounting costs, this is an enormous ac-

complishment. It places Portsmouth
among the top four naval shipyards in
the country in achieving lower costs.

I wish personally to commend the com-
manding officer of the shipyard, Capt.
Donald H. Kern, and particularly each
and every one of the men and women at
the shipyard who contributed so much to
making this award possible.

The shipyard has once again proved
its place as one of the top naval installa-
tions in the Nation, making great con-
tributions to our defense effort.

The nuclear submarine Tinosa, the
conversion of the Polaris submarine Sam
Rayburn, the continuing work on the
nuclear submarine Sand Lance, which
was just launched at the shipyard, and
the performance on the experimental
submarine Albacore, and on the research
submarine Dolphin are vital projects to
our Nation’s naval strength.

I hope that Senators are as much im-
pressed as I am with this latest achieve-
ment of the Portsmouth shipyard and
that they join with me in assuring that
this vital installation will not be closed.

LETTER FROM A BEREAVED FATHER
TO THE PRESIDENT OF NORTH
VIETNAM

Mr. SAXEBE. Mr. President, I recently
received a copy of a letter from a friend
of mine in Ohio whose son died from
wounds suffered in Vietnam. The letter
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was sent to the President of North Viet-
nam and is an eloquent testimonial of
the agony only a parent can feel over
such a tragedy. My heart went out to
William G. Woolard, Sr., and Mrs. Wool-
ard, as it does to anyone who lost a loved
one in that tragic war.

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

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

THE MANCHESTER SIGNAL,
Manchester, Ohio, December 21, 1969.
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Democratic Republic of Vietnam,
Hanoi, North Vietnam.

DeAr Sim: As we approach the holiday sea-
son, supposed to be a time of joy and re-
jolcing all over the world, there's nothing
but sorrow in our home. You see this is the
first Christmas in the Woolard home dating
back 20 years that our son, Sp/4 James Harry
Woolard, won't be with us to share in the
gift glving and other happiness that has
always been traditional with us.

Earlier this year one of your soldiers caused
the death of our son, a boy that we loved
better than our own lives. That’s probably
pretty difficult for you to understand, but
It's a true statement. Before he left for Viet-
nam, on numerous occasions and letters I
had tried to volunteer and save him from
facing war, something he knew little about.
During World War I his grandfather served
in the trenches in Europe to stop the threat
of the Eaiser, During World War II, I did a
tiny part during the three years in the U.S.
Army to wipe out the world domination plans
Hitler had fantastically dreamed about.

What your side doesn't seem to realize, you
can never win. For every Jim your soldiers
are able to kill, there's a hundred American
boys being raised in small communities, just
llke Manchester. Like Jim, their Dads and
Moms will offer them all the opportunities
in the world to stay out of this war. They
can attend college, hoping in time the hos-
tilitles will cease by the time their studies
are completed; they can become members of
the National Guard, with better than even
odds they'll never see foreign soll. But, of
the hundreds mentioned, most will choose,
just like our son, to respond when their
Government calls, to undergo the change
from a peace-loving young man to one who
is willing to slay those who oppose the type
of world in which he has been reared.

We know it must give your government
heads satisfaction to read and be informed
about the peace moratoriums, see published
articles and pictures of those who gain pub-
licity by burning their draft cards, or re-
fusing to bathe. I admit they cause some
concern within the borders of the United
States, but what you apparently don't realize,
those types of individuals are actually boys
without a country to call their own, and
constitute such a tiny segment that their
presence in America should afford you very
little hope or comfort. In fact, I know you
wouldn't want that type individual, even in
your North Vietnam soclety. And, after a few
days under your type of rule, it's a certainty
in my mind, they'd be glad to wash, shave,
put your flags in trash cans and start a
sincere appreciation of the freedom we and
they enjoy under our democratic system of
government,

So, by killing young American soldiers like
my son, Jim, you actually accomplish noth-
ing to further your cause. You wiped out a
life that was precious, one of a young man
who like every other true American boy,
dreamed of driving a brand new car when
he fulfilled his military obligation; possibly
meeting a girl in the future, marrying, and
rearing children who also would have been
taught how precious freedom really is.

403

For every soldier like Jim slain, therell
be a dozen to step into the boots, willing
to spill life's blood in South Vietnam or any
other place in the world where some group
or organization threatens to thrust a type
of government on people that isn't of their
own choosing,

In the short time that Jim read about
the Vietnam War, both while in high school
and before he went into the service, he
knew anyone who would treat prisoners of
war and members of their families the way
your side has choosen to do, couldn't be a
government controlled by persons with any
feelings at all for mankind. Permitting
hundreds of families in the United States
to spend sleepless days and nights, wonder-
ing If their sons, husbands and relatives
are alive or dead. It's difficult to realize even
during wartime persons exist who are so in-
humane. This, also, doesn't do a single thing
to advance your cause. It merely has helped
unite Americans to eliminate people and
heads of government who can be so barbaric,

As we close this letter, we repeat when
your side killed our son, Jim, it was an act
that just merely made the present happy
holiday season in our home one of sadness.
But, also, a time of fierce pride that we were
able to rear a boy that was willing to forfeit
his life and all the bright dreams he had
for the future in the cause of freedom.

By this time, a dozen young men, bright-
eyed and full of the same hopes he had,
have filled his boots, and will respond to the
call, if and when they're asked to climb on
& plane which will take them to Vietnam.
Like Jim, once there, they’ll follow orders
of their superior officers, and even sacrifice
their lives, also, if it becames necessary.

America is full of Jim's. Don't be misled
by the metropolitan news media whose front
pages and television cameras devote more
time to the tiny segment of trouble-makers
than they do the average young man from
the country who knows it's his duty to pro-
tect and preserve the cause of freedom.

You can never win,

WiLLiam G. Wooragp, Sr,
Jim's dad.

TIME FOR RECONCILIATION IN
NIGERIA

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in recent
years American foreign policy has often
been a source of much divisiveness in the
country,

Thus we should be thankful that all
Americans will applaud the President’s
swift and generous actions with regard
to the situation in Nigeria.

That young nation is now emerging
from the nightmare of civil war. We
Americans understand the horror of such
war, and the bitterness that lingers after
the guns fall silent.

While the war raged between Nigeria
and Biafra, there was little we could do
except nourish the humanitarian hope
that the conflict would quickly end. We
abstained from interfering in the con-
flict. We remembered how we resented
outsiders’ intrusions into our own Civil
War.

Now the time has come for reconcilia-
tion. We know the tortuous problems in-
volved in healing the spiritual wounds of
civil war. There is little we can do to ex-
pedite the healing process.

But under the President’s leadership
we are poised and ready to contribute
food and medical supplies to victor and
vanquished alike.

All Americans can take pride in the
fact that, hopefully, soon there will be
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American planes flying in a troubled part
of the world, and these planes will not
be bombers. Nor will they be carrying
combat troops. Hopefully Nigeria will
soon see an airlift of mercy maintained
by American cargo planes bearing life-
protecting, rather than life-destroying
material.

Unhappily, the Nigerian leaders, for
reasons that are not clear, seem reluc-
tant to accept the offered supplies. This
reluctance spreads anxiety across the
wateching world, and lends support to the
darkest rumors about the fate in store
for the defeated Biafrans.

The Nigerian Governmeni can help
dispell this anxiety by the simple act of
encouraging the generosity which Ameri-
ca is anxious to demonstrate.

In this regard, we Americans can offer
something more than material aid. We
can offer the example of Abraham Lin-
coln. Lincoln was a great war leader in a
grim civil war. He was also a magnani-
mous victor.

We commend to the Nigerian leaders
the example of Lincoln and Grant who,
having received Lee’s surrender, immedi-
ately began sharing provisions with the
defeated enemies. Lincoln realized that
to behave otherwise would be to deny
the purpose of the war. The war was
fought to keep the Nation united. The
defeat of the South meant that the ene-
mies were enemies no longer. They were
once again fellow citizens.

Thus we respectfully suygest that the
Nigerian leaders consult Lincoln’s mag-
nificent second inaugural address, which
Lincoln delivered on the eve of victory.
We trust the Nigerian leaders will find it
possible to act “with malice toward none;
with charity for all” and that they will
allow America’s offered aid to help them
“bind up the nation’s wounds, to care
for him who shall have borne the battle
and for his widow and his orphan.”

DELPHIAN CLUB OF COMMERCE,
TEX.,, FAVORS S. 4, THE BIG
THICKET NATIONAL PARK BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I am honored to present to the Senate
a resolution adopted by the Delphian
Club of Commerce, Tex,, supporting my
bill, S. 4, which would create a 100,000-
acre Big Thicket National Park in south-
east Texas,

Over the past 4 years I have worked to
create a natural park in the Big Thicket
area so that at least a portion of this
scenic wilderness will be preserved for
the benefit and enjoyment of future
generations. During these years numer-
ous civic and conservation groups from
all parts of the country have endorsed
this proposal, These public-spirited orga-
nizations realize that action must be
taken soon if the Big Thicket is to be
saved. This beautiful area, which is the
home of many species of rare wildlife,
is being exploited daily by large lumber
and real estate interests. Each day an-
other 50 acres of the Big Thicket is
destroyed by the bulldozer and the chain
SawW.

8. 4 would establish a 100,000-acre
national park in the Big Thicket and thus
save this area and the natural wonders
found in it from destruction. I am proud

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to have the support of the Delphian Club
of Commerce, Tex., in this effort.

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

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

We, the following members of the Del-
phian Club, & part of the Texas Federation
of Women’'s Clubs declare that

Whereas: Park officlals throughout our
country proclailm an overstrain on park fa-
cllities—due to the awesome increase of our
nation's population—and plead for acquisi-
tlon of additional land suitable for park use
while such land is still procurable; and

Whereas: the area of East Texas known
as the Big Thicket, by nature of its unique
ecology, great natural beauty, multifarious
plant and animal life, and abundant fresh
water supplies, has since 1938 been succes-
sively approved by the National Park Service
as a highly desirable site for a National Park;
and

Whereas: such a park at this site offers
the certainty of many benefits—esthetic,
sclentific and economic—to nation, state and
reglon; and

Whereas: preservation of the Big Thicket
has been declared a speclal project for the
Texas Federation of Women's Clubs;

Therefore be it resolved that the members
of the Delphian Club of Commerce, Texas,
federated with the Texas Federation of
Women's Clubs go on record as requesting
the Congress to pass immediately 8. 4 and
set aside 100,000 acres of East Texas as a
Big Thicket Natlonal Park.

Mrs. Hal O'Neal, Mrs. C. H. Lyon, Mrs.
W. L. Dorries, Mrs. Grady Gibson, Mrs,
T. K. O'Neal, Mrs, R. A. Rix, Mrs., W.
E. Truax, Mrs B. P. Bickham, Mrs,

R. W. Williams, Mrs. Frank Young.

Mrs. L. M. Stone, Mrs. J. M. Bledsoe,
Mrs, D, C. Butler, Mrs. Noble Arthur,
Mrs. J,. G. Smith, Mrs. Acevest, Mrs.
Ell Yarbro, Mrs. Robert L. Titus, Mrs.
Frank B. Jackson, Mrs. C. V. Hall, Mrs.
Graham Johnson,

DEMOCRATIC FANTASYLAND

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
Democratic National Chairman Frep R.
Harris recently announced plans to use
the issue of inflation against President
Nixon during the 1970 election cam-
paign. This constitutes something of a
record even for the subtle art of politi-
cal hogwash.

If Chairman Harris and the liberal
Democrats for whom he speaks plan to
mount a drive against inflation in the
coming year, let me say that we who
have been fighting the battle through
successive Democratic administrations
welcome them to the fray.

It should be fascinating to see Chair-
man Harris and his men standing
against the great, extravagant wage de-
mands of the huge labor unions in de-
fense of the hard-pressed American con-
sumer. It should also be interesting to
watch the liberal Democrats fighting to
hold the budget for the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare down to
anti-inflationary levels. It will be good to
see the liberals recognize how inflation-
ary have been their poorly planned wel-
fare engineering projects of the past. It
will be interesting to see if they recom-
mend dissolution of the so-called war on
poverty and the Office of Economic Op-
portunity.
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There are many ways to fight inflation,
but it is a battle for which the American
liberals have heretofore had little taste
and absolutely no stomach. To do the
job properly, the liberals would have to
bring under control the Government ex-
cesses fostered by liberals. My hometown
newspaper, the Arizona Republie, does
not believe there is much chance that
the liberals will take up this problem in
any serious way. In fact, that newspaper
recently pointed out that Harris’ dec-
laration that his party plans to use the
issue of inflation against Richard Nixon
“is about like Nasser threatening to
charge Golda Meir with anti-Semitism.”

I ask unanimous consent that the Ari-

zona Republic article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SinceE WHEN Have Lissrars FougHT
INFLATION?

For the leader of the Democrats to say
that his party plans to use the inflation
issue against Richard Nixon during the 1970
election campaign is about like Nasser
threatening to charge Golda Meir with anti-
Semitism. . ..

More than a year ago, Just as President
Nixon was about to take office, economist
Milton Friedman wrote of the economic mess
the Democratic administration had be-
queathed to Mr. Nixon.

For example, when JFK took office, the
consumer price rise—which had risen an
average of 1.4 per cent per year from 1952
to 1960—had been slowing down. When the
GOP took office, the creeping inflation that
began in 1964, had already turned into a
trot of 5 per cent per year,

In addition, in 1960 the federal govern-
ment took in $3.6 billion more than it spent,
In the first six months of 1068, the LBJ
Administration spent almost as much as
did the Eisenhower Administration in all 12
months of 1960: $92.1 billion, compared with
$94.7 billlon. But it took in much less:
$86.4 billion, compared with $98.3 billion.

Worse, many programs implemented on a
small scale under JFK and LBJ require
large increases in expenditures with each
passing year. ...

For the fact is undeniable that the Dem-
ocrats, particularly liberal Democrats, have
for many years urged ever larger public
spending programs—programs of large and
little value, but all of which contributed to
our present inflationary spiral.

That is why 1t is almost comical that Sen.
Fred R. Harrls, Democratic national chair-
man, now hopes to hang the albatross of in-
flation around the neck of the Republicans,
Not only that, but he has pointed to the
fact that because of high interest rates, “a
family now under $13,000 income cannot
build or buy a house.”

But interest rates are high because of the
inflationary spiral. And the principal stum-
bling block to home buying is that the cost
of homes is being pushed out of sight by
the practices and demands of the construc-
tion trades unions—unions whose monopoly
position was underwritten and is sustained
by Democratic congressional majorities.

Infilation is a major problem in the U.S,
& cruel decelver which penalizes particu-
larly those on fixed incomes.

But if the Democratic party plans to use
infintion as a major election issue, it better
either hope the public has a short memory,
or else do something to alter the outlook
of those liberal Democrats in Congress who
have assured us for years that there is noth-
ing the U.S. can't afford here and now,
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STATE OF AGITATION IN GEORGIA
SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I wish
to report to the Senate that during the
congressional adjournment I found
many of the school systems in Georgia
in a great state of agitation.

This is particularly true of schools in
Macon, Bibb County; Houston County;
and in the city of Atlanta—but the im-
pact of court rulings ordering virtually
instant and arbitrary assignment of stu-
dents and teachers to schools against
their wishes is being felt with devastat-
ing results throughout the State.

It is all the more devastating to force
this upon the people—children, teachers,
and parents, regardless of their race—
in the middle of a school term.

We should at no time make children
go to school where they do not want to
go to school, or the faculty to teach
where it does not want to teach. But
to break into a school year with such a
preposterous proposal underscores the
extremity of the situation. Y

I have never seen public education in
such turmoeil. I have never seen chil-
dren and their parents so dissatisfied
with public schools, I have never seen
teachers so unhappy or disillusioned with
their profession—and I happen to re-
gard the education of children as one of
the most important professions of all.

Young boys and girls are threatening
to leave school. Teachers are threatening
to go to another State or abandon their
profession altogether. I hope students
will stay in school and continue to pursue
their education. I hope teachers will con-
tinue to teach.

But—at the same time—I also share
the hope of an overwhelming majority
of students and teachers that some
semblance of sanity can and will be re-
stored to the school situation. I believe
this hope is shared by white and black
citizens alike who are concerned with
the future of public education, not only
in the South but all across the Nation.

This matter has gone far beyond the
question of desegregation of schools un-
der the law.

It has become a political adventure.
Schools have become vehicles for social
reform. Federal courts, in keeping with
the decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court,
have been cast in the role of school ad-
ministrators and educational policy-
makers.

Racial balance in the schools has be-
come more important to the courts, the
Federal bureaucracy, and, unfortunately,
most of the Congress, than education it-
self. The teaching and learning of young
people have become bogged down in a
morass of rapid-fire court orders that
bear little relevance to what is in the
best interests of education and what is
in the best interests of the children
themselves. And again I say that I am
referring to both white and black.

Teachers are being assigned to teach
in schools where they do not want to
teach.

Students are being sent to schools they
do not want to attend.

This has virtually destroyed morale.
It has created discipline problems. It un-
dermines the efficacy of education. This,
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after all, is the real reason for the exist-
ence of schools in the first place.

Even the Supreme Court put educa-
tion foremost in its Brown decision of
1954, holding that children were deprived
of an adequate education by being as-
signed to schools on the basis of race.

Now school systems are being told that
they must assign children on the basis
of race.

Questions are raised about whether
there will be massive busing of faculty
and students—or whether there will be
token busing.

There should be neither. I submit that
neither busing nor the destruction of
neighborhood schools was contemplated
by the Brown decision or any other ruling
handed down since.

Busing is specifically prohibited by the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. Yet, we have
students, black and white, being taken
away from their neighborhoods. We have
them being transported to school in
other parts of town, when the one they
should be attending is just a few blocks
away or even next door. Teachers are
likewise being uprooted. All this, at the
whim and caprice of some Federal court
or bureaucrat bent upon achieving racial
balance.

What we have taking place in just a
few carefully selected States of the South
constitutes the rankest sort of hypocrisy.
This ill-advised doctrine of social reform
now appears to be the order of the day
in the South—but only in the South.

Nowhere else in the country is it being
enforced. In no other section are school
boards being dictated to by the courts
or the Federal Government on how to
desegregate their schools—in spite of the
fact that the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare itself admits many
of them have higher rates of racial
segregation.

I repeat, this is hyprocrisy. It is a dou-
ble standard that sticks in the craw of
the people of Georgia and other Southern
States who fear that their schools are
about to be wrecked.

Yet, people are counseled to be mod-
erate and reasonable in meeting this
controversy.

Georgia has traditionally been a law-
abiding State. I am convinced that Geor-
gians will continue to seek—and I hope
secure—a redress of grievances through
lawful processes.

Georgians also have a right to expect
moderation and reason on the part of
Federal courts, from the Supreme Court
onkdown. This is what I believe Georgians
ask.

If we are going to preserve public edu-
cation as we know it today;

If we are going to maintain order and
discipline;

And if we are going to strengthen our
schools instead of turning them into po-
litical pawns;

Then moderation and reason is what
we must have.

We all recognize the Supreme Court
decision of 1954 as an accomplished fact.
I know of no school system in the South
that assigns pupils on the basis of race
or denies them the right to attend the
school of their choice because of race.

I know of none—except for those that
are now being ordered to do so by judiecial
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decree of bureaucratic arm-twisting.
And this, I believe, exceeds the letter and
the spirit of the Constitution and estab-
lished law.

I happen to believe in local control of
education. Local people—whether they be
in the State of Georgia or the State of
Illinois—are best qualified to conduct
the operations of their schools.

I have stood for this principle as long
as I have been in public service. I have
fought unwarranted Federal encroach-
ments into the affairs of local education
with every resource at my command as
one Member of the Senate.

So long as I know that public educa-
tion is dear to our people and vital to
the future of our Nation, I will continue
to do so.

SINGAPORE SUNDAY MAIL LAUDS
THE VICE PRESIDENT

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, Vice
President AceNEw returned yesterday
from a round-the-world trip notable for
its good will and success. I am aware that
as a partisan supporter of the President
and his administration, my judgment in
this respect could be susceptible to the
charge of bias. However, I point out that
this evaluation of the Vice President’s
visit is shared by many of independent
views and totally without any political
affiliation.

As one evidence of this aura of good
will which has been fostered by the Vice
President, I invite the Senate’s atten-
tion to an editorial published on Jan-
uary 11 in the Sunday Mail, a newspaper
published in Singapore.

The editorial writer speaks of the Vice
President’s “emergence as an astute poli-
tician of national stature.” He praises
the Vice President’s handling of delicate
international relations by reserving talk
about the future role of America in the
defense of that part of the world to pri-
vate talks with Asian leaders.

Mr. President, this is an entirely un-
solicited and well deserved evaluation of
Vice President AcNew’s Asian tour. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the RECORD.

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

AGNEW'S MISSION TO SOUTHEAST ASIA

Vice-President Spiro Agnew’s visits to
Malaysia and Singapore, and the assurances
he gave to both countries, were most wel-
come as they came at a time when America’s
graduated withdrawal of forces from Viet-
nam caused considerable apprehension re-
garding the future security of the independ-
ent countries of South-East Asia.

President Nixon himself had said that his
administration would honour its defence
commitments and America would not stand
idly by if the region were threatened by
enemies, but there was nothing like explain-
ing her attitude at first hand—a task which
he wisely entrusted to his righthand man.

During Mr. Eisenhower’s two terms at the
White House Mr. Nixon himself as Vice-Pres-
ident had several times fulfilled admirably a
similar role—elaborating Presidential poli-
cies. In fact he earned a great reputation for
this sort of diplomacy, and it pushed up his
political stock when he stood against Mr.
John Kennedy in the 1962 election.

Mr. Nixon's nomination of the Vice-
President for his current tour of Asian coun-
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tries was well timed. It came soon after Mr,
Agnew became the most talked about polit-
ical figure in America as the result of his
scathing criticisms of anti-Vietnam war
demonstrators and news media which had
covered the events with imbalance.

Before the Presidential election and even
long after it, he was practically unknown,
even in the United States. But his hard hit-
ting speeches, and the common sense It con-
talned, changed his Image overnight and did
much to swing popular feeling in America on
the side of President Nixon for the manner
in which he is handling the Vietnam war
issue,

SUCCESSFUL

When Mr. Nixon chose Mr. Agnew as his
running mate in last year’s presidential elec-
tion many political observers thought he had
made a mistake. But he had faith in the con-
summate ability of the former Maryland
governor. Mr. Agnew’s emergence as an astute
politician of national stature has proved Mr.
Nixon right.

The Vice-President’s tour of Asian coun-
tries, which is mainly to enhance American
good will and of which the presentation of
moon rocks brought back by the Apollo
astronauts is a part, has been highly success-
ful so far.

Mr. Agnew has not sald much In public
concerning America's role in the future de-
fence of the Pacific region and South-East
Asia—he left that to his private talks with
Asian leaders. Instead, he chose the public
functions to exude American good will and
cement the ties of friendship existing be-
tween his country and those he was visiting.

In this aspect of his mission the Vice-
President has done very well. His handsome
tribute to Tengku Abdul Rahman at Thurs-
day's State banquet was an example. He de-
scribed the Malaysian Prime Minister as “the
father of a grouping from which evolved the
Association of South-East Asian Natlons
(Asean).”

And in Singapore he hit the right note
when he mentioned the magnificent progress
which the island republic had achieved since
independence and the part Mr. Lee EKuan
Yew's leadership played in it.

The tribute was well deserved and coming
from an American leader of Mr. Agnew's
standing it went down very well, There is no
doubt President Nixon will entrust more of
such good will missions to his deputy.

THE INTERNATIONAL GRAINS
ARRANGEMENT

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, on
June 13, 1969, the Senate approved the
International Grains Arrangement,
which in effeet continued U.S. participa-
tion in the international effort to stabi-
lize the world market for wheat. An ad
hoe subcommittee of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, of which I was chair-
man, had held hearings on the arrange-
ment which had then been reported fa-
vorably by the full committee to the Sen-
ate on June 6, 1968.

Our participation in this effort dates
back to 1949 when the first International
Wheat Agreement took effect. During
that period, U.S. exports of wheat rose
from 302,848,000 bushels in 1949 to a
record high of 867,351,000 bushels in
1965. This increase can certainly not be
attributed wholly to the existence of a
wheat agreement, but, overall, the agree-
ment has provided a climate that has
been conducive to an expansion of trade
and to relative stability in the wheat
market.

The earlier wheat agreements, like most
similar efforts, were not perfect. They
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placed heavy burdens of restraint on the
largest exporters, and their continued
operation required the close cooperation
of the United States and other major
world wheat suppliers. The range of
maximum and minimum prices was, from
time to time, difficult to maintain; the
mechanisms for reaching agreement on
prices were at times too weak to hold the
line against the periodic fluctuations
that characterize world trade in wheat.

In spite of these shortcomings, the
United States continued to participate in
wheat agreements, and the Senate ap-
proved agreements in 1953, 1956, 1959,
and 1962, The 1962 agreement was re-
newed in 1965 and 1966.

When the present International Grains
Arrangement was negotiated, attempts
were made to improve its operation. The
Wheat Trade Convention, one part of
the International Grains Arrangement,
followed generally the administrative
and structural provisions of the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement but included
a new schedule of prices as well as pro-
visions which, it was hoped, could make
possible quick adjustments in the mini-
mum price levels, should such action be
Necessary.

We know now that the new Wheat
Trade Convention, like its predecessors,
has not, in this most recent period, been
able to hold the price of wheat traded
in world markets above the minimums
set out in the arrangement. There are
several factors which account for this
situation, the most important of which
is the fact that in the past year world
production and exportable supplies have
risen to record levels. Particularly im-
portant is the distribution of this in-
crease in production of wheat, for large
increases have come about in some areas
which only a year or two ago were grain-
deficit areas. As production increases in
these areas, there is a concomitant de-
cline in their need for our exports.

The Foreign Relations Committee has,
over the past 6 months, received numer-
ous inquiries from farmers and organi-
zations concerned with the wheat trade
asking the committee to investigate op-
erations under the arrangement or, in
some cases, calling on the committee to
take up the matter of U.S. withdrawal
from the arrangement. The committee’s
concern for the present situation in the
world market prompted Chairman Fur-
BRIGHT to ask the Secretary of Agricul-
ture a number of questions concerning
U.8. participation in the arrangement.
I ask unanimous consent that Chairman
FuLericHT'S letter of September 24,
1969, to the Secretary of Agriculture be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

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

SEPTEMBER 23, 1969.
Hon. CLIFForD M. HARDIN,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C,

Dear Mg, SeEcreTArRY: In recent months,
the International Grains Arrangement, which
the Senate approved over a year ago, has
been the subject of a number of complaints
addressed to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. Some of these communications have
asked that the Committee undertake a re-
view of the *“failure” of the Arrangement
with a view toward determining how the
United States can best withdraw from it.
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As I recall, the Arrangement provided that
signatories pledged themselves to observe a
specified price range for wheat moving in
the commercial export trade, and to assure
importing nations of specified percentages of
their commereial wheat requirements by the
major exporting member nations—the United
States, Canada, Australia, Argentina, and the
European Economie Community. Moreover,
I recall that the Arrangement provided for
continuous surveillance of price factors, to
the end that the convention's consultative
processes could be brought into effect to ward
off the disastrous price effects flowing from
unrestrained exports of surplus wheat.

The Committee is disturbed at recent
price-cutting decisions of the major wheat-
exporting member nations, decisions which
appear to be of a unilateral nature in the
light of the obligation of member nations to
observe the terms of the convention which
call for a cooperative effort in maintaining
prices consistent with the agreed range.

During hearings on the Arrangement in
March and April 1968, the Committee was
Biven to understand that, when one or more
prices of wheat threatened the minimum
price level of the Arrangement, the Prices
Review Committee would be called upon to
make suitable adjustments. In brief, we
understood from the testimony of witnesses
that the consultative features of the Arrange-
ment insured that a cooperative effort among
member nations would preclude such uni-
Iateral decisions as have occurred in the past
few months with respect to prices.

Accordingly, I wish that you would inform
me, as fully as possible, of the problems en-
countered by the Department of Agriculture
in administering the convention and the
reasons for taking such actions as have been
taken by the Department with respect to the
Arrangement. In addition, will you please
reply to the following questions:

1. Has the U.S. insisted on a meeting of
the signatories of the IGA for the purpose of
implementing the full structure of the Agree-
ment which provides for adjustments in the
pricing system?

2. Has the U.S. insisted on its right as a
signatory to call for implementation of the
Agreement with respect to the appointment
of a Prices Review Committee?

3. Has the U.8, exercised its right to sub-
mit its case before the arbltration processes
set out In the Arrangement before taking
action to reduce export prices of wheat?

4. Has the administration considered ask-
ing the Wheat Couneil to suspend the pricing
provisions set out in the Arrangement?

5. Has the administration considered with-
drawing from the terms of the Arrangement?

6. Is it fair to say that, since the adminis-
tration has not withdrawn from the Arrange-
ment, you consider the present situation
preferable to having no such Arrangement in
effect?

Sincerely yours,
J, W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman.

Mr, SPAREKMAN. Mr. President, the
Secretary of Agriculture replied some 2
months later in a letter dated November
17, 1969. His response was lengthy, The
gist of it, I think it fair to say, is that
the United States has so far been unable
to persuade other large wheat-exporting
countries to support us in our efforts
either to maintain the minimum price for
wheat in the world market or tc attempt
to take the matter before the Wheat
Council to obtain an adjustment in mini-
mum prices.

In his letter, the Secretary alludes to
“structural deficiencies” in the arrange-
ment which preclude effective operation
of minimum price levels. The Secretary
goes on to say that these were recognized
by the negotiators of the arrangement
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who provided for adjustment in price re-
lationships when the convention was
drafted. These adjustment mechanisms
have, in fact, not worked out, the Sec-
retary says. Nevertheless, he maintains
that he hopes that current discussions
among major exporters will eventually
resolve the present difficulty.

Finally, the Secretary's letter notes
that he does not believe that U.S. with-
drawal from the arrangement would
serve our best interests and that, in the
present situation, the arrangement is
preferable to having no agreement in
effect.

Mr. President, I have touched only the
highlights of Secretary Hardin’'s response
to the committee’s request for informa-
tion on the International Grains Agree-
ment. So that other interested Senators
may read the Secretary’s letter, I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the RECORD.

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

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, November 17, 1969,
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. CHAmmMAN: This is in reply to
your letter of September 23, 1969, concerning
United States participation in the Interna-
tional Grains Arrangement.

We have reviewed the testimony before the
Sub-Committee of the Committee on Foreign
Relations and generally agree with your un-
derstanding of the provisions of the Arrange-
ment. The only exception concerns the “per-
centage undertakings” on commercial im-
ports; rather than a responsibility of export-
ers, this is an obligation of importers, de-
signed to assure that at least a specified
minimum percentage of their total commer-
cial imports be purchased from exporter
members.

As you are aware, there have been impor-
tant changes in the world wheat supply-
demand situation since the Grains Arrange-
ment was developed. World production and
exportable supplies have climbed to record
levels, but import needs have fallen. These
changes have been of sufficient magnitude to
cause extreme downward pressure upon world
wheat prices. Thus the price provisions of
the new Arrangement were immediately put
to the severest possible test.

Among the problems encountered with the
Wheat Trade Convention are a number of
structural deficiencies which tended to dis-
tort trade patterns and weakened confidence
in the fairness and workability of the Ar-
rangement. The Convention sets forth a
schedule of minimum prices, expressed at
export positions at the Gulf of Mexico and
the Pacific Coasts of North America. For
other export positions around the world, the
equivalent minimum prices fluctuate ac-
cording to changes in freight rates, thus
creating a situation where minimums appli-
cable at those positions tend to be less rigid
or precise. Implementation at such points,
therefore, must also be less precise. This dif-
ference has also made it possible for some
exporters to make special freight rate ar-
rangements which result in actual freight
costs lower than those used in calculating
the minimums. This feature of the basing
point system tends to work to our disadvan-
tage.

Another difficulty with the basing point
system is that, as it applies to Canada, Aus-
tralia, Argentina and the United States, it
distorts competitive conditions in certain
markets when prices are at the minimum.
For example, a minimum fixed for Argentina
or Australia by using a European destination
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point may leave the U.S. unable to maintain
& normal outlet in a country nearby to Ar-
gentina, such as Brazil, or in markets close to
Australia.

The European Community and other Euro-
pean exporters are not subject to this par-
ticular handicap as they have the benefit of
a special provision, carried over from the
International Wheat Agreement, which en-
ables them to compete with wheat of like
quality originating from either the U.S, Gulf
or Pacific Coasts—the two basing point ori-
gins employed by the system—in any market,

A further problem relates to the minimum
price relationship themselves, as distinet
from the problems of the basing point sys-
tem. It was recognized that the baslc Gulf
position price relationships, which attempt
to make allowance for normal or average
differences in market value between different
types and qualities of wheat, would not
necessarily reflect actual market conditions
prevailing at any particular time or in any
particular market. Provision was therefore
made for adjustments of these price relations
through a consultation procedure.

In reviewing the record, the development
of structural weaknesses was not unexpected,
but it was anticipated that the consultative
procedures and the willingness of exporters
to cooperate would be adequate to meet
problems. It is clear that too much faith has
been placed in the consultative provisions
of the Arrangement, and that the degree of
cooperation has not been adequate to cope
with the problems that have arisen.

Apart from structural weaknesses, early
operations under the Convention were in-
hibited by the fact that the basic market
price level for wheat to be delivered during
the early months of 1968/69 had already
established itself at a relatively low level
some months before the Arrangement be-
came effective. In the spring of 1968, before
the SBenate acted on the Arrangement, the
United States took action to preclude sales
for dellvery beyond June 30, 1968, since
U.S. export prices at that time were well
below the minimums provided in the Ar-
rangement. Efforts were made to convince
other major exporter members of the Ar-
rangement—Argentina, Australia, Canada,
and the European Economic Community—
to adopt a similar policy, but almost with-
out exception, sales were being made by
others well into the - fall months of 1968.
Thus, to avoid sales losses, the U.S. had no
choice but to extend its sales period beyond
June 30, even though at prices well below
the new minimums, As a result, significant
quantities of U.S. wheat and wheat from
other suppliers were moving into export after
the Grains Arrangement came into force on
July 1, 1868, at prices generally below the
levels of the Arrangement and in some in-
stances well below. Immediately after the
SBenate completed action on the Grains Ar-
rangement on June 13, 1968, U.S. export
prices were raised to the IGA minimum
levels.

The problem of transition as the Arrange-
ment came into effect, the structural weak-
nesses, and the pressures of world wheat
supplies combined to create serious difficulty
for the United States in its attempt to main-
tain a satisfactory volume of exports in the
first year of the Arrangement. A serious
decline in forward sales early in the year led
the U.S, to propose a meeting of the major
exporter members which was held in Can-
berra in September 1968. At that meeting
the U.S. discussed the export performance
of various suppliers in terms of the minimum
price provisions of the Arrangement and
sought the support of other exporters for
action to be taken under the Arrangement
to review the schedule of minimum prices
and make adjustments in the differentials in
order that the U.S. could achieve a satisfac-
tory volume of business. The other exporters
generally felt that the Arrangement had
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not been in effect for a long enough period
of time to be conclusive and therefore the
U.S. proposal was not implemented.

Your Committee has raised an important
question as to why decisions were taken
unilaterally to reduce export prices below the
Grains Arrangement scheduled minimums
in view of the obligation of members to
observe the price provisions of the Conven-
tion and to follow prescribed procedures for
adjustment of differentials. (Questions 1 to
4 in your letter.)

Action to adjust minimum prices accord-
ing to the procedures of the Arrangement
would be taken under Article 8 of the Wheat
Trade Convention. Article 8 provides that if
a situation of instability in the wheat mar-
ket is brought to the attention of the Secre-
tariat of the Wheat Council, the Executive
Secretary must call a special session of the
Prices Review Committee. A full Council ses-
sion is then convened if the PRC fails, with-
in a prescribed time, to reach unanimous
agreement on “action required” among those
parties “having a direct interest in the mat-
ter.” Either the Secretariat or any member
country has the right to activate the Article
8 process.

It 15 our understanding from this review
that, with the tremendous pressure on world
wheat markets stemming from the record
supplies of wheat available for export, it was
believed action under Article 8 initiated by
the U.8, without the full support of at least
one other major exporter would have been
futile and would have adversely affected
relationships with both importing and other
exporting countries., Thus, since neither the
PRC nor the Council could have agreed
upon action satisfactory to the U.S. without
such exporter support, it was decided to acti-
vate Article 8 only if the necessary support
were obtained.

This Administration, after taking office in
January, immediately made plans for a meet-
ing of the major exporters which was held in
Washington on April 3 and 4. Difficulties with
the Grains Arrangement were discussed in
detall and a number of specific problems
were identified. Ways and means of resolving
these were explored and it was agreed that
the necessary adjustments would be made
collectively and individually by the export-
ing countries to overcome them and to foster
effective operations of the Arrangement.
Subsequent to that meeting, in carrying out
tae agreement to make necessary adjust-
ments, we found, as had been the case in
Canberra, that exporters were still not pre-
pared for complete cooperation. In view of
this and the deterioration in U.S. export
performance, it was again decided to con-
sider action under Article 8.

In developing its position the U.S. con-
sidered the extreme oversupply situation and
the fact that the inherent structural prob-
lems of the Arrangement could not be rem-
edied by a technical adjustment of prices
such as is provided for under Article 8. This
left suspension of the price provisions of the
Arrangement as the only other action which
could be taken under the Arrangement. The
U.S.,, therefore, requested the support of
other major exporters at a June meeting in
London for a proposal to be made under
Article 8 for the suspension of the price pro-
visions, The U.S. indicated at that time that,
in the absence of support for action under
Article 8, it would have no choice but to
adjust its prices in order to keep its wheats
fully competitive with wheats from other
suppliers.

‘While support for suspension of minimum
prices under Article 8 was not forthcoming,
the Government of Australia requested on
an urgent basis the convening of a meeting
of Ministers to discuss the U.8. policy and
to attempt to develop cooperation to over-
come the problems facing wheat exporters.
At the meeting, which was held on July 10
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and 11, 1869 in Washington, the U.S. stated
that it preferred to act under the provisions
of the Arrangement, but, in view of the lack
of support by oher exporters, was adopting
ihe pricing policy for its wheat as presented
in London.

The Ministers' discussions dealt with sev-
eral proposed emergency actions which
might serve to avert a more general depar-
ture from the Arrangement’s price level, In
the days immediately following, it developed
that certain countries were unable to accept
the burden which the proposed emergency
actions would have placed upon them, Thus,
in line with the understandings the meeting
had reached to cover such an eventuality, it
was recognized by all concerned that “cor-
rective actlon would be taken—to bring
prices into proper competitive relationship.”
At this point the U.S. adjusted its prices and
began a process of making its wheats com-
petitive with those of other suppliers which
continued over a period of several weeks.

By early September, all major exporters
had made varying price adjustments which
had brought the general level of world prices
to a point substantially below the minimums
of the Arrangement. Following this, major
exporters convened again to work toward im-
proved communication and preventing
further deterioration in price levels. These
efforts are continuing at this time, and it
appears that a degree of progress toward
price stabilization is resulting.

The 6th and 6th questions In your letter
are concerned with this Administration’s at-
titude toward the International Grains Ar-
rangement and whether consideration has
been given to withdrawal. Although we
clearly view the present situation as less
than fully satisfactory, we maintain hopes
that the current discussions among the
major exporters will lead to a course of ac-
tion whereby the price situation can be more

fully aligned with the terms of the Wheat
Trade Convention. It is quite fair to say, as
suggested in your letter, that we regard the
present situation preferable to having no
Arrangement in effect at all. This being the
case, it has not been felt that withdrawal

from the Arran nt would serve the best
interests of the United States. It is our in-
tention working with other countries t~ con-
tinue our support for the objectives of the
Grains Arrangement and to strengthen its
operations. This attitude may change as ag-
ricultural legislation effective for the 1971
crop is developed.
Sincerely,
Crirrorp M. HARDIN,
Secretary of Agriculture.

RESOLUTION ON U.S. POLICY IN
THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, next
week I shall submit a resolution regard-
ing our policies in the Middle East.

The resolution expresses a sense of
Congress that:

First. Any readjustment of disputed
Arab-Israeli borders, and any settlement
of other outstanding Arab-Israeli differ-
ences—including the status of refugees,
the status of the eastern sector of Jeru-
salem, and the rights of navigation in
the area—should take place only in the
context of direct negotiations between
Israel and the Arab States.

Second. The United States should con-
centrate its diplomatic efforts on en-
couraging direct negotiations between
Israel and the Arab States and promot-
ing agreement among the Big Powers for
the control of the arms traffic into the
Middle

East.
Third. The United States should
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henceforth refrain from proposing or at-
tempting to impose, prior to or outside
the context of direct negotiations be-
tween Israel and the Arab States, any
specific readjustment of disputed bor-
ders or any specific settlement of other
outstanding Arab-Israeli differences.

Fourth. The United States should
break off the Big Four and Big Two Mid-
dle East talks, while continuing vigorous
diplomatic efforts through regular diplo-
matic channels to encourage direct
Arab-Israeli negotiations and promote
arms control agreement for the Middle
East.

The resolution would have the effect
of expressing grave congressional con-
cern over recent State Department pro-
posals on the Middle East.

‘While purporting to be balanced these
State Department proposals actually
favor the Arab States.

They call for no form of negotiations
between the Arab States and Israel that
would entail clear acceptance by Arab
governments of Israel's right to exist as
a nation.

The State Department plan would re-
quire Israel to make major territorial
and other concessions that eould serious-
ly compromise her security, and receive
nothing in exchange other than a doubt-
ful guarantee of protection from the four
great powers, two of whom are openly
hostile, one of whom is at best neutral
and the last of which, our Nation, is im-
mersed in other problems in Vietnam
and at home.

With such tenuous guarantees, it is
naive to expect Israel to return to her
pre-1967 frontiers—where Syria can fire
down upon her from the Golan heights,
where Jordanian artillery can bombard
her 12-mile waist, and where Egypt can
block the Straits of Tiran.

Ostensibly, the State Department pro-
posals are designed to encourage moder-
ation in the Arab world by showing the
United States willingness to make con-
cessions. I fear, however, that they will
have just the opposite effect—of encour-
aging extremism.

The fundamental danger of the Rog-
ers plan is that it cannot help but arouse
false hopes, dangerous hopes, on the
very part of those whose illusions we
ought to dispel—the hard-line elements
in the Arab world that are bent on the
annihilation of Israel.

The Big Four and Big Two talks on
the Middle East have by now become
definitely counterproductive. My reso-
lution proposes that they be terminated
at once.

When the talks were initiated, it was
hoped they would be a vehicle for bring-
ing Arab and Israeli leaders to the con-
ference table and developing a workable
plan for the control of the arms traffic
into the Middle East,

It has now become apparent that the
Soviet Union has not the slightest in-
terest in bringing the Arab leaders to
bargain directly with Israel or in pro-
moting any sort of Mideast arms con-
trol scheme,

In these circumstances, the continua-
tion of the Big Four and Big Two talks
is contrary to the interests of peace in
the Middle East. The talks merely en-
courage the Arab world in the belief that
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somehow the big powers will intervene
and impose a settlement favorable to the
Arabs without direct negotiations by the
parties concerned.

For these reasons, I urged the termi-
nation of the talks after my visit to
Israel last summer. Termination is still
more impoirtant at the present time—
if for no other reason than to dispel the
false impressions conveyed to the Arab
world by our recent policies.

Mr. President, I shall submit the reso-
lution next week. At present, however,
I ask unanimous consent that the lan-
guage of the resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

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

S. CoN. Res, ——

Whereas, peace can be achieved in the
Middle East, and the legitimate grievances
of Arab and Israell peoples rectified, only if
Arab states recognize Israel’s right to exist
as a nation and enter into direct negotiations
with Israel concerning disputed borders and
other outstanding differences pursuant to
the Resolution of the United Nations Securlty
Council dated November 22, 1967,

Whereas, the United States can most ef-
fectively contribute to such peace by en-
couraging such direct negotiations between
Israel and the Arab states and by promoting
agreement among the major powers for ef-
fectlve control of the trafic of arms into
the Middle East;

Whereas, the United States, by proposing
or attempting to impose any specific ad-
Jjustment of such disputed borders or any
specific settlement of such other outstand-
ing differences between Israel and the Arab
states prior to or outside the context of
such direct negotiations, will clearly diminish
the prospects of peace in the Middle East by
reducing the Incentive of the Arab states to
enter Into such direct negotiations;

Whereas, the current special four-power
negotiations among the United States, the
United Kingdom, France and the Soviet
Union on the Middle East, as well ag the
special two-power negotiations between the
United States and the Soviet Union on that
subject, were initiated for the purpose of
encouraging such direct negotiations between
Israel and the Arab states and of promoting
such arms control agreement;

Whereas, the Soviet Union has shown no
interest whatsoever in encouraging such di-
rect negotiations or in promoting such arms
control agreement;

Whereas, the continuation of such special
four-power and two-power negotiations in
these circumstances is contrary to the inter-
ests of peace as it merely encourages the
Arab states in the bellef its settlement
favorable to them will be imposed by the
major powers and that they have no reason
to negotiate directly with Israel; and

Whereas, the United States can continue
to undertake vigorous diplomatic efforts to
secure such direct negotiations and such
arms control agreement through regular dip-
lomatic channels;

Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the Sen-
ate (the House of Representatives concur-
ring) that it is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) any readjustment of disputed borders
between Israel and Arab states, and any set-
tlement of other outstanding differences be-
tween Israel and the Arab states (includ-
ing but not limited to the status of Arab
refugees, the status of the eastern sector of
the City of Jerusalem and the rights of navi-
gation in the area), take place only in the
context of direct negotiations between Israel
and the Arab states;

(2) the United States concentrate its dip-
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lomatiec efforts upon encouraging such di-
rect negotlations between Israel and the Arab
states and upon promoting agreement among
the major powers for effective control of the
trafiic of arms into the Middle East;

(3) the United States henceforth refrain
from proposing or attempting to impose,
prior to or outside the context of such direct
negotiations, any specific readjustment of
such disputed borders or any specific settle-
ment or such other outstanding differences
between Israel and the Arab states; and

(4) the United States, while continuing
vigorous diplomatic efforts through regular
diplomatic channels to encourage such direct
negotiations and promote such arms control
agreement, terminate the current special
four-power negotlations among the United
States, the United EKingdom, France, and
the Soviet Union on the Middle East, as well
as the special two-power negotiations be-
tween the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion on that subject.

BRINGING HUMAN RIGHTS DOWN
TO EARTH

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have
repeatedly discussed the failure of this
body to ratify the human rights con-
ventions dealing with political rights
for women, genocide, and the abolition
of forced labor. I have traced the de-
velopment of these conventions from
their inception, through the United Na-
tions, to their ratification by numerous
nations. I have thoroughly explored each
convention and found the contents to be
in full accord with those basic prineciples
of human dignity that form the fabric
of our society.

There is no doubt that every Senator
subscribes to these principles; but still
the Senate delays favorable action on the
conventions.

Perhaps it would be helpful to consider
the human rights conventions apart
from the ponderous setting of interna-
tional organizations and formal treaties
and examine them in the context of in-
dividual personal values.

The concept of genocide is abhorrent
and unthinkable, Instinetively I am re-
volted by it and automatically seek to do
all within my power to eliminate it from
our world. All in this Chamber must have
similar feelings; yet the Senate has not
ratified the Genocide Convention.

I cannot condone the existence of
forced labor anywhere in the world. I
deplore in particular the Soviet Union’s
refusal to abolish forced labor within its
borders. As a country, the United States
even prohibits the import of products
made by forced, slave, or convict labor.
Surely every Member of this body de-
plores forced labor as much as I do; yet
the Senate has not ratified the conven-
tion outlawing forced labor.

Long ago the United Sfates gave
women equal voting rights and we have
moved on every front to assure complete
equality between the sexes. We recognize
that women are entitled to equal job op-
portunities and equal pay. We recognize
no barrier to women holding any position
in public or private life. No individual
Member of the Senate can dispute this;
vet the Senate has not ratified the Con-
vention on the Political Rights for
Women.

Perhaps now is the time for the Mem-
bers of this body to transform our private
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convictions into public action. Perhaps
now is the time to ratify these three
human rights conventions.

PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF OIL
IMPORT PROGRAM WITH A TAR-
IFF SYSTEM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, reports
have been widely circulated that Presi-
dent Nixon's Cabinet Task Force on Oil
Import Control has recommended that
the existing mandatory oil import pro-
gram be replaced by a tariff system
which would have the effect of lowering
the price of domestic crude oil from
about $3.50 a barrel to around $3 a bar-
rel. The adverse effect such a change
would have on our domestic oil industry
has been carefully documented. How-
ever, insufficient attention has been
given to the severe impact such a de-
parture from the mandatory oil import
program would have on the Nation's
natural gas consumers.

About 140 million of our population
are served directly by natural gas dis-
tribution companies, Over 30 percent of
the electric power in this country is gen-
erated by natural gas. In short, more
than one-third of our Nation’s total
energy requirements are provided by
natural gas.

It took 20 trillion cubic feet of natural
gas to meet this demand in 1968, and
the Nation's demand is expected to in-
crease at a rate of 5.5 percent per year
through 1985. This means that con-
sumption should increase over 145 per-
cent in the next 15 years as contrasted
with 107.9 percent increase between 1956
and 1968.

To accommodate this growth, long-
distance pipelines and local distribution
mains for delivering gas to consumers
are expected to expand by over 700,000
miles to about 1.5 million miles while
total investment in gas transmission and
distribution facilities will increase from
$35 to $75 billion. Stated simply, if there
is an actual shortage of gas supplies—
even a temporary one—and this tremen-
dous fixed investment in facilities is not
used at near 100-percent efficlency—as
it is now—the cost to consumers could
go up sharply. So there is the prospect
of denial of a desirable fuel and the
prospect of unnecessarily higher prices
even if we can get it.

Ironically, however, as we watch the
demand for this premium fuel grow, the
ratio of proven reserves of natural gas
to demand has declined steadily. While in
1956 the developed and proven reserves
were 21 times the annual demand, the
reserves of 290 trillion cubic feet de-
veloped or proved in 1968 were less than
15 times annual production for gas that
year. In 1968, for the first time, gas con-
sumption exceeded new reserve addi-
tions—and by 40 percent. Yet that same
year demand hit a peak annual increase
of 8 percent. Natural gas distribution
companies were experiencing great diffi-
culty in contracting for necessary gas
supplies at the end of 1968 when the
reserve-production ratio was at 14.6. The
Federal Power Commission staff has
estimated that the ratio will be down to
12.8 by the end of 1970.

This reserve margin is entirely too low
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because we cannot economically rely on
foreign imports, gas reserves will not be
increased by conventional secondary re-
covery projects as will oil wells, and the
lack of flexible means of transportation
means that gas must move through high-
cost fixed facilities amortized over rea-
sonable periods, usually 20 years. The gas
industry must have a fully adequate long-
term gas supply in order to attract and
amortize the tremendous amounts of new
capital required for the construction of
facilities.

The sharp decline in drilling and ex-
ploration trends of the domestic petro-
leum industry is responsible for these
inadequate gas reserves. Wildeat drilling
and geophysical activity, which are con-
sidered the most sensitive measure of
exploratory operations, are down 40 per-
cent and 56 percent respectively since
1956. Total wells drilled have declined 43
percent while the number of active ro-
tary rigs is off 55 percent. There has
also been a drastic drop in exploratory
wells completed as gas producers from
909 in 1959 to 429 in 1968, a decrease of
53 percent.

Any change in the mandatory oil im-
port program which lowers the price of
foreign oil will immediately have a damp-
ening effect on domestic petroleum ex-
ploration and development. This would
in turn have a significant impact on nat-
ural gas. An obvious and direct effect
would be the reduction in the amount
of gas found in association with crude
oil. About one-third of our natural gas
supplies are found in conjunction with
oil, either as gas caps of oil reservoirs
or as gas dissolved in oil. It should be
pointed out that while proved gas re-
serves declined from 2929 to 287.4 tril-
lion cubic feet during 1968, nonassoci-
ated gas reserves declined only slightly—
from 221.8 to 221.0 trillion cubic feet.
The greatest decline in reserves occurred
in gas associated with oil.

A second effect will be the reduction
in the amount of nonassociated gas that
is either found while looking for oil or
is made economical to produce through
its association with oil activities. It has
been estimated that under current oil
and gas incentives the amount of non-
associated gas found through the searcin
for oil is in the range of 15 percent. Also,
since the average gas reservoir volume is
only worth 15 to 20 percent of an equiv-
alent oil reservoir volume, most all high
cost exploration in extremely deep water
or arctic environments is done for oil.
An excellent example is the North Slope
of Alaska where the Potential Gas Com-
mittee, an independent agency spon-
sored by the Mineral Resources Institute
of the Colorado School of Mines and
financed by the American Gas Associa-
tion, the American Petroleum Institute
and Independent Natural Gas Associa-
tion of America, has estimated that there
may be as much as 400 trillion cubic
feet, or 33 percent of the future poten-
tial gas reserves in this Nation, However,
without active exploration for oil and a
large base of oil operations, a great deal
of this gas may never be sold or even
found.

All of these declining natural gas sup-
ply trends look senseless when compared
with the estimated potential reserves in
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this country. The U.S. Department of
Interior and the Potential Gas Com-
mittee have agreed that the physical re-
serve potential for natural gas in the
United States is entirely adequate. It
has been estimated that there are 1,227
trillion cubic feet of undiscovered nat-
ural gas in the United States. The Na-
tion’s consumers should not be need-
lessly deprived or their prices needlessly
increased by a natural gas shortage
which is avoidable.

To translate this potential into usable
reserve, there must be adequate eco-
nomiec incentive, Existing incentives
have already been eroded by the reduc-
tion of the percentage depletion allow-
ance for natural gas from 27 to 22
percent, Any further decrease could not
come at a worse time. Not only are our
normal energy demands constantly in-
creasing, but with adequate supplies,
natural gas, which is a sulphur-free fuel,
can also make a major contribution to
the battle against environmental pol-
lution. o

As the Federal Power Commission's
Bureau of Natural Gas summarized in
its report on National Gas Supply and
Demand:

U.S. natural gas requirements will con-
tinue to increase through 1973 at an average
rate of 6.0 percent . .. the undiscovered
natural gas reserves of the contiguous states
of the U.S. are estimated to be from two and
a half to five times the current proven re-
serve Inventory of 282 trillion cubic
feet . . . A major new government-industry
program is needed immediately to insure the
continued growth of gas service during the
next decade . . . Basic elements for consid-
eration should include exploration incen-
tives . . .

I urge that careful consideration be
given to the adverse impaci any modifi-
cation of the mandatory oil import pro-
gram would have on our national gas
supply and 140 million natural gas con-
sumers.

THE APPLICATION OF SPACE-AGE
TECHNOLOGY TO WASHINGTON,
D.C.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, our
fantastic success in space—two trips to
the moon and back within the last year—
is a vivid demonstration of what Ameri-
can technology can do when focused upon
a goal and committed to its realization.

It is time to use some of what we have
learned in advanced technology and
computerized decisionmaking for the so-
lution of our more earthly problems.

So far, we have only tinkered with
technology in searching for the solu-
tions and long-range goals to revitalize
our cities. Mr. Robert Sarnoff recently
called for us to concentrate a massive
effort in the Washington, D.C., area for
application of space-age techmology to
the problem of our cities.

I think that a recent Washington Post
editorial put this matter in excellent
perspective, calling for the commitment
and identifying the long-range objec-
tives, but wisely cautioning us on the
magnitude of the task ahead of us.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 2, 1869]
ONE OF THE GrEAT TEsTs OoF OUur HIsSTORY

The suggestion that Washington be chosen
for a “full-scale pilot program” which would
use space technology for the “complete and
systematic rehabilitation of Washington,
D.C.” deserves serlous attention, Washington,
of course, needs all the help it ean get. But
even more Important—and that may be why
Robert W. Sarnoff, president of RCA, made
the suggestion—the nation needs to know
whether the computer-age technology that
sent us to the moon twice can be used to
solve the problems of American cities. That
question in a slightly different form has been
plaguing the space community, Are vital
national resources needed to meet the crisis
at home being diverted to the moon and
beyond?

Mr. Sarnoff's speech to the National In-
dustrial Conference Board's computer con-
ference picks up from a series of addresses
by Dr. Thomas O. Paine, administrator of
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, suggesting that modern technol-
ogy can assist in solving the problems of
cities, provided there is a national commit-
ment to do so. Thus, finding the technology,
in Dr. Paine's view, was less of a problem
than securing the national commitment to
go to the moon. And we were vastly assisted
by the successes of the Sovlet Sputniks. Mr.
Sarnofl agrees with the need to provide the
commitment and considers the ability to do
so “one of the great tests of our history.”
His hope is that a discussion can be started
to generate that commitment. Both he and
Dr. Paine cite such national efforts as the
ones that produced the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, the Marshall Plan to save Western
Europe from Communist domination, and the
space program as possible prototypes.

The Sarnoff program will be costly and
take a long time. He would build a com-
puter model of the Washington region and
set out to learn “the real costs, in terms of
taxes and lost revenues, of an impaired en-
vironment."” A “systems analysis” approach
would use existing planning agencies which
would be authorized to contract for “the
services of managers and speclalists from
government, the universities and industry, as
well as those agencies, both public and pri-
vate, with special knowledge of urban prob-
lems."” A first phase of the program would be
completed by 1976 in time to celebrate the
nation’s 200th birthday.

Obviously, there are defects in the Sarnoff
program. The working model of the area will
provide, on paper, possible answers to prob-
lems of housing, highways, and other plan-
ning gquestions. But it will not tell how to
solve countless human equations including
the key one of amassing the political strength
to get the job done,

According to Dr. Paine, “clties , . . have
their report card marked against wobbly
success standards involving prejudice, spe-
clal interests, wishful thinking, confiicting
values, loose rhetorie, prophesy and revela-
tion, or, In the current vernacular—soul.”
He adds that “improved urban decisionmak-
ing in the public sector is a major unsolved
problem in today's society.” In part, he sees
the problem as one of overall management
which must consider all the activities going
on within the wurban complex. The urban
manager, Dr, Paine feels, must decide “what
he can manage and where he can lead,” and
he must be prepared to encourage experi-
mentation and innovation.

These are some of the questions that
must be answered, in Dr. Paine's view: What
are the important human values, urban
goals, and public expectations here? What
new institutional patterns can best achieve
the various objectives? What resources will
be required over what perlod? How can the
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contributions of universities, industry and
government be organized? What approach
from the spectrum of management is best
for each component? How will the required
new sclentific understanding be acquired
through theory and experiment? What tech-
nological advances should be fostered and
utilized? As the work progresses, how are the
experimental results to be fed back to the
action controllers?

Mr. Sarnoff has done better defining the
Washington need than in suggesting how it
might be met, but it is to his eredit that he
is prepared to face the need. He called for
“a large-scale program of regeneration that
would go beyond physical planning” and
deal with Interacting problems of housing,
transportation, race, employment, health,
welfare, education, communications, and law
enforcement as well as water and air pollu-
tion, Like most good ideas that are tossed
out before public forums, this one will de-
pend on the reaction.

Mr. Sarnoff puts it this way: “We have
now reached the day of reckoning. We must
decide whether our way of life is worth the
necessary commitment to our cities and our
environment, I am convinced that Ameri-
cans, especially our young people, possess the
mind and motivation to undertake such a
commitment.”

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY: OUR
COASTAL ZONES: THE NEED TO
PLAN AND PROTECT

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, last De-
cember it was my pleasure to speak fo
the MIT Alumni Association of Wash-
ington and Baltimore. The topic of my
remarks was the coastal zones of the
United States, a key geographic feature

- of our country.

I ask unanimous consent that my
speech be printed in the REcorp.

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

ADpRESS BY SENATOR TYDINGS

I am delighted to be with you this evening
and am deeply honored by the kind invita-
tion to be your guest speaker.

I'd like to talk with you tonight about a
conservation issue that has not yet received
great public attention. It is, nevertheless, an
issue of considerable importance to our coun-
try and one that has, fortunately, received
serious consideration by scientists both In
and out of government.

The issue 1s the protectlon and proper
development of our estuaries and of the
coastal zones in which they're found.

An estuary is that body of water where
the salt water of the ocean mixes with the
fresh water of the rivers. It Is water that Is
influenced by both the tidal effects of the
sea and the flowing currents of streams and
rivers.

Just some ten miles to the east of us here
we have one of the greatest estuaries in the
world, the Chesapeake Bay.

Estuaries are valuable components of
what scientists are now calling the Coastal
Zone, This can be defined as the margin
where land and water meet and Interact. It is
not just the sea itself, nor the land either,
but rather the broad area where they join
together and directly influence each other.
The Coastal Zone includes bays, marshland,
river deltas, harbors, estuaries, and even
parts of the continental shelf.

It is thus an exceedingly important, if not
the key feature of our geography.

The coastline of the United States is 88,633
miles long, 99,613 if you include the Great
Lakes. The 30 states that comprise the Coast-
al Zone contain 75% of our population. In an
increasingly urban society, 459 of our urban
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population live in coastal counties. Twenty-
five percent of our entire population live
within fifty miles of the coast.

But the Coastal Zone has more than most
of the people, it also has most of the fish.

The Bureau of Commercial Fisheries re-
ports that seven out of the ten most valuable
species of commercial fish spend important
parts of their life cycle In estuarine waters.
The Marine Science Council tells us that the
Coastal Zone is probably the most important
source of commercial fish—supplying ninety
percent of the total U.S. catch. The waters
off our shore are thus among the most bio=-
loglically productive regions of the natlon.

The Coastal Zone is also an area rich In
mineral resources. Sand and limestone, mag-
nesium compounds, salt and bromides, oil,
natural gas and sulfur all now come from
the water and seabed. The aoffshore waters
presently contaln more than 6,000 oil wells
that each year produce petroleum products
worth over a billion dollars.

The Coastal Zone, of course, is the area
where much of the nation's heavy industry
and maritime commerce is concentrated.
With ready access to raw materials and
world markets, the Coastal Zone, is a perfect
site for competitive, energetic industries to
locate. Being the juncture point of land and
sea, much of the nation’s trade and industry
takes place within the Zone.

It is also the perfect location for people
to play as our soclety finds itself with more
and more leisure time, Boating, swimming,
hunting, and fishing are all sporting activi-
ties that are enjoyed by an evergrowing num-
ber of people within the Coastal Zone. It is
a major area of recreation,

To put it in the modern idiom, the Coastal
Zone is where it's at.

Yet the size and importance of the Coastal
Zone is not what determines its impact on
our society. What really matters is how we
treat it; how we manage—politically, eco-
nomically, socially, and biologically—this key
natural resource.

As Thomas Huxley has noted:

“I cannot say that I am in the slightest
degree impressed by your bigness or your
material resources as such. Size is not
grandeur, and territory does not make a
nation. The great issue . . . 1s, what are you
going to do with these things?"”

What we have done so far is not encour-
aging.

I do not want to sound like a scientiiic
Cassandra seeking to warn the nation of im-
pending doom. But there is no doubt that
our coastal zones are in danger. This situa-
tion, however, should not surprise us.

We are, after all, a violent society. Each day
in the newspapers we see evidence of this
violence as serious crimes are committed in
our homes, businesses, and streets, The ris-
ing rate of crime Is an issue that most alarms
the average American citizen, and rightly so.

Yet the violence is not limited to other
people. We do violence to our environment as
well,

Throughout our history, we have commit-
ted crimes against our natural resources. We
have treated our air, land, and water re-
sources with abuse rather than care. The
pollution that we are all familiar with is the
inevitable result.

We have spoiled rivers,
scourged our land.

And our coastal zones have not been spared
the inevitable result of such treatment. They
have been abused as well.

At the present time there are at least six
major problems confronting the Coastal
Zone. Each by itself is doing great harm.
Taken® together, and left unsolved, they
could well destroy the utility of this key
geographic zone.

The first problem, and the most obvious,
is the pollution of both the air and water
in the Coastal Zone. The latter Is particularly
destructive for water quality is essential for
marine life. Water pollution presents serious

soiled air, and
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economic consequences. The Marine Science
Council estimates that 8 percent or 1.2 mil-
lion acres of the nation’s shellfish grounds
have been declared unsafe for human con-
sumption due to pollution.

This absence of clean water is felt right
here In Maryland. The Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Administration has estimated
that the State loses $3 million annually in
commercial fishing due to water pollution.

And beaches that you could once swim in
are now often closed. The loss in recreational
potential from water pollution throughout
the nation is considerable.

What particularly disturbs me about this
situation is that we presently have the tech-
nology necessary to clean up our waters. We
know what to do, but we seem unwilling to
do it. The continued pollution of every major
river system In the country is the result. We
have the know-how, we even have the money.
What we lack is the will.

Thy second problem confronting the
Coastal Zone is the rapid rise in the number
of people who live there. The nation's seven
largest metropolitan areas are located along
our coastline. This is a large number of
people for a space that is relatively small,
and many of the 90 million people by which
our population is expected to increase in the
next three decades will settle in the Coastal
Zone.

Patterns of development along the shore-
line vary widely from area to area depending
upon economic interests and local topogra-
phy. The tremendous growth of our popula-
tion has brought dramatic pressures on
limited shoreline space. This pressure has
been heightened by a rising standard of liv-
ing that permits people to locate In the many
desirable locations that exist within the
Zone.

In many areas the Coastal Zone is already
saturated. Too many people place too many
demands upon a limited resource. These de-
mands often conflict and bring insurmount-
able pressures to bear. The result is a rapid
decline in the basic well-being of the Coastal
Zone resource,

As succinctly stated by the Marine Science
Council’s Task Force on Coastal Zone Au-
thorities, chaired by Under Secretary of the
Interior Russell E. Train:

Increasing and conflicting demands on the
finite resources of the Coastal Zone for com-
mercial and industrial development, trans-
portation, residential housing, recreation,
and other uses result in: loss of wildlife and
nutrient rich areas, permanent adverse
ecological changes, decreasing open space for
public use, and shoreline erosion. These re-
sults are caused by: rapid urban and subur-
ban development, heavy industrial growth,
inefficlent use and location of industrial
sites, increase in population in the area and
in upstream =zones. Also by unplanned and
unregulated alteration and modification of
the Coastal Zone, especially by dredge and
fill operations mostly brought about by the
private sector.

The third major problem confronting the
Coastal Zone Is the faflure to set aside suf-
ficient space for public use. Although 8,000
acres of coastal land were set aside pursuant
to Federal programs in FY 1968, this was
clearly insufficient to meet our ever increas-
ing requirements. Only 3% of our ocean and
Great Lakes coastline has been set aside for
public use or conservation in spite of rapidly
growing demands for such areas. Yet In Great
Britain the Crown owns all beaches and pub-
lic use of the shorelines resource is thus
ensured.

The Land and Water Conservation Funds
which provides matching grants to states for
the purchase of park land, is severely under-
funded. For Fiscal Year 1970 the Nixon Ad-
ministration requested only a #124 million
appropriation when Congress had authorized
$200 million. The efTect of this drastic reduc-
tion is to cripple our efforts to secure suffi-
clent and essential recreational areas. If we
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can afford a $2 billion cost overrun of the
C-5A military transport plane, we can surely
afford $200 million, one-tenth of the overrun,
to be spent on parks.

More people and more lelsure time make it
imperative that enough space within the
Coastal Zone is now set aside and developed
for recreation, before skyrocketing land
prices make sufficient acquisition impossible.

What we need is a few more Assateague
National Seashores.

Another problem facing the Coastal Zone
is the rapid destruction of wetlands. The
marsh area is exceedingly valuable as marine
and wildlife habitat. Yet it is equally im-
portant as new sites for homes and com-
mercial development. Construction, however,
has overwhelmed conservation and the loss
of wetlands is proceeding at an alarming
pace.

The 1965 Report of the Environmental Pol-
lution Panel of the President’s Sclence Ad-
visory Council has termed the draining of
our wetlands as an important kind of pol-
lution. And it is exactly that.

In typical but not inevitable fashion, man
has fouled a part of nature which has served
him well and which is vital to his existence.
Our wetlands are slowly and irrevocably being
ruined. With bulldozer and dredge, pump and
power shovel, man has destroyed wetlands
and replaced them with industrial plants,
clusters of summer cottages, shopping cen-
ters, boat marinas, deep-water harbors, jet
runways and all the other hallmarks of a
sophisticated, affuent society.

The prestigious report of the National
Commission on Marine Science, Engineering
and Resources reported that “In the past 20
years, dredging and filling have destroyed
seven percent (more than a half million
acres) of the Nation's important fish and
wildlife estuarine habitats.” In 1959, a sur-
vey of Long Island wetlands by the New
York State Conservation Department and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service revealed that
125 percent of high and moderate value
wetland habitat areas had been destroyed
since 1954.

Maryland, where wetlands are particularly
important, has lost an estimated 7% of its
wetlands since 1952 and could lose an addi-
tional 147,000 acres—nearly one-half of the
State’s remaining total—in the next decade.

I will soon write Secretary of Interior
Hickel urging that the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund be more fully utilized to ac-
quire wetlands, a specific recommendation
of the National Commission on Marine Sci-
ence, Engineering and Resources. An oppor-
tunity now exists in Maryland where certain
wetlands may be available at reasonable cost.

The fifth problem facing the Coastal Zone
is one of the most difficult. It is ensuring
that, to the fullest degree possible, the con-
cept of multiple use iz employed in the
management of the Coastal Zone.

Too often In the past a single purpose has
destroyed the wutllity of the resource for
other uses. With multiple use, compromises
are introduced in order to permit competing
purposes to coexlist. Harbors and healthy
oysters can coexist, for example, If pollution
levels are held down. Similarly, a swimming
facility and a properly designed sewage
treatment plant can exist in the same area.

Given the tremendous demands now placed
on the Coastal Zone, and their limited abil-
Ity to absorb further abuse, multiple use is
an absolute necessity in Coastal Zone man-
agement.

But it Is much easier to speak about than
achieve.

This leads us to the sixth and perhaps
most difficult problem confronting the
Coastal Zone. The problem has been clearly
stated by the National Commission:

“The rapidly intensifying use of coastal
areas already has outrun the capabilities of
local governments to plan their orderly de-
velopment and to resoclve conflicts. The divi-
sion of responsibilities among the several
levels of government is uneclear, and the
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knowledge and procedures for formulating
sound decisions are lacking.”

The responsibility to develop plans for the
Coastal Zones that reconcile confileting de-
mands 1s the responsibility of all govern-
ments; federal, state, and local. Yet at the
present time effective management has been
hampered by the variety of governmental
jurisdictions involved, the low priority af-
forded marine matters by state governments,
the diffusion of responsibilities among state
agencies, and the failure of state agencies to
develop and implement long-range plans.

Unless we achieve an orderly, balanced and
effective coastal management system, the
Coastal Zones of the United States will not
be protected. Haphazard development will
continue, benefits will be allocated to a few,
and the destruction will continue.

A priceless natural and national resource—
and the last real chance to protect and de-
velop it in the national interest will be lost.

In order to prevent this, we first must
know a lot more than we do about our
Coastal Zones.

For this reason, I introduced and Congress
enacted in 1966 legislation directing the Sec-
retary of Interior to undertake a comprehen-
tive three-year study of pollution in our
estuarles. The measure was purposefully
drafted so that a wide ranging analysis of
our Coastal Zones could be made.

It was, for the report, which has just been
released, is over 1500 pages long and repre-
sents a major analysis of our estuaries and
the Coastal Zone,

The report includes an inventory of all the
nation's estuaries, a discussion of their eco-
nomic and social importance, and an analy-
sis of the major soclal, ecological, and eco-
nomic trends occurring in the Coastal Zone.
Most importantly, the report calls for the
recommendation of a national program for
the preservation, study, and development of
the nation's estuaries.

It also presents the respective responsibili-
ties which should be assumed by Federal,
State, and loecal governments, rnd by public
and private interests, in the management of
our Coastal Zones. This is most important,
given the failure of our present institutional
arrangement to protect these areas.

I have not yet had the opportunity to re-
view this study in depth. Legislation based
on it was very recently introduced in Con-
gress. While I have not yet decided if this
bill is exactly what we need, I would like to
suggest briefly before closing, some consid-
erations which must be accepted in any leg-
islative effort to obtain a workable and ef-
fective coastal management system:

1. The state must be recognized as having
the primary role in coastal zone manage-
ment. It can provide the link between Fed-
eral incentives and research, and local re-
quirements and desires. The state is neither
too close to the coastal resource, nor too
distant.

2. The state must possess the institutional
arrangements sufficlent to protect the coast-
al zone. This means adequate financial re-
sources, administrative machinery and en-
forcement authority. It means a single
agency, that is not merely a conglomeration
of other agencies, but one with power to deal
with overlapping jurisdictions and fo de-
velop and regulate a master plan for the
state's Coastal Zone.

3. At the same time, the federal govern-
ment has a definite role in the coastal zone.
It has the specific responsibility for national
gecurity and navigation. It should as well
develop goals and criteria for resource man-
agement. And it should encourage, if not
force, the states to act in protecting our
Coastal Zones.

4, The Federal Government must also co-
ordinate and place in focus its own activity
relating to the Coastal Zone. The Marine
Belence Council has detailed the vastness of
this activity. The Council should be up-
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graded to ensure that a federal policy exists
and is effected,

5. The large scale destruction of our wet-
lands must stop. They are too valuable eco-
logically and too important recreationally
for the present drainage rate to continue. A
better balance is needed in this area,

6. Generally, the multiple-use philosophy
must prevail for present and future plan-
ning. The exploitation of a single resource
or use that is contrary to, or irreversibly
precludes other desired uses, must be dis-
couraged. At certain times it cannot be
avoided. In these instances counterbalancing
uses of similar resources must be ensured.

7. Certain small areas of the Coastal Zone
must be fenced off as ecological preserves.
We must provide our scientists with condi-
tions for long-term analysis of the coastal
zone under natural condition,

If these considerations are implemented
in a national, state-federal cooperative ef-
fort to develop our Coastal Zone, this im-
portant natural resource can be protected.
We can reverse the degradation of our lim-
ited shoreline and realize the full benefit of
being a coastal nation.

RISE IN MEDICARE FEES

Mr. MONDALE., Mr. President, since
the first announcement of my intention
to resist the rise in medicare fees, I have
received a great deal of support as well
as many personal testimonials regarding
the burden which these added costs
would place upon our senior citizens.

I ask unanimous consent that a few
illustrative items be printed in the
RECORD.

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

MonNpALE Is CORRECT

To THE EprTor:

I was glad to read of Sen. Mondale's inter-
est in medicare fees. With a raise of 15 per
cent in monthly benefits and medicare fees
raised to $5.30, minimum check recipients
wouldn't benefit much.

My Soclal Security check now is $48.70,
plus 15 per cent more would be $56. Taking
off the $5.30 for medicare would leave 854.70,
less 10 cents for cashing the check leaves
$54.60.

In case of hospitalization the first 352
would have to be pald, which would leave
only $2.60.

Many older folks (through no fault of
their own) have their savings used up.
Higher taxes, higher prices for everything
necessary, are still with us. Hope Sen. Mon-
dale will have success in bringing about a
change.

(Name withheld by request.)

[From the Little Palls (Minn.) Dally
Transcript, Jan. 8, 1970]
MenicArRe FEE HIkE MeETs OPPOSITION

In a United Press International news story
yesterday Sen. Walter Mondale reported that
he was “encouraged by the support shown
for his proposal to put a $4 per month ceiling
on payments old people must pay for Medi-
care.” The senator said he will introduce a
bill to keep payments at $4 per month when
Congress reconvenes later this month,

“This is a cruel increase and it will hit
many citizens who already are in a desperate
situation,” he sald. “Also, it may force many
to drop out of Medicare and it Is essential
that we keep these people in the program.”

The Minnesota senator suggested that the
additional money needed to finance the pro-
gram—some $£300,000,000—could come out of
general revenue.

Medicare has been under-financed since it
began in July 1966, The monthly premium
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then was $3 and the government matched it
with an equal amount, The premium was
raised to $4 In 1968.

An attempt to raise it agaln, when it was
still found to be running behind, was re-
jected by then Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare Wilbur J. Cohen, who issued or-
ders aimed at holding the line on payments
for doctors' charges.

Robert H. Finch, who now heads the de-
partment, has raised the monthly fee to $5.30,
beginning July 1. With the government's
matching share, this would bring the total
monthly cost of medical coverage for the 19.3
million Americans covered by the program to
#10.60.

As probably could be expected, the action
by Secretary Finch already has aroused con-
gressional intervention. There also has been
some sentiment for scrapping the Medicare
premium plan and combining Medlcare with
hospitalization. The elderly then would be
covered under Social Security,

The average Social Security retirement
check now is $116 per month for a single
person under terms of the new law although
increased pension checks will not be in the
mail until April. The average retirement
check for a couple is $170 per month. While
these amounts provide for only a subsistence
level of living for the elderly, there are many
others who receive considerably less with the
result that a $5.30 or $10.60 monthly Medi-
care bill makes a big hole in an already piti-
fully small check.

The result many times is that the elderly
are forced on the welfare rolls and a con-
sequent heavy burden on property taxpayers.
The government may save some money but
the rest of us will have to fight that much
harder to pay our property tax bills. In other
words, the action by the administration is
much in the order of “robbing Peter to pay
Paul.”

MoNDALE SEEES LiMiT oN MEDICARE CHARGES

Legislation to prohibit any increase in the
present $4-a-month premium charged to the
aged participating in the nation's Medicare
program will be introduced shortly in the
SBenate by Minnesota’s Walter F. Mondale.
The $4 premiums are scheduled to be raised
to $5.30 beginning July 1, 1970, by the pres-
ent administration.

Senator Mondale was highly eritical of the
proposed $1.30 per month railse in Medicare
premiums. His reasoning is that most senior
citizens are losing in the battle with infla-
tion.

“At a time when Inflation is robbing our
senior citizens of their hard-earned retire-
ment benefits, it is unfair to require them
to pay higher fees for the medical care they
80 desperately need,” said the Senator.

Mondale further pointed out that it is in-
consistent on the part of the present ad-
ministration in Washington to request a 15
per cent across-the-board increase in Social
Becurity benefits on the one hand and a 33
per cent increase in contributions to Medi-
care by the aged on the other hand,

In view of the widespread abuses of the
Medicare program uncovered during the past
year, the positlon of Senator Mondale seems
eminently reasonable. Rather than taxing
the already severely limited purchasing power
of retired people with fixed income, some
effort to eliminate gouging by medical peo-
ple should assume first priority.

Other than tightening administrative pro-
cedures to insure that there is no overcharg-
ing of patients receiving help under Medlcare,
it seems not fair to expect Medicare to be
self-supporting or even Ilargely self-sup-
porting,

Medlcare was intended as an ald to relieve
the elderly of a prime worry of their declin-
ing years, the worry of financing medical bills
at a time in life when medical care is most
often needed and the ability to pay is at its
lowest.
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Senator Mondale's bill not only provides
for a freeze of the monthly fee at its pres-
ent $4 level but provides for a systematic re-
duction in the fee over the next several years.
The slack in the cost of the program would
be taken up by increased contributions from
general revenues as well as contributions
from the Social Security payroll tax.

POLLUTION—A PRIME PROBLEM

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President, pollu-
tion takes center stage as a prime prob-
lem as we enter the 1970's. The threat
that man might soil his nest to such an
extent as to make it almost uninhabit-
able becomes more credible with each
passing day.

But there is still time to stop the trend
toward destroying our environment and
with it the quality of our lives. Despite
the activities in recent years of certain
legislators, such as my colleague Senator
GaYLorD NELsoN, Congress has come to
recognize pollution as a matter of na-
tional concern only in the past few
months.

That recognition is being fostered and
heightened by the work of our communi-
cations media. I shall cite one outstand-
ing example: A series of articles by Ro-
berta Hornig and James Welsh which
appeared in the Washington Evening
Star from January 11, 1970 through Jan-
uary 18. The thoroughly researched and
dramatically written articles describe the
Atlantic Ocean as a sewer—in the words
of adventurer Thor Heyerdahl—and
America as a trash can. It quotes an ex-
pert as saying man is in danger of be-
coming a vanishing species.

I ask unanimous consent that the se-
ries of articles be printed in the REcORrD.

There being no objection, the series
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

A WoRLp 1IN DANGER—1: THE ENVIRONMENT:
Is IT ProBLEM No. 1?7

( By Roberta Hornig and James Welsh)

(Norte.—Many scientists concerned with
environmental pollution fear that the 1970s
will be the dawn of Doomsday. This is the
first of seven articles examining what man
has done to his world, and what he can
do to save it.)

John Heritage's job begins to close in on
him long before he gets to the office.

As a 81-year-old staff alde to Wisconsin’s
Sen. Gaylord Nelson, Heritage specializes in
the environment. On a typical workday, he
hasn't driven far from his home in Alex-
andria when these troubles begin coming at
him, one after another.

His car inches through a crowded inter-
change onto Shirley Highway. It is a gray,
heavy day. The cars stop, inch forward, stop.
The fumes hang over the highway.

The cars, thousands of them, sputter
through Arlington’s apartment wonderland,
past the Pentagon and toward the 14th
Street Bridge.

As he approaches the bridge, a jet swings
into its landing approach to National Air-
port. It approaches from upriver.

Heritage knows that as he crosses the
bridge, the plane—perhaps even two—will
pass not far overhead, engines screaming and
dumping oily black grit on top of the ex-
haust-laden air he is breathing.

The Washington skyline should be clearly
in view now. Some days it is, but today it is
not. The accumulation of smoke from cars,
buses, trucks, planes and smokestacks is too
heavy; the skyline is blurred in a pastel haze.

Beneath the bridge, the Potomac flows dirty
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and sluggish, logs and dead fish floating
in the murky brown.

Heritage crosses the bridge and the traffic
passes a densely built-up urban area. There
is construction nearly everywhere—buildings
and highways.

The noise and confusion reach a peak as
he nears the Rayburn House Office Building.
There, a pile driver is banging away at full
steam.,

John Heritage has driven from a famous
suburb to the Capitol of the United States.
The trip is past, but not forgotten. He has
to drive home tonight, and back to work
tomorrow morning, and he wonders what
Washington will do to right man’s wrongs
against nature.

“You have to wonder what's happening to
people,” he observes “Call it irritation if you
want, but anyone can sense on a trip like
this what is meant by the contention that
our gquality of life is going down.

“The environmental problem is no longer
an issue of saving trees, of conserving nat-
ural resources. It's part of daily life. To go
from one place to another in our cities is
to pass through an unhealthy cross-section
of pollution.”

Heritage and his fellow Washingtonians
are far from alone. Countless thousands
across the country are wondering and worry-
ing about their own communities—not just
the big towns of New York and Los Angeles,
but also the middle-sized cities of Oakland,
Salt Lake City, Denver, Wilmington, Provi-
dence, Buffalo, Chattanooga, plus smaller
towns and even rural areas.

And if other Americans remain relatively
unconcerned, the sweep of current develop-
ments and trends may be giving them second
thoughts.

People in Cleveland apparently had de-
cided they could live with the Cuyahoga
River. But one day last June the river caught
fire. The blaze from an ignited oil slick
soared five stories high and caused $50,000
damage to two rallroad trestles. Clevelanders
are more “‘aware” nNnow.

Around San Francisco, a city justifiably
proud of its good looks, it has been fash-
ionable to look down on Los Angeles as a
monument to tastelessness. Northern Cali-
fornians like to think of LA's air pollution,
which has set off 71 emergency alerts since
1955, as typical of the kind of mess South-
ern Californians are capable of making. But
now in the San Francisco Bay area, the smog
is so thick that the Northern Californians
can't see across the bay.

Lake Erie was murdered, the victim of in-
dustrial and municipal waste disposal. It
now harbors new life—a mutant of carp
which lives off poisons.

Death is also coming to more of the na-
tion's once clear waters.

BSo much sewage from upstream communi-
ties is coming down the Eagle River in the
Colorado Rockies that trout fishermen, if
they still go there, catch toilet paper, not

In Northeastern Pennsylvania not too long
ago, acld drainage from a mining operation
leaked into some abandoned, uncapped gas
wells, eventually polluting the underground
water serving seven counties. In some parts
of the area, the only way to get water was
to truck it in,

Incidents and problems like this are piling
one atop the other.

The days are gone when concern for the
land, the air, the water was the sole province
of the conservationists, the wilderness en-
thusiasts, the bird watchers and a few far-
seeing scientists, authors and public officials.

Last spring the Natlonal Wildlife Federa-
tion arranged for a public opinion poll, on
the subject of conservation. It showed 85
percent of the American people worried about
the state of the environment,

The problems they worry about, of course,
vary in severity from place to place,
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‘Washington, for instance, is about average
for a city of 800,000 and a metropolitan area
of nearly 3 million, Like similar areas, it
suffers from air pollution caused chiefly by
auto exhausts and burning fuels.

But Washington is not too typical because,
as a government town, it has little industry
to add to air and water wastes.

A good question then is why the Nation's
Capital stands in the middle rather than the
low end of the pollution index.

But solutions are as elusive as the air,
and relatively little has been done.

As an issue, the environment began gath-
ering true momentum in 1969, This year, it
could well elbow its way to the top of the
list of issues of major national concern, per-
haps overshadowing the war in Vietnam.
Students are planning protests; President
Nixon is planning new programs,

There are reasons.

Everyday pollution is becoming more evi-
dent to the senses. As Heritage puts it: “It's
real because you can smell it, touch it, see
it, hear it.”

Beer cans and other debris float by boaters
far down the Chesapeake Bay. Signs warn-
ing “No Swimming—Polluted Water Not Rec-
ommended for Bathing" crop up in more
and more places.

Alrline passengers can spot metropolitan
areas ahead by the banks of smog envelop-
ing them. If they don't notice, their pilots,
who are increasingly hampered by lowered
visibility, are likely to tell them about it.

Besides commonplace pollution, dramatic
“accidents” and attention-getting examples
of pollution dangers are occurring more fre-
quently.

The Cuyahoga River fire is just one ex-
ample. Its effect was small in comparison to
the breakup of the American tanker Torrey
Canyon off the coast of England, leaving oil
smeared across miles of British and French
coasts, and killing tens of thousands of birds
and fish.

More recent environmental “happenings”
range from oil spills from a drilling platform
off the Santa Barbara coast, to scientists’ re-
ports that human mothers’ milk contains
more DDT than the federal government per-
mits in cow’s milk sold for human consump-
tion, to the death of 6,400 sheep on isolated
Utah rangeways from nerve gas the Army
was testing.

Evidence has piled up that no corner of
the world is safe from pollution.

Poisonous pesticide residues have been
found in penguins in the Antarctic.

Thor Heyerdahl, who sailed across the At-
lantic last year, said the ocean “looked like
a sewer."”

In Greenland, traces of lead from industry
and gasoline have been found in cores taken
from the ice.

In Europe, acid rain frequently falls as far
north as Sweden.

The Rhine is a contender for the world’s
most polluted river. Athenians call their air
“Marshall Plan smog” for the fumes pouring
from industry. In Venice, it's a tossup
whether air pollutants or the flooding caused
by excessive landfill operations will destroy
a good part of the city’'s art treasures.

And as the pollution mounts, journalism
is putting a higher news value on the
environment.

Bigger headlines are going on stories like
ofl spills and smog alerts. Scientists’ reports
get into print and over the airwaves. There is
a new breed of reporter's “beat"—the
environment,

Newspapers are devoting long stories and
series to the over-all problem. Time magazine
now runs an environment section. Last year
Look magazine devoted much of a whole
issue to the environment. Newsweek has
something similar in the works. So does
Fortune.

Partly because of this kind of coverage,
and partly because they are better organized,
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sclentists are gettlng the message across as
never before. And it is a sober message.

Increasing credibility is going to people
once regarded as extremists for warning that
the human species could become extinct un-
less It learns to live in harmony with nature,

Dr, Barry Commoner of Washington Uni-
versity in St. Louis Is now considered a
prophet for the doom-crying he has done for
vears—that “it's & matter of survival to be
scared.”

And ecologist LaMont Cole of Cornell Uni-
versity is now getting audiences besides other
ecologists when he warns that pollution, be-
cause it kills forest and water plants supply-
ing the world 1ts oxygen supply, amounts to
a time-bomb that may be impossible to de-
fuse.

In a curious way, the Apollo space fiights
have helped galvanize public opinion. Mail
to the White House on the environment
doubled after last year's first moon landing.

To many, the flights raised the question of
where technological priorities should be di-
rected—into space or back on the earth?

The critics weren't alone, Astronauts
Jjoined them, some of them saying that from
space, air pollution was so visible it cut
into the joy of seeing Mother Earth from
hundreds or thousands of miles away.

And the warnings are coming across.

In New York, mini-skirted women are
picketing shops that sell coats made from the
skins of leopards, a diminishing species.

In Minnesota, a Mothers’ Day protest
march on the site of a planned nuclear-pow-
ered generating plant on the Mississippl.

In fairly conservative Santa Barbara, resi-
dents led by a former state senator formed
GOO (Get ©il Out), and with power and
sailboats moved to block an oll company
from setting up an oil-drilling platform like
the one that earlier had blackened their
beaches.

Students are
“action groups”
country.

At Berkeley and Minneapolis, they held
mock funerals for intermal-combustion en-
gines to protest auto air pollution.

At Richmond two weeks ago, students from
Maryland to North Carolina met to protest
the pollution of Virginia's rivers. The fed-
eral government sponsored their meeting.

None of this has been lost on the poli-
ticians.

It's a far different climate than a few years
ago when Maine's Sen, Edmund S. Muskie
was quletly cranking out landmark air and
water pollution legislation or when Wiscon~
sin's Gaylord Nelson was practically alone in
talking of alternatives to the gasoline-pow-
ered internal combustion engine.

Now, Interior Secretary Walter J. Hickel
put it, the environment has jolned mother-
hood and the flag as good politics. In legisla-
tion passed last year—and more legislation
now in the works—varlous members of Con-
gress are outdoing themselves over who be-
comes identified with the push to save the
environment,

President Nixon was slow off the mark on
this issue but he is trying to catch up.

“There are more people in the White House
now working on the environment than on
any single issue, and that includes Vietnam,”
says one of the President's staffers,

The President will devote a major part of
his State-of-the-Union message Jan. 22 to
the environment. He has said it will be among
top-priority items In his 1970 programs.

In the broadest sense, the problems of
pollution tie directly to the march of civiliza-
tlon, to the many forces at work in indus-
trial society, each heightening the effects of
the others, all of them accelerating in
intensity.

The first force is people—the sheer num-
bers of them.,

As long as man's numbers were few, and
his way of life simple, he could live com-
patibly with the world around him.

forming environmental
on campuses across the
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But the world’s 3 billion people, which took
millennia to produce, will double by the end
of the century. The U.S. may add its third
100 million people by that time, As a result,
the relationship between men and nature
will change radically.

It wouldn't be too bad if the population
were distributed more evenly across the land.
But the economics of industrialized soclety
doesn’t work that way. Industry congregates
in urban areas where it can draw upon a wide
range of resources, knowledge and skills, Peo~
ple migrate to the cities for more money and
& wide choice in the employment market.
Service industries follow the people. The
urban areas grow blgger,

But as industry and people become more
concentrated, so do their wastes—to the point
that it becomes extremely difficult and ex-
pensive to keep the air and water clean, to
dispose of the trash, to preserve any open
Bpace.

Prosperlty only aggravates the problem.

On the one hand, it provides increased
leisure time and the mobllity to get away
from it all.

But the more people try to get away from
it all, the more they run into each other.
Today, in what were once remote vacation
spots, it ls often tent-pole to tent-pole, boat
to boat, bumper to bumper, And because of
50 much use, some vacation areas themselves
have become pollution trouble spots.

More important, western civilization's un-
precedented prosperity is dependent on an
increasingly high order of technology. Man
has become the super consumer, demanpding
more resources, more products. Some of these
products, autos especially, add to pollution.
And the technology that underpins our
prosperity cannot continue to grow in quality
and quantity without giving off larger
amounts of waste products.

Today's technology is turning out new
orders of pollutants—plastics that don’t cor-
rode but continue to pile up, and synthetic
chemicals that are what the scientists call
“non-biodegradable” in that they do mnot
break down easily.

The advance of knowledge and technigues
has led to the 100,000-ton tanker and the
giant pipelines that can be, and probably
will be, lald across the fragile tundra of
northern Alaska.

New knowledge and technology have en-
abled the exploiters to become more efficlent.

As just one example, European fishing
fleets, after discovering the major migratory
route of the Atlantic sallmon off Greenland,
have so depleted this great sport fish that
spawning grounds in Canada, Maine, Nor-
way, Scotland and Ireland are now almost
empty.

Even with the best of intentions, the ap-
plication of technology often is preceded by
little or no calculation of its environmental
consequences. And so what Dr. Commoner
calls “ecological backlash” is a growing
phenomenon,

Perhaps the most vivid example of this
backlash can be found in Egypt, where the
giant Aswan Dam conirols the Nile River,
holding back a reservoir of water some 300
miles long.

Because the Nile's downstream flow has
been slowed, waters of the Mediterranean
Sea are now flooding the Nile Delta 600 miles
below the dam, coverlng thousands of acres
of fertile farmland. Because rich nutrients
no longer flow below the dam, Egypt's fish-
ing industry is collapsing. On mammoth
Lake Nasser behind the dam, evaporation
may claim as much water as the Nile was
supposed to send downstream for irrigation.
And medical specialists fear that snails that
carry schistosomiasis will invade the lake
and irrigation canals, eventually infecting
thousands of peasants with that psainful
and crippling disease.

In its conception and construction, the
Aswan Dam was seen as providing enormous
benefits to the Egyptian people and econ-
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omy, It may become a monument to en-
vironmental disaster.

If technologists have been short-sighted,
s0 has government at every level.

In this country, for instance, two decades
of housing, and transportation policy led to
the suburban sprawl evident now in every
metropolitan area, to dependence on the
auto, to the great amounts of smog that
autos produce.

On other fronts, while the Interior De-
partment was trying to save northern wet-
land breeding grounds for waterfowl, the
Agriculture Department was subsidizing
their drainage for farming.

Over the years the federal, state and local
governments have spent a lot of money in
pollution abatement, But in the prevention
of pollution, the record is a dismal one. In
one area after another where the pressures
for “progress” have confronted concern for
the environment the environment has lost.

To put it another way, one agency after
another created to help protect the environ-
ment gets caught up in a bureaucratic con-
flict of interest. As Muskie put it in a recent
speech:

“The Congress has assigned responsibili-
ties for pesticide control to the Department
of Agriculture, which also promotes the use
of pesticides for increased agricultural pro-
duction.

“The Atomic Energy Commission super-
vises radiological protection from the uses
of nuclear energy, which the commission
promotes,

“The Corps of Engineers 1s responsible for
some pollution control on navigable rivers,
which the Corps dredges and Into which it
authorizes the dumping of spoil.”

But now the situation has become so seri-
ous that practices and policies—a whole way
of life—are being gquestioned sharply. People
are beginning to care, and beglnning to
hope it's not too late.

A WorLp 1IN DancEr—2: PoLrurtion ToTaLs
ToN A YEAR FOR EAcH oF Us

(By Roberta Hornig and James Welsh)

‘While in orbit during the Apollo T flight,
astronaut Walter Schirra should have been
able to see Bouthern California 124 miles
beneath him,

He could see a portion of 1ts coastline,
But then California disappeared in a shroud
of smog that extended for about 100 miles
eastward.

As soon as he got back, Schirra sent pic-
tures he had taken to the National Air Pollu-
tion Control Administration—and to Gov.
Ronald Reagan,

Schirra’s three space voyages have made
him militant on pollution control: *“The
moon is not hospitable. Venus is not hos-
pitable. Mars is not hospitable. We'd better
do what we can to clean up Earth, because
this Is where we're going to be.”

Astronaut Donn Eisele was on Apollo 7
flight with Schirra. His reaction: “Earth gen-
erally is very pretty, but you can see smog
in the clouds. It was pretty evident that
there is considerable air pollution, It’s most
discouraging."”

Col. Frank Borman’s Apollo 8 orbit of the
moon at Christmas 1868 had a similar effect
on him: “There is no question in my mind
that regardless of the economic considera-
tions, we must take lmmedlate steps to pre-
serve our atmosphere.”

The astronauts had a special view of planet
Earth. But people back on the ground are
getting worried, too.

A Gallup poll conducted a year ago for the
National Wildlife Federation showed that of
all forms of pollution, air 1s the one people
care about most.

And for good reason.

Man must have decent air in order to live.
But he Is mistreating his air—as ne can tell
just by looking at it, or smelling it in many
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areas—and sclence doesn’'t know just what
that mistreatment is going to do to man,

Ailr is made up roughly of one-fifth oxygen,
four-fifths nitrogen, a bit of argon, minute
traces of other gases and water vapor in
varying amounts. It is a delicate mixture.

Each year, in the United States alone, 173
million tons of man-made waste products
are released into the air. That’s close to a
ton for each man, woman and child. World-
wide, the estimated figure is 800 million
tons.

The National Air Pollution Control Admin-
Istration officially recognizes nine pollutants
in the air: Sulphur, dust particles, carbon
monoxide, “photochemical occident” (the
gases loosely called smog), hydrocarbons,
nitrogen oxides, lead and pesticides. It has
also let out a contract to study 30 other air
pollutants, including asbestos and cadmium.

Scientists know only some of the things
these pollutants do.

They corrode metals; they soil clothing
and curtains; they make stockings run; they
injure and kill crops and flowers, they reduce
visibility, endangering air and highway trans-
portation, and they blight man’s surround-
ings, making life less enjoyable.

But more importantly, air pollution affects
health. At its worst, it can kill.

Its potential became apparent in London
in 1952. Four thousand more persons than
the normal died that year because of a
three-day blanket of killer fog.

The comparable American pollution horror
tale came in 1948 in Donora, Pa., a small steel
and chemical plant town. A four-day “fog"
killed 19 and sickened almost half of the
14,000 townspeople.

The same thing happened in each case:
Normal fog, heavy with moisture, trapped
poisonous chemicals—pollutants which nor-
mally drift off into the atmosphere. In Lon-
don, fog trapped sulphur caused by coal-
burning; in Donora, it blanketed the town
with a chemical mixture from the industrial
smokestacks.

In normal conditions, air pollution’s effects
on health are less easy to document. But more
and more, scientists are warning that there
is a relationship between dirty air and what
happens to people.

As Dr. Jesse L. Steinfeld, deputy assistant
secretary of the health, education and wel-
fare, put it:

“Jts full impact on our health is not
known, but there is abundant scientific evi-
dence that exposure to polluted air is asso-
ciated with the occurrence and worsening of
chronic respiratory diseases, such as emphy-
sema, bronchitis, asthma, and even lung
cancer.”

While not so dramatic as the London and
Donora episodes, air pollution reached such
high levels in the New York area three
Thanksgivings ago that it was later found to
have at least shortened, if not claimed, the
lives of 168 persons, mostly old people or
those prone to respiratory illnesses,

There were no “body counts,” but last
August in the St, Louis area and in Novem-
ber in the Chicago area, air pollution reached
seriously high levels.

The increasing concern over air pollution
as a health hazard last year led the Los An-
geles County Medical Association to recom-
mend that “students through high school . ..
should be excused from strenuous indoor
and outdoor activity” when smog concentra-
tions rise above certain levels.

And in the same county, the smog capital
of the nation, physiclans are estimated to
have told some 10,000 persons suffering from
respiratory aillments to move elsewhere last
year,

What makes air pollution even more in-
sidious, though, are the things scientists
don't know about it.

No one knows what will happen if man
continues to haphazardly pour compounds
into the atmospheric test tube, permitting
them to accumulate. Many results are feared.
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The weather is affected, studies show.

Tulsa, Okla., has grown from a town to
a city since 1900. With its growth has come
a steady Increase of dust particles in the air.
And with that growth, there has been an in-
crease in the annual rainfall.

In Louisville, Pittsburgh and Buffalo, it
doesn’t rain as often when Iindustries are
shut down. The snow pattern in Toronto is
similar,

In LaPorte, Ind., 30 miles downwind from
the heavy industrial complex around Chi-
cago, precipitation has increased signifi-
cantly since 1925. And the precipitation
peaks have coincided with peaks in steel pro-
duction in the Chicago area.

In America alone, about 12 million tons of
simple dust are put into the sky every year.
And scientists are concluding that it
amounts to a virtual and involuntary cloud-
seeding.

But air pollution also can have an opposite
effect.

In some cases, the dirtier the air gets, the
less rain falls., Clouds get so overseeded that
moisture can't grow to ralndrop size.

This weather-backlash in scattered loca-
tions has led meteorologists to wonder what
dirty air is doing to our global climate.

Some say it's cooling the Earth's tempera-
tures—a process that could lead to a new
ice age. Others argue that it has a “green-
house effect,” raising the world’s temperature
at a rate fast enough to melt the polar ice
caps and flood the coasts of the continents.

But all this seems rather academic to the
busy urban dwelier who notices air pollution
only casually.

He more likely thinks about the way the air
smells and looks. He may notice that when
he's in a traffic jam he gets a headache, that
his responses aren't as good as they might be,
and that when there's smog, his eyes smart.

He is becoming more aware of air pollution,
past the point where he cracks jokes about
Los Angeles’ smog.

Federal air pollution officials have even
gotten up a dublously distinctive “Top 10"
list, headed by New York, then followed by
Chicago, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, Cleve-
land, Pittsburgh, Boston, Newark, Detroit
and St. Louls.

Washington made the second “Big 10" out
of the list of 65, falling just behind Jersey
City.

But dirty air seems to be everywhere. Even
in New Mexico the Weather Bureau is issuing
air pollution forecasts.

As a consequence, people are asking hard,
central questions: What and who is respon-
sible for air pollution and what's being done
about it?

Almost all dirty air comes from some kind
of burning or combustion—from gasoline in
auto engines; from coal, oil and other fuels
in industrial, generating and heating plants;
from garbage and trash incineration and
from jet airplane exhausts.

The “what” and “who" of it depends on
where you live,

In Bishop, Md., population 500, for exam-
ple, the offender was a single rendering plant.
In the New York-Newark area, the polluters
are a mixture of industrial plants, utilities,
oil refineries, municipal incinerators and the
fuels used to heat homes and apartment
buildings.

Way out in front, though, is “transporta-
tion.” It accounts for 94.6 percent of the
country's bad air.

This is pollution caused by cars, planes,
buses, trucks and other vehicles. Its effect
varies according to location.

The automoblle, for example, accounts for
an average of 60 percent of the air pollution
nationwide, but its effect goes as high as 90
percent in Southern California, and as low as
25 percent in Buffalo, where industries do the
Job.

And the automobile is now the No. 1 tar-
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get of the scientists, technicians and politi-
cians who are fighting air pollution.

Cars dump 90 million tons of pollutants
into the alr each year, double the amount
of any other single contributor,

The 4 million motor vehicles in Los Angeles
basically cause that city’s emog. And the 1.1
million vehicle trips here in Washington
daily don't do much for the air in the Na-
tion’s Capital. And unlike other cities of its
size, Washington doesn't have heavy indus-
try to blame.

It was not Washington but Los Angeles
that fingered the car as the chief culprit.

After several air pollution scares in the
early 1940s—including a day In September
1943, cited by the Los Angeles Times as a
“daylight dimout"—Los Angeles clamped
down on just about every air pollution
source it could control, It went after domes-
tic, commercial, industrial and municipal in-
cinerators, and all open burning.

Afterward, there was little left to account
for the growing smog except the growing
number of cars and other motor vehicles.

California has, in fact, always been ahead
of the nation in trying to cope with auto
air pollution. By the early to mid-60s, how-
ever, other states were in the act, and so was
the federal government.

Out of all this came federal requirements
that Detroit beginning with ’69 models build
In devices to limit hydrocarbons and carbon
monoxide emitted by new cars sold across
the country. California went further, insist-
ing that the devices should also control
nitrogen emissions.

Yet in its war on cars, California has met
with just about the same kind of success
as the rest of the nation: Not much.

One of the reasons is that the 1965 law
regulating automobile emissions only ap-
plies to about a fifth of the cars being driven
on the nation’s roadways now—the 1969 and
"70 models.

Another reason is the testing procedure on
the control devices set up by the National
Ailr Pollution Control Administration, At its
Ypsilanti, Mich., lab, prototype automobiles
undergo tests under very favorable circum-
stances. They “move" standing still, and the
assumption is that the prototypes are like
all the cars Detroit is producing. Critics say
this test has little relation ‘o actual driving
conditions.

More Importantly, the law controlling the
car devices has no provision for testing after
the cars are sold and on the road.

The New York Scientists’ Committee for
Public Information states flatly that the con-
trol devices are not reliable.

The committee, set up to inform the public
on the conditions of the environment in
general, says that 63 percent of a sample of
cars equipped with polluticn control devices
in California in 1966 “failed to meet . . . the
standards . . . after only 2000 miles of driv-
ing.” They're supposed to work for 50,000
miles.

Many say the solution is to find an alterna-
tive to the internal combustion engine.

This seems to be the route the Nixon ad-
ministration is taking. The President’s Coun-
cil on Environment Quality last month an-
nounced it will spend $456 million to look
into a different kind of car. New York City
and California already are.

Plenty of publicity has gone to some of
these alternatives—the steam engine car, the
electric car, the car powered by natural gas,
or cleaner gasoline.

But none yet provides the answer.

Meanwhile, Detroit is sticking with the in-
ternal eombustion engine. It would take un-
told millions for the automakers to tool
up for any other kind of propulsion unit.

A spokesman for Ford said his company
thinks the Internal combustion engine is
still the best bet. Ford, he said, has 24 vir-
tually “smog-free” cars “in the concept stage
on the test tracks,” and that’s the route
Ford will take.
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Critics, led by Sen. Edmund S. Muskie,
D-Maine, contend that Detroit is interested
in keeping a “status quo (that) may run
counter to the public interest.”

The struggle to find a non-polluting car
iz shaping up as one of the big research
races In the 70s—Detroit versus outsiders,
with government incentives probably going
to both.

Another bilg industry, the airlines and
manufacturers, has committed itself to the
best pollution control devices on the market
so far—after the state of New Jersey took
seven airlines to court last fall.

Until then, the airplane Industry had de-
nied it was an Important polluter, Its argu-
ment was that, nationwide, airplanes' par-
ticulate emissions account for only 1 per-
cent, or T8 million tons, of the nation's air
pollution by weight.

But these figures don't impress people
living near airports. In New York, for ex-
ample, planes pump 115 tons of pollutants
a day. In Los Angeles, it's almost a ton
a day and in Washington, the filthy particles
come to 1,200 pounds a day, or 602,000 pounds
a year,

The new devices should cut some of this
down. But it's only part of the sclution.

Considering that it was pretty apparent
the air was dirty, and getting more so in more
places, the federal government was late get-
ting into the air pollution field.

The landmark law, the Air Quality Act
devised by Muskie, didn't come until 1967.
It is a combined federal, state and local
approach setting up alr gquality regions
nationwide—the first one was the Washing-
ton metropolitan area—on the grounds that
air doesn't neatly confine itself to political
boundaries.

The law also for the first time hit at “sta-
tionary™ sources, such as industry and power
plants, that belch black smoke into the sky.

On the books the law looks good. It gives
the federal government a handle In getting
after states that aren't policing the air.

But the legislation also has serious draw-
backs. The most important one is that it has
bullt-in time-lags. For all practical purposes,
it gives polluters, and the states going alter
them, as well as federal institutions, a five-
year break.

It will be two years yet before its results
can be seen.

And, at this point, with the environment
so spotlighted, it's questionable whether the
results will be sufficient,

To make the air fit to breathe, it's going
to take money, for research and new tech-
nology, tighter laws and enforcement.

Ironically, as forms of pollution go, and
particularly compared with the costs of clean
water, 1t will not take all that much money
to restore our air, the experts say.

Federal alr pollution officials estimate they
could get it back In shape within the next
five years for less than 85 billion.

But, they point out, even with all the
attention being paicd to air pollution these
days, Congress In the last session appro-
prlated only $88 million for air pollution.
About the same time, it authorized $856 mil-
lion for the supersonic transport plane—
which conceivably could have some insidious
side effects on the atmosphere,

A Wortp 1N DancEr—3: OvurR RIVERS ARE
Gomve DowxN THE DRAIN
(By Roberta Hornlg and James Welsh)

The nation's waterways run in not-so-glo-
rious color. Name your color: it's there.

On the Potomae, beginning not far below
Washington and extending for miles, the sur-
face can turn a thick blue-green, the color
of the algae that thrive on nutrient chemiecals
rushing from the metro area’s big Blue
Plains treatment plant.

Out on the Chesapeake Bay and in some of
its small tributaries, the same concentrates
of nutrients feed plants called dinoflagellates.
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In this case the color spreading across the
water is bright red.

For white, try some of the Southern rivers
where textile and carpet mills pour milky
wastes that float lazlly downstream.

For black, try the goo that spills from oil
companies on the Delaware,

Yellow is the color of mine acid. You can
see 1t on the headwaters of the Monongahela
and some of the streams that feed into the
Potomac and Susquehanna. Rusty red also is
the color of mine acid. In the Ohoipyle sec-
tion of southwestern Pennsylvania not long
ago, mine acld got into a stream, and a place
called Cucumber Falls ran red for a year and
a half.

Blue? Sure. In Clarion County, Pa,, a print-
ing plant reprocesses used paper. As a result,
the Clarion River runs inky blue,

Where industry pours a variety of wastes
into the water—the Buffalo on its way to
Lake Erie, the Calumet near Chicago, the
Ohio at Memphis, Tenn.,—the colors run the
spectrum.

Then, too, a river can look perfectly clear,
but be filled with a pollutant such as oil-well
brine, which is so strong it can corrode ship
bottoms.

Are there no clean rivers?

Asked to name one relatively clean major
river system in the United States, federal of-
ficials just shake their heads. There is none.

American rivers generally fall into three
categories—dirty, very dirty and dirtiest,

Staffers at the Federal Water Pollution
Control Agency (FWPCA) prepared this list
of the nation's 10 dirtiest rivers: The Ohio;
the Houston Ship Canal; the Cuyahoga in
Onhio; the River Rouge in Michigan; the
BuifTalo; the Passalc in New Jersey; the Ar-
thur Kill near New York City; the Merrimack
in New Hampshire and Massachusetts; the
Androscoggin in Maine, and the Escambia in
Alabama and Florida.

A runner-up list of 10 very dirty rivers also
is available. The Potomac made this list. So
did the Mississippi, the Missourl, the Hudson
and the Connecticut.

All this is not to say that every American
river Is getting progressively more polluted,
or that nothing is being done about clean-
ing up the rivers and lakes.

Water pollution is on old story in this
country, and so is the fight to stem it. Over
the last dozen years, governments at all levels
have spent $5.4 billlon to attack water pol-
lution, and industry has spent billlons more.
And the effort has achieved a measure of
success.

The Potomac is one example of a river
that is cleaner than It used to be. At the
turn of the century, the Potomac was the
source of typhold infection. Just a few years
ago the Blue Plains treatment plant, which
serves the District and suburban Maryland,
was removing only 40 percent of organic pol-
lutants. Now it's removing 60 percent.

But this kind of progress brings little com-
fort to the nation's water-pollution special-
ists. They look instead at the mountains of
waste still pouring into U.S. waterways, at
the backlog of treatment-plant construction,
at new breeds and sources of pollutants, and
at the increased amounts and concentration
of pollution that will accompany future
growth.

The complexity of the task facing the ex-
perts can be illustrated in this oversimplified
example:

Putting up a better sewage treatment plant
in a city might cut the amount of pollutants
golng into the river by half. But if, after a
number of years, the increase of municipal
and industrial wastes doubles, that city's
river is just about as polluted as It was be-
fore.

Then, too, water pollution is spreading to
new and dangerous battlefronts.

A river might very well be more free than
in decades of such traditional pollutants as
sewage,
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But American industry, it has been es-
timated, turns out a new chemical compound
every 20 minutes. Some of these substances
are highly toxic and difficult to treat.

Industry also turns out that modern wash-
day miracle, the detergent, which depends
on the nutrient chemicals phosphate and
nitrogen. In the water, they serve as food
for plant life—and eventually can choke
waterways. Sclentists ecall this eutrophica-
tion.

On top of this comes the threat of pesticides
in the water—and radiological emissions from
atomic-generated plants,

A further threat to water quality comes
not from a waste but from heat, or what is
known as thermal pollution, Heated water
used for industrial cooling is returned to
the nearest waterway, often disrupting the
balance of aquatic life.

Pollution is no longer limited to surface
waters. Only in the last year have the scare
stories begun to spread of what's happening
to the underground water supply. Deep dis-
posal wells leaked, or “blew out,” sending
their contents—brine in Texas and EKansas,
cyanide near Buffalo, a variety of chemicals
near Denver—into the water supply.

And pollution is no longer limited to inland
waterways. Oil spills, offshore dumping, and
pesticides carried by winds have raised a new
spectre—pollution of the world's oceans.

David Dominick, the young chief of the
FWPCA, is alternately gloomy and optimistic
over the water-pollution problem.

He sees little or no progress having been
made in the last decade, but with a greater
commitment by all concerned, believes the
nation's waters could be significantly im-
proved in the "70s.

But with no greater commitment than the
nation is now making, he believes the most
serious consequences would follow.

“We could get to the point where water
no longer would be an economic resource,”
sald Dominick. “Our industry would be crip-
pled, our municipalities would be erippled.”

In terms of what worries scientists, public
officials and the public, water and air pollu-
tion are the big two of the environmental
problems. But the two cannot be equated.

In one sense, polluted air is more insidious
because it is impossible to contain, The re-
verse of that proposition is that water, since
it is more contained, can get incredibly dirty.
No given volume of air is poisoned to the
extent that Lake Erie is polsoned.

Then, too, the sources of water pollution
are numerous, disparate and frequently in-
direct in nature as to defy coordinated at-
tack.

For example, a chemical firm might install
waste-treatment devices at its plant along a
California river, and the river would not be
polluted. But that company’s products are
sold across the country and, after used, may
end up being discarded in thousands of rivers
and lakes,

Pesticides and detergents are the most ob-
vious examples of this form of Indirect pol-
lTution.

A final distinction between alr and water
pollution boils down to one word: Mcney.

Up to now, government and industry have
spent far more money on water pollution
than on all other forms of pollution com=-
bined. And if the nation makes a commit-
ment to clean up the environment, by far
the greatest part of the money involved will
have to go to the water program.

Two years ago the FWPCA, which Is part
of the Interior Department, put out a docu-
ment saying that to bring our waterways up
to federal standards by 1973, it would cost
some $20 billion. This estimate, now perhaps
too low, included only municipal and indus-
trial waste treatment. It excluded the costs
of controlling a wide range of other con-
taminants such as sediment, animal feedlot
runoff and acid mine drainage, (Just to halt
mine acid runoff, other studies have shown,
might cost §6 billion.)
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And the report ignored the cost of separat-
ing sewage lines from storm drainage lines
in the many cities where they are combined.
This cost never has been calculated, but its
enormity ls indicated by one estimate for
Washington alone—$1 billion.

Whatever the grand total, it is formidable.
Certainly, the nation has not shown it has
been willing to spend anything close to that
amount,

Partly because of that, partly because the
environment has become such a visible issue,
and partly because of sheer political antag-
onisms, water pollution promises to shape up
next year as one long fight over money.

Congress passed the landmark Water Qual-
ity Act of 1065. It directed the states to draw
up water quality standards for their munici-
palities and industries, and promised these
states steadily increasing amounts of money
to help finance waste treatment plants,

Some of the states—Maryland, New York
and Michigan among others—took Uncle Sam
at full faith and charged ahead with ambi-
tious antipollution programs,

But the promised federal money failed to
come along.

For fiscal 1968, Congress had authorized a
prior authorization of $450 million, three
times what had been spent the year befare.
But with the Vietnam war and other budg-
etary strictures, the Johnson administration
asked for, and Congress appropriated, only
$200 million.

The advance authorization for fiscal 1969
was $750 million. All that came along was
$214 million. For this fiscal year, the advance
authorization was $1 billion. But both the
outgoing Johnson administration and the
new Nixon administration chose to hold the
line. They asked for only $214 million.

But this year, with the White House and
congressional leadership split along party
lines, the revolt came.

Congress appropriated $800 million for
water pollution grants, far more than the
President wanted to spend. A question now
is how much of this money the administra-
tion will release, or how much it will seek
to hold back in the campaign against in-
flation.

If Congress' actions were in part motivated
by politics, they also came in response to
growing pressures back home. The failure
of federal funding promises in the last sev-
eral years had triggered bitter reactions at
the state level, particularly in those states
that had jumped out ahead in water-pollu-
tion programs.

Maryland, for instance, had launched a
4-year, $150 million program making one
guarantee after another to local communities
for the construction of treatment plants.
Under the federal legislation, it had counted
on up to 55 percent federal matching grants.
But the federal subsidies so far have run
about 10 percent.

Not yet through its third year, the pro-
gram is just about out of money.

There's little secret about what the Presi-
dent wants to do for his 1971 program. With
no elbow room in the budget, with infiation
yet unconguered, the war not yet ended, he
wants to replace direct cash grants with the
promise to help pay off bonds for sewage
treatment works over a long period of time.

Under this plan, municipalities would float
some $10 billion in bonds, with Washington
paying off all the prinecipal but none of the
interest, over 20 years,

The argument for it iz that communities
throughout the nation could begin work now
on the facilities they need. Moreover, by
spreading out its obligation, the federal gov-
ernment would spend at most 500 million
a year, far less than that in the first year
or two.

But even before the plan is announced,
arguments are building up against it. A num-
ber of congressmen, including Maine’s Sen.
Edmund Muskie, chief architect of the Water
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Quality Act, are poised to fight it, and to go
for big cash-grant appropriations.

From the states, the reaction to the tenta-
tive federal plan is far from enthusiastic.

“It's unrealistlc to expect the locals to
play banker for the federal government,” sald
James Coulter, deputy chief of Maryland's
Department of Natural Resources.

The smaller and poorer the community, the
more trouble it will have trying to enter to-
day's tight bond market, argued Coulter. He
further said such a plan would about cut in
half the 556 percent federal subsidies prom-
ised under the Water Quality Act.

Meanwhile, until more money comes along,
and as the bond market tightens, the back-
log is growing.

Two years ago, according to FWPCA, 44
percent of the nation’s urban population was
served by less than adequate treatment facil-
ities, or no facilities at all. For many states,
the figure was far higher—New Jersey, at 75
percent, Michigan at 79 percent, Maine at
93 percent.

“I think we're even worse off now,” sald
Dominick.

The FWPCA chief is pinning some hope on
new technology—notably a method of treat-
ing municipal wastes through activated car-
bon and other chemicals. It will be glven
a try at Washington's Blue Plains plant.,

Said Dominick: “If it works, it should be
much simpler and cheaper than the usual
secondary treatment process. It should do
for waste treatment plants what transistors
did for radios.”

But it will be 18 months before results
can be properly assessed. Meanwhile, Domi-
nick reports running into resistance, in
Washington and elsewhere, from the waste-
treatment industry,

“I think what we've got on our hands is
a sewage-industrial complex,” he said.

But for all the debate to come over big
sums of money, many of the people directly
concerned, from top federal officials to men
like Coulter and a growing number of local
officials, realize that money alone won't
eradicate water pollution.

First, there is good reason to belleve that
money now going into waste treatment
plants across the country could be spent far
more efficiently.

Two months ago, in a tough report, the
General Accounting Office told Congress
that the benefits from billions of dollars of
spending on some 9,400 treatment plants in
the last 12 years “have not been as great as
they could have been.”

GAO’s reasoning gets to the heart of the
traditional grant-in-aid process.

Consider a river lined by two dozen com-
munities and a lot of industry. Administra-
tors In possibly five of those communities
know the bureaucratic application route
well enough to get money for treatment
works. But the river remains dirty because
all the other communities and the industry
continue to pour untreated waste into the
river.

Sald the GAO report: “The program to
date has been administered for the most
part using a shotgun approach—awarding
construction grants on a first-come, first-
served or readiness-to-proceed basis. Little
consideration has been given to the imme-
diate benefits to be attained by the con-
struction of individual treatment plans.”

Ralph Widner is director of the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission, serving an area
sorely beset by both water and air pollution.
He puts it this way: “What we have is the
accidental consequences of the grant-in-aid
approach. There has been no systematic
attack.”

If Congress listens to GAO and other
critics, it may insist on the application of
systems techniques, leading to treatment
systems serving large areas.

Sald Maryland's Coulter: “It has to come.
Just as we have state highways and inter-
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state highways, we'll have the state-run
sewage system and reglonal purlfication
works."”

“But none of this will come cheaply. It
will cost enormous amounts of money.

The GAO report didn't say so, but there
are other reasons why money for cleaner
water can go down the drain.

One is that the agencies of government
often work at cross purposes.

What happened on the Ohio River is a
case in point, With a population of 24 mil-
lion and some 38,000 industrial plants in
its 10-state drainage area, the Ohio has been
the target of the biggest cleanup effort ever
directed at a major American river. Nearly
$1 billion has been spent in the last 20 years,

But over the years, too, the Army Corps of
Engineers has been busy improving the river
for navigation. In effect, the Ohlo has been
turned into a series of reservolirs.

These reservoirs were given little Aiushing
capacity. Waste, along with heat from ther-
mal pollution, builds up. Aeration is low.

Over-all, these projects have offset a good
part of what the clean-water program prom-
ised to accomplish.

Water pollution specialists also agree that
beyond money, enforcement of tough stand-
ards is the key to cleaning up the waters.

In the past, the federal government has for
the most part relled upon the states to “get
tough” with local governments and indus-
try.

One federal official describes why this so
often hasn't worked:

“At the state government level, industry
can be politically potent. Often the biggest
firms, maybe the biggest polluters, are the
biggest contributors. What's more, the states
traditionally have competed for new indus-
try. They're more scared of driving industry
away than they are of water pollution.”

Lately, on Interstate waterways, the fed-
eral government has shown a wlllingness to
bear down. After extensive hearings last year,
it threatened to sue the city of Toledo and
four industries in Toledo and Cleveland for
not taking steps to end the pollution of Lake
Erle. It remains to be seen whether Toledo
and the four firms comply with clean-water
standards—and if not, whether the FWPCA
refers the matter to the Justice Department.

Dominick and his aides say that among
each of the major industrial groupings—
steel, chemicals, oil, forest products—there
are good guys and bad guys, firms that get
plus ratings, and firms that act with what
one official calls “19th Century abandon.”

In the steel Industry, for example, U.S.
Steel gets good marks. It's not perfect, but it
spends money and tries hard. Republic Steel
is on the other end of the FWPCA scorecard.
One of the four Ohio firms the agency threat-
ened to sue last year, Republic refused to
testify at the hearings on grounds the issue
was strictly a state matter. (Interestingly,
the state of Ohio refused to testify on the
same grounds.)

Dominick is seeking legislation that will
make it simpler to crack down on violators.
But even if that comes, the question is how
much farther Washington will go to crack
down, to play the heavy. Said Dominick:

“If we get the type of national priority
commitment that cleaning up the water de-
serves, 1t will be a clear mandate to go after
the offenders.”

As a whole, industry is spending just about
the amount called for In the Water Quality
Act goals. At last count, it was on the order
of $600 million a year.

Industry no doubt will be called on to
spend more in one way or another. Public
pressure is growing. Congressional pressure
is growing. Wisconsin's Sen. William Prox-
mire, for example, following on the heels of
the GAO report, introduced legislation that
would place a user tax on industry, depend-
ing on the amount of waste it dumped in the
water,
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Higher product prices? We're already pay-
ing them—not only for what industry invests
to treat its own wastes but also what some
firms, notably in the medical and food fields,
must invest to treat dirty water even before
they use it.

As the nation's water pollution fighters go
about their business, they face the prevailing
problem of setting priorities. What should
come first?

Widner, thinking of Appalachia with its
strip-mine runoff and acid-laden abandoned
deep mines, its old industry and im-
poverished towns still pouring untreated
wastes into the river, talks of the issue in
these terms:

“We have this tremendous legacy of ne-
glect, all the problems from the past, that are
still with us. It would take more resources
than we have to ellminate them. And even
if we tried, there are all the new problems
coming along.”

For Interior Secretary Walter J. Hickel,
Dominick and their aides, many of these
problems are pressing in more swiftly than
anyone could anticipate even a year or two
ago.

ggonslder the eutrophication menace, only
recently recognized by scientists.

Last month, Rep. Henry Reuss, D-Wisc,,
held a series of hearings that wound up with
a scolding of scientists, both in government
and industry, for failure to find a pollution-
free detergent. Now FWPCA is stepping up its
research efforts in that field.

The pollution of underground waters is
something else. It will not be solved by re-
search. It will be solved by regulation.

“It's a treacherous problem—out of sight,
out of mind,” says Dominick, .

Now this form of pollution is growing more
visible—and so are demands to do something
about 1t.

Until now,

the federal government has

largely ignored it, permitting industry and

the military to multiply the number of deep
wells for disposing of polsonous wastes.

Dominick now promises that a strong fed-
eral policy will be coming along soon.

Ocean pollution is something else again. No
one nation can deal with it. It’s a problem
with sclentific, diplomatic and legal impli-
cations that environment specialists and
public officials are only beginning to come
to grips with.

A MEASURE OF POLLUTION: BLACK RING MEANS
PoroMaACc SEAGULL

Donald Lear knows a Potomac seagull when
he sees one; it has a black ring around its
middle. =

“It dips down only so far for food,” he said.
“The muck on the surface collects in the
same place on its body.”

Lear notices any number of things like
that. He 1s chief of the ecology section of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Adminis-
tration's Chesapeake Field Station.

Not long ago, at The Evening Star’s re-
quest, he was out on the Potomac, at Tan-
tallon about a dozen miles below downtown
Washington, trawling for fish. The purpose
of the venture was simple—to test the effects
on fish of polluted water in the Washington
area, particularly at summer temperatures.

Lear looked around him.

“You know, what’s hard to measure around
here is what we don't have, forms of life we
used to have."

SWANS DISAPPEAR

Swans used to come to the Potomac, sald
Lear. The underwater grass they fed on is
dying.

Fish life is less abundant in the Chesa-
peake Bay tributaries than it used to be.
‘This is particularly true of the Potomac near
Washington.

Among the species that have declined in
recent years are the Atlantic croaker, the
spot, the Amerlcan shad, the bluefish, the
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Atlantic sturgeon, the menhaden and the
sheepshead.

Other species are hardier, some of them
tolerant of pollution. They include the white
perch, which is what Lear eventually
caught—several dozsen of them, alive and
well.

The test water came from two places up-
stream-—oflf Kennedy Center, near the con-
fluence of Rock Creek, and from the channel
just below the Blue Plains treatment plant.
At both places, with favorable winter tem-
peratures, measurement showed enough
oxygen in the water to support fish life,

Back at the field station in Annapolis, it
was a different story. Lear knew what would
happen. The fish weren't all that hardy.

He put about four fish each in various con-
tainers, with water from each of the two
sources at both winter and summer tempera-
tures, and with some of the water forcibly
aerated and some of the water left alone.

After 14 hours, all four fish were dead in
the tanks where water from both the Ken-
nedy Center and Blue Plains had been raised
to summerlike 82 degree temperature.

“It was slmply lack of oxygen,” Lear re-
ported.

The effect of raising the temperature of
water is to reduce the solubility of gases,
thus lowering the amount of dissolved oxygen
that water life needs. At the same time, the
need of organisms for oxygen increases. Pol-
lution hurts, since it raises what is called
the biological oxygen demand, a measure of
the demand on the water oxygen to break
down organic wastes.

ABSOLUTE MINIMUM

Biologists consider four parts of dissolved
oxygen per million parts of water a standard
of what fish require. Two parts per million,
they say, is an absolute minimum,

When Lear began the test, the Kennedy
Center water contained 8.5 parts of dissolved
oxygen, the Blue Plains water 5.9 parts. Four-
teen hours after the water was heated, both
tanks of water tested at less than one part
of dissolved oxygen per million part water.

Some of the other fish died, too. For in-
stance, in the tank with heated but aerated
water, with the dissolved-oxygen rating still
at 55, two of the four fish died after 21
hours. Why? That's uncertain,

According to Lear, for the last several
years, fish kills have occurred in the lower
Potomac in the third week of May. He ex-
pects another one this year,

"We still don't know why,” said Lear. “One
year we suspected pesticides, another year
we had the fish tested for disease. All the lab
tests proved negative.”

Fish can die, even in large numbers,
through natural as well as man-made causes,
For this reason, dead fish are not always the
evidence of polluted waters.

But Lear and his fellow scientists are the
first to say that cleaning up the water is the
key to keeping more waterlife healthy and to
permit fish to populate waters, like the Po-
tomae through Washington, where they mno
longer live.

THE WARY ALLIES IN THE PoLLUTION FIGHT
(By Mary McGrory)

The White House and the campus youth
are a little surprised to find themselves on
the same side of a question. On the matter
of clean air and clean water, however, they
are agreed—although neither expects too
much of the other.

The White House is naturally gratified
that anti-war demonstrations no longer con-
stitute a real and present danger. Their fear
is that their prospective efforts in pollution
control will be considered insufficient by
their new allies, who will quit the field in
frustration.

The young people suspect that President
Nixon may be more inclined to talk than to
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act In what they regard as an emergency, but
they think the issue may help to reduce the
antagonism between the generations and give
students a more positive reputation,

NOT JUST A PROTEST

The young say they are in the anti-pollu-
tion field to stay.

“This is not just a protest movement,” says
Wellesley senior Joan Entmacher, who mim-
eographed speeches for Sen. Eugene Mc-
Carthy, D-Minn., during the 1968 campaign.
“A lot of us are going into law, engineering
and business school and intend to make
careers out of improving our environment.”

The White House, which has always been
dublous about the commitment of youth,
except on the war, thinks that ecology may
be a passing fancy.

“Pollution today is like poverty in 1964,"
says a cautious White House aide. “Everybody
was against it, and they thought community
action was the answer. I hope they don't
make the same mistake on pollution. If it
has to be irate mothers and students march-
ing on a paper factory, government is not
adequate., We've got to have regulations that
will enable the industrialist to change his
ways and still not be at a disadvantage with
his competitor.”

POGO 1S QUOTED

Both sides agree there is no clear enemy
in pollution.

Miss Entmacher quotes Pogo to make the
point: “‘We have met the enemy, and they
are us.," We all drive cars and we are all con-
sumers, and we've all bought the idea we
have to keep increasing our Gross National
Product.”

A “statement of purpose" from “Environ-
ment!” & New York-based young people’s
organization, and one of many, puts it this
Way:

“The only natural resource left on this
planet that man seems unable to reduce to
the disaster level is the capacity for discon-
tent. Our organization is designed to harvest
this resource and apply it to the complex
problems of survival . . . We are sophisti-
cated enough to know that Vietnam, ecivil
rights, Bilafra and all of the other appar-
ently consuming problems of our time will
be academic if the environments our planet
lose their integrity and their power to sup-
port the lives of men.”

The young people are using the skills ac-
quired in 1968, organizing, canvassing and
petitioning teams, speakers’ bureaus and leaf-
letting squads to meet what one Boston group
calls “this grave ecological crisis.,” “Dump-
ins” to dramatize bad trash collection and
the non-returnable bottle problem are
planned.

All activity is pointed toward the April 22
teach-in, a nationwide, nonpartisan effort
initiated by Sen. Gaylord Nelson, D-Wis. Rep.
Richard Ottinger, D-N.Y., a ploneer “eco-
freak,” as the new activists call themselves,
is organizing his whole state for participa-
tion.

He has contacted about 4,000 students,
urged them to take “pollution inventories”
in their distriets and encouraged law stu-
dents to take down existing anti-pollution
statutes with a view to bringing action
against polluting factories. He himself suc-
cessfully sued the Pennsylvania Central Rail-
road and the Corps of Engineers for pouring
oil in the Hudson River under an 1888 law.

In his first newsletter to campus workers,
Ottinger said, “Most organized abatement ef-
forts so far have tended to deal with the
broad issues in a ‘statesmanlike manner’;
no name-calling; no direct action.” The fact
is that, In spite of laws and good intentions,
most of the polluters, public and private,
will go right on polluting until someone blows
the whistle on them individually and makes
it either too expensive or too embarrassing
for them to continue."”
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The youth and the President will now be
watching each other to see which of them
has the muscle and the commitment for the
long haul to make the country habitable,

A WorLp IN DANGER—4: GarBAGE PILEs Up
AND Up, anDp Up, AND—

(By Roberta Hornlg and James Welsh)

Before affluence, people did not have much
to throw away. Last year, Americans threw
away 7.6 million television sets.

Housewives used to find a use for coffee
cans, jelly jars, and other containers. Last
year, with so many containers on store shelves
that even the most economy-minded were
overwhelmed, Americans threw away 50 bil-
lion cans, 30 billion bottles and jars and about
4 million tons of plastics,

During World War IT days, old cars went
to the scrap yards and the metal was sal-
vaged. Last year, Americans junked 7 million
cars and trucks. In New York City alone,
about 1,000 vehicles a day were simply aban-
doned.

America 18 not just a consumer economy.
It is a throw-away economy, which by its
very nature is creating problems of avalanche
proportions.

It was officially recognized by Congress in
1965 as the “third pollution,” following water
and air pollution. And because no one can
think of a better name for it, it is called
“solid wastes.”

‘These are the solid discards that are neither
ligquid nor gas, Besides everyday garbage and
trash, these range from old refrigerators to
dead animals, to the immense amount of
scrap and wastes that industry and farmers
no longer want.

What happens to them? After they're
thrown away, left for the municipalities to
pick up, the municipalities usually throw
them away too—into dumps.

It is old fashioned, but open dumping still
accounts for 85 percent of the way this
country is “disposing” of its wastes.

People do not think about garbage very
much. They don’t want too; they don’t like
to see it around.

But, dumping uses up a lot of land. Ex-
perts say garbage has damaged about 7,000
square miles of the country—a country in
which land is becoming scarcer, particularly
in the metropolitan areas.

And as metropolitan areas grow, dumping
grounds get farther away—making trash
transportation cost more than it does al-
ready.

What are the alternatives?

Burning is the most common one.

Some communities still permit “open burn-
ing” at dump sites, but there is increasing
pressure to stop it because it contributes to
air pollution,

Incineration appears a more logical step,
but even incinerators are undergoing a rash
of criticism. Between 8 and 10 percent of the
nation's garbage is burned in incinerators.
A study by the Public Health Service in 1967
revealed that 75 percent of these are un-
satisfactory because they dirty the air.

Many of them don't do a very good job,
either. Gerald F. O'Leary, president of Bos-
ton’s City Council, told a Senate committee
recently that in his city “You can put a
telephone book in the incinerators and come
out and read it.”

Larger metropolitan areas are turning to
burying garbage. It is called “sanitary land-
fill,” which is a refinement of the open dump,
In some places, including Washington, these
are Tairly sophisticated,

Properly planned, landfills cover each day's
garbage load with six inches or more of com-
pacted earth and in such a way as to prevent
ground and water pollution.

Washington went this way, and now it has
one of the model landfills in the nation,

Just two years ago, the Kenllworth Dump,
located about four miles from the Capitol,
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was rated by the Public Health Service as the
worst air-polluting, open-burning dump in
the natlon,

Today, after being filled in with a half
million tons of trash and with the help of
a federal grant Kenilworth is about to be-
come converted into a 300-acre park.

Washington is already on its second land-
fill, at Oxon Hill. In about two years, it will
become a golf course.

But landfills, which handle about 5 percent
of the nation’s garbage, cannot be considered
a final solution. Besides posing a possible
water pollution threat, they are a land-gob-
bler.

New York, Philadelphia, San Francisco and
Boston will be running out of garbage burial
grounds within the next five to 10 years.

Washington is going to have to turn to
Prince Willlam County, at least 20 miles
down the Potomac River, for its next landfill
operation, This one will be the most up-to-
date of its kind, with garbage baled, then
barged, to burial.

Some garbage already is barged for burial
at sea. A recent study by an oceanographer
at the Stony Brook Marine Resources Center
on Long Island says that 8.6 million tons
of material are thrown annually into the
Atlantic Ocean, up to five miles out to sea
from the New York area. The effects of this
practice are as yet unknown, but frowned
on by federal officials.

At the present rate, this country is throw-
ing out 3.6 billion tons of solid wastes a year.

On the average, every man, woman and
child in America generates 5.3 pounds of
garbage & day. The rate in the 1920s was
2.75 pounds per person, and experts predict
that in 10 years, the figure will leap to 8
pounds each.

This is a faster growth rate than our popu-
lation, In fact, the U.S. garbage growth is
double its population growth.,

Much of the reason for the garbage heap
is the nation’s new affluence: More money
equals more goods equals more trash—and
more complicated trash at that.

Some of the goods and gadgets finding
themselves on supermarket shelves are not
for burning. They won't burn.

And some of what people buy won't de-
teriorate under any normal circumstances,
Throw a cardboard carton away and it even-
tually disappears through natural biological
processes. Try the same thing with some of
the plastics and they will be there almost
forever.

Garbage is a problem everywhere in the
country.

Where people are poorer, and the commu-
nities poorer, different orders of garbage
problems appear.

The report of the National Advisory Com-
mission on Civil Disorders to President John-
son in 1968 pointed to the effects of garbage—
which mostly amounts to food wastes—on
the inner cities.

“It must be concluded that slum sanita-
tion is a serious problem in the minds of the
urban poor,” the report states, pointing to
the “peculiarly intense needs of ghetto areas
for sanitation services.”

But country areas have their garbage prob-
lems as well.

In Eentucky, for example, the local mu-
nicipal units are so small that there is no
standard trash collection. So people dump
anywhere.

A few years ago, following the lead of Mrs,
Lyndon B. Johnson's beautification program,
Eentucky started a “beauty program" of its
own, and created roadside rests with litter
barrels.

The public’'s assumption was that litter
barrels were placed for trash. Soon after the
program began, so much trash accumulated
that the litter barrels were hidden.

Nationwide, trash collection 1s an extremely
expensive proposition.

John F. Collins, former president of the
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Natlonal League of Citles and one-time
mayor of Boston, puts municipal waste dis-
pesal costs at $3.56 billlon annually.

This would make solld wastes the third
largest municipal expenditure, behind edu-
cation and highway construction.

It took a long time for Congress to become
concerned with it because, like other people,
garbage was not uppermost in the mind.

Garbage caught the attention of Sen. Ed-
mund Muskie’s air and water pollution sub-
committee when it was discovered that gar-
bage burning in open dumps and incinerators
was causing much of the nation’s air pollu-
tion.

Almost as an afterthought, prodded by
Muskie, Congress added the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act of 1965 to the Clean Air Act.

It called for finding and developing better
ways of handling garbage and for grants to
states through 1970. The authorization was
for $100 million, But the Vietnam war costs
got in the way and less than $20 million was
actually appropriated.

Muskie's subcommittee has drafted a much
more sophisticated law—the Resource Re-
covery Act—which will come up this new
session of Congress.

If passed, this legislation would earmark
$800 million over five years for research and
construction grants to come up with new
technology to recover, reuse and recycle what
now is just thrown away.

The general theory behind the proposed
law is that in its inefficient methods of dis-
posing of wastes, the country is wasting
valuable national resources,

Richard D. Vaughan, director of the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare's
Bureau of Solid Waste Management, goes
along with the general philosophy behind
the new Muskie proposal.

For the last few years, waste-equipment
manufacturers have been rushing into pro-
duction with garbage shredders, pulverizers,
grinders, compressors, compactors, balers
and collection trucks with new gadgets.

The Reynolds Metal Co. has a highly suc-
cessful project going on in Los Angeles and
Miami, and is paying 14, cent a can for the
return of beverage cans. These cans, which
cause problems when dumped because they
don’t “degrade,” are then *“recycled” by the
company and converted into a new use as
secondary aluminum products. The project
will be expanded soon.

Paper companies are ftrying to recycle
their wastes, The Crown-Zellerbach Corp.
reports that about 20 percent of corrugated
boards are returned to the manufacturing
process.

Glass technologists have also been experi-
menting with several ideas for using scrap
glass,

One of the problems facing industry is
that there are not many secondary indus-
tries around to buy, and reuse, products.

The Bolld Waste Management Bureau has
recently let out a contract to the Midwest
Research Institute in Eansas City to look
at avallable and potential markets,

In New York, the bureau is testing a “vacu-
um collection system™ in an apartment
house. This device picks up garbage like a
vacuum cleaner, eliminating the need for
collection.

Other research involves a super-incinera-
tor that could produce electricity while it
burns garbage at even, high temperatures.
The most modern incinerator in the world—
in Dusseldorf, Germany—generates elec-
tricity.

At Clemson University, work is underway
on a new kind of bottle that dissolves in
water,

The bureau also Is trying to come up with
ways to use wastes. For example, it Is throw-
ing old tires into the Atlantic for fish breed-
ing beds.

The Interior Department's Burean of
Mines also is in the solid wastes research
business,
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Among its projects is making building
blocks out of garbage, a scheme similar to
one in Japan., Under the Japanese method,
raw garbage is compressed into a block under
pressure,

Some experts are dubious about this
scheme, however, and are warning that it
is possible the garbage-blocks could build
up methane gas and explode.

Thus far, though, Vaughan's answers to
the nation’s junkpiles boil down to the neces-
sity for moving on many fronts at once.

An obvious one is an attempt to improve
trash collection methods to get away from
the trash-and-carry method. Research con-
tracts are being let to this end.

Another is better incineration. Incinera-
tors wil probably be around for a long time.
Sanitary engineers are working toward get-
ting ones that burn trash better and that
have a secondary use, reclaiming some of
the energy the burning gives off.

Another answer, Vaughan belleves, is re-
cycling products—that is, getting trash, such
as metals and paper, back to a base state and
finding a new, secondary use for them,

Alternatives to the “non-biodegradables,”
like plastics, that don’t break down naturally
also should be found, he says.

Ultimately, Vaughan says, the housewife
may have to change her habits and learn to
separate trash, keeping bottles and papers,
say, separate from food wastes.

But most important of all, Vaughan says,
is to cut down the sheer volume of wastes,

The war on garbage may also ultimately
require reusing everything from milk bottles
to equipment on old cars, or even a tax on
the amount of wastes the consumer gen-
erates.

All the answers add up to greater costs—
to someone. The question is: will the con-
sumer get caught in the middle?

SOME GARBAGE IS UNTOUCHAELE

Sometimes, trash comes to Washington's
O Street Incinerator in portfolios and brief-
cases,

Call it America's super-secret disposal. It
cuts down slightly on solid wastes; It adds
slightly to air pollution.

Ever since World War IT one of the burn-
ers at the 1st and O Street SE Incinerator has
been reserved pretty much for hush-hush
stuff—at least the stuff that isn't filed some-
where.

It's one of the public services Washington
provides in a city that’s full of agencies with
secrets.

Almost everyday, limousines, private cars
or government trucks drive up—sometimes
with armed guards—and deliver trash. It
comes by portfolio and briefcases, in paper
bags, even cardboard cartons.

The delivery man, often dressed in a busi-
ness suit, “checks in,” then sits by the fire to
make sure the trash burns.

The fire-watching can last anywhere from
& half-hour to most of the day.

The incinerator’s biggest customer now is
the State Department, Foreman Charles
Brown says.

But customers also include military agen-
cles, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and,
at times, the Central Intelligence Agency—
although the latter has its own “self-de-
struct” unit,

Besides the government sources, the trash
burner is also used at times by lawyers and
private firms, most of them dealing in re-
search.

“I puess they don't want the other fellow
to know what they're doing,” Brown sur-
mises,

At one time, embassles used to make use
of the hush-hush burner, but now they use
it rarely—and then it's only by the British.

Some countries, of course, want to make
sure thelr garbage doesn't fall into enemy
hands. The Russian Embassy, for example, is
believed to have its own incinerator at the
embassy. But this is hard to confirm; the
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Russians don't want to talk about what they
do with their trash.

Brown says that the Washington secret
trash load has gone down considerably since
the great war, although he doesn't keep a
tonnage count.

People sometimes have to stand in line
now, but not too long, he says.

But in World War II days, the line often
went around the block.

Once during the war, Brown recalls, the
Washington ety government got a complaint
that sugar, then being rationed, was being
burned.

What caused the rumpus, he says, is that
the old OSS used to deliver its secrets for
burning in sugar sacks.

A WorLp 1IN DANGER—G: THE Day LBJ Was
ArLmosT SPEECHLESS

(By Roberta Hornig and James Welsh)

Not long afier he died in 1967, poet Carl
Sandburg was honored at a ceremony at the
Lincoln Memorial.

President Johnson sat there while one
dignitary after another rose to speak, John-
son couldn't hear much of what they said.
Almost all he could hear was the jets over-
head, coming down the Potomac on their
landing run to National Alrport.

As his own turn to speak approached,
Johnson turned to Interlor Secretary Stew-
art Udall.

“Get rid of those jets,” he ordered.

A startled Udall spoke to the nearest Se-
cret Service man, who quickly telephoned
the presidential command to the airport.
By the time Johnson rose to speak the noise
had stopped. And throughout his address,
the jets remained miles upriver, circling,

As the story goes, this is a big reason
Washington became as involved as it now
is in trying to curb excessive noise. It wasn't
long after the Sandburg ceremony that fed-
eral officials began speaking out much more
strongly about “noise pollution™ than they
had in the past.

More substantial reasons aren't difficult
to find. Largely they stem from the wide-
spread introduction of jet aircraft to places
like National Airport, and the fact that
If a citizen is bothered by the sound, he
can’'t order the jets turned around like
Johnson did.

Protests and lawsulits over noise have
been on the rise. Major lawsuits are under
way contesting airport noise in New York,
Chicago and Atlanta,

And so noise has become the latest en-
vironmental hazard to get the federal gov-
ernment’s seal of disapproval. Springing
from 1968 legislation, a new mnoise-abate-
ment office is operating from the Depart-
ment of Transportation. And a few of the
states have similar offices.

But should noise, which is usually defined
as unwanted sound, be equated with the
widely prevalent and publicized forms of
pollution?

Yes, say some specialists, They cite the
warning of Nobel Laureate Robert Eoch
some 60 years ago: “The day will come when
man will have to fight merciless noise as
the worst enemy of his health.” They warn
that if noise levels continue to rise as they
have in the recent past, what is now a threat
could be lethal.

No, say others. In order of magnitude and
concern, noise is not in the same class as
what's happening to the air and water, they
saYy. And it is not, in a technical sense, a
pollutant, since to pollute means to soil or
dirty, Noise does not soll or dirty, nor does
it accumulate as waste accumulates,

Yet there is general agreement that exces-
sive noise, if not pollution, nevertheless can
be a menace to health and well-being.

Moreover, if it does not threaten the
environment, it lowers the quality of the
environment,

The same thing is often sald of other by-
products of modern life, especially urban life,
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The billboards profrude; the power lnes
and freeways cut across the land; roadside
commercial blight spreads; open land
diminishes; ugliness prevails.

All of these things relate to the guestion
of what can be done to make urban living
more pleasant. It's a question that can lead
to endless debate.

The answers are not easy. For example, if
highway construction s halted, it creates
greater traffic congestion. Or if housing de-
velopment is blocked over a huge area, it
drives prices up and contributes to the den-
sity of other areas.

One thing is certain: Concern for the
amenities is assuming greater importance.
It is Inseparable from the over-all environ-
mental issue.

Noise, unlike ugliness and blight, can be
measured with great precision. For purposes,
it is measured In decibels (db), which are
units of acoustic pressure levels.

The numbers can be deceptive. The sounds
inside a quiet residential home might average
40 db, the sounds of a busy downtown street
80 db, the sound of a pneumatic air hammer
120 db.

But this doesn't mean the street is twice
as nolsy or the air hammer three times as
noisy as the home.

Decibels rise by logarithmic ratios, so that
a 50 db noise is 10 times as intense as a 40
db noise. For each additional 10 dbs, multi-
ply by 10. The busy street, then, is 10,000
times as loud, the air hammer 100 million
times as loud as the quiet living room.

Not long ago, Malcolm C. Hope, the Dis-
trict’s associate director for enviornmental
health, and Harry Gilbert, his specialist for
noise problems, took a ride through the
Washington area.

Inside the car on upper Connecticut Ave-
nue, the needle of Gilbert's audiometer
flickered in the 50 db range. Quiet enough.
A window was opened; the needle went past
60 db, and when a truck passed, it went
to the mid 70s,

“This is nuisance level, nothing danger-
ous,” sald Gilbert.

On to Washington Cathedral, Very quiet.
Inside, the audiometer measured the hushed
sounds at about 40 db, until the organ began
playing. At the cathedral's great crossing,
the organ measured 72 db.

Back downtown, the window open at Con-
necticut and K Street, the needle pointed up
toward 80 db, higher when horns were sound-
ed. It hit 95 when a bus revved up.

Hope noted that tribes in Africa living in
a quiet isolated environment were found
to have near-perfect hearing.

"Our ‘normal’ is really abnormal,” he said.

Around to other parts of town:

From nearly 100 yards away, a pile driver
in the Southeast measured about 100 db. On
the Southwest Expressway, sounds ranged
in the 80s. And at the 14th Street Bridge, it
went into the 90s as a plane passed overhead.

Finally, to Gravelly Point in Alexandria on
the direct landing pattern to National Air-
port. As a jet came over, the audiometer
needle swung to 114. Afterward, the needle
dipped, but not too much, for the airport it-
self is a noisy place. The meter registered
108, 102, 105, then back to 115 as another
jet swung overhead.

“Lets face it, the jet is a noisy engine,”
said Hope. “Exposure to that kind of noise
for any period of time is dangerous.’

The effects of nolse generally fall into four
categories.

Noise annoys. A dog barking, a siren
screaming, a motorcycle tearing around a
corner—any or all can be an irritant, This is
not a danger, but it helps degrade the quality
of urban life.

Noise disrupts. Above 50 db, it can inter-
rupt sleep. And it can make studying diffi-
cult, Above 80 db telephoning can be next
to impossible,

Noise can cause loss of hearing. Federally
adopted standards say a steady 85 db is about
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all anyone should be asked to absorb over
the length of a workday. At 96 db, the listen-
ing limit should be four hours, according
to Gilbert. At 1156 db, it is more like 15
minutes.

Dr. Hayes Newby, head of the Maryland
University speech and hearing clinic, says
“There is no doubt of the damage that can
be done. What is deceptive is that the nolse
levels that can cause damage are well below
what is painful or uncomfortable.”

Dr. Lloyd Bolling, of the George Washing-
ton University speech and hearing clinie, says
an increasing number of people are reporting
trouble hearing many of them older persons.
“Medical science is prolonging life,”” he said,
“but the hearing mechanism deteriorates at
the same rate. And we know that exposure
to high levels of noise can help speed that
deterioration.”

Noise may be injurious to physical and
mental health. But on this point, the spe-
cialists are in sharp disagreement.

The moderately alarmist side begins from
this premise:

Man evolved in a relatively quiet world.
When noise did occur, it could produce a
healthy response, It was both signal and
warning.

Now nolse abounds, with the abnormal,
as Hope suggested, the normal.

Britain’s Dr. John Anthony Parr, asked If
man has become used to higher noise levels
and whether he can get used to more, re-
plied: “Yes, that is true, but only at a price.
One cannot ignore a noise, only put oneself
in a condition in which we do not make any
obvious reaction, It means keeping all the
muscles tense so that we are not jumping
up and down like a human yo-yo, and keep-
ing ourselves in this state of permanent ten-
sion leads on to mental stress.”

But some specialists go farther.

At the annual meeting of the American
Association for the Advancement of Science
recently, a panel of scientists presented
papers suggesting that sonic booms threaten
the health of unborn babies and that noise
may contribute to heart trouble and blood
cholesterol. In other studies, noise has been
blamed for a wide range of problems—from
indigestion to an increase in the divorce rate.

But there is a conservative view, too, and
it's widespread.

Drs. Newby and Bolling, for instance, say
many of the claims that noise produces vari-
ous allments are highly speculative. Many
scientists, too, question the validity of the
research that led to these claims,

Dr. Leo. J. Beranek of the Massachusetis
Institute of Technology has long been one
of the nation’s leading acoustic experts. He
believes that many people are unusually sus-
ceptible to noise, but many of the reports
of the eifects of noise are overplayed.

After talking with a reporter for some
time, Beranek said:

“Maybe you've found I'm disappointing to
interview. The stories that people might wind
up dying in the streets with blood running
out of their ears might be more exciting.”

Beranek believes that 10 to 15 percent of
any group of people are highly sensltive to
noise. If they are unable to adapt, they
should not live near sources of loud noise, he
said.

All the experts agree that the world is get-
ting noister. Jets fly to once-gulet islands.
Urban life and noise chase the suburbanite.
The farmer uses loud new machinery.

Yet Beranek is one speciallst who believes
the noise levels in some cities—notably New
York and Chicago—are leveling off.

“Transportation is the biggest source of
rising noise levels—the planes and the road
traffic,” he said. "If some cities are getting
no noisier, it's because they've absorbed all
the traffic they can.”

What angers the specialists in this fleld is
that except for the sonic boom, excessive
nolse produced by technology can be sup-
pressed by technology, and by regulation. The
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noise problem can't be completely solved, but
it can be ameliorated.

A number of European nations are ahead
of this country in reducing urban noise
levels. (Not all of them, to be sure; Rome,
for instance, is regarded as noisier than any
American city.)

But the Swedes and the Danes, the British
and the Swiss have set limits for such noise
producers as motorbikes and machinery used
outdoors. Moreover, while it's still a joke In
this country to talk of paper-thin apartment
house construction, much of the European
housing industry is doing a good job with
noise-cutting components.

Quieter jack hammers, air compressors and
pile drivers are available. Blasting can he
muffied. So can much of American industrial
machinery, And the cost frequently is low.

Beranek estimates it would cost no more
than $26 a car, in mass preduction, to turn
out gquieter mufflers, better enclosed engines
and quieter tires to cut down on road noise.

Col. Charles Foster, chief of the federal
Noise Abatement Office, believes the cost
would be somewhat higher—but not by much.

Why not require such sound-softeners?

“It's a subject of debate at present,” said
Foster, “and it isn't that simple.

“Setting federal standards for cars would
mean getting into all manner of maintenance
problems—the question of how a muffler,
for example, performs after the car is older.”

Foster's office now is discussing the prob-
lem with the autc industry. It hopes to pro-
duce noise-muffling recommendations upon
which the government could, at the least,
specify that when it purchases new vehicles
for its own use they have the sound-soften-
ing devices.

Working with the National Bureau of
Standards, the Noise Abatement Office also
hopes to turn out recommendations and
ratings for tires, which account for a big
part of road noise at high speeds.

But that won't be easy either. A total of
654 tire-tread patterns are on the market
today. Some are noticeably quieter than
others. Foster fears that the gquietest treads,
avoiding horizontal indentations, will not
be the safest treads.

For regulatory purposes, Foster's office
currently is in business for only one reason:
to cut down aircraft nolse. With its author-
ity spelled out in the 1968 legislation, it re-
quires all new planes to be equipped with
quieter engines,

Will noise around airports go down? No.
For the foreseeable future, it will go up.
Foster is the first to concede that.

All but the newest planes are as noisy
as ever. To refit America’s jet fleet with
quieter engines—up to $5 million a plane
for a 15db noise reduction Is one estimate—
would be economically prohibitive.

Beyond that one factor, the number of
planes in the air will increase. To accom-
modate them, smaller airports will grow big-
ger and new alrports will erop up.

“We're not going to improve this part of
the environment fast enough to please the
public,” Foster said. “Someday, we may have
planes making little noise at all. But right
now it's tough. I think we'll see more com-
plaints, more lawsuits.”

Militancy is rising on other fronts where
urban amenities are threatened. Local con-
servation groups are battling what used to
be considered inevitable forces of develop-
ment,

As often as not, open land is the focus of
conflict.

In Montgomery County, Washington's
wealthiest suburb, highway planners couldn’t
figure a better route for the new Northern
Parkway than to run it through a lovely
stream-valley park and Wheaton Regional
Park. Public hearings in the last few days
indicate a massive amount of cltizen re-
sistance,

This kind of save-the-land militancy goes
beyond the crowded urban areas.
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The Potomac Edison Co. wanted to bulld
a 500 kilovolt transmission line across the
Potomac about an hour and a half's drive
from Washington. Citizen protests—con-
tending the line would have ruined the
scenic view of the Antietam battlefield—
stopped it.

Now the power company, with the per-
mission of the Interior Department, wants
the power lines, with towers more than 100
feet high, to run adjacent to the proposed
Potomac National Park. The public outery
continues, reaching a peak this week at
congressional hearings,

Nationally, much of the concern for what's
happening to the land focuses on parks and
recreation holdings—preserving them and
adding to them. This is a situation with
bleak prospects.

The problem could be called simple—too
many people, too few parks. And there isn't
enough money to buy new parks.

This is another of the environmental is-
sues that boils down to a question of what
the government is willing to spend.

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation has
estimated it would cost more than 8$300
million to acquire national parks, includ-
ing Point Reyes near San Francisco and
Cape Cod Natlonal Seashore, that already
have been authorized. This is to say noth-
ing of the money required for such pro-
posed new parks as the Potomac National
River and Connecticut River National Rec-
reation Areas.

This year the Nixon administration asked
for $124 milllon—half of it to go to the
states—and that's what Congress appropri-
ated, despite congressional guarantees of
last year earmarking $200 million a year for
parkland purchases.

From what Budget Director Robert P.
Mayo told congress, the administration ap-
parently intends to ask no more than the
$124 million in the next fiscal year. And he
told Congress in effect: Don't bother au-
thorizing any new parks since it will take
years to buy the land for those already
authorized.

It's uncertain whether President Nixon,
now Increasingly aware of public concern
for the environment, will raise the ante for
buying parklands.

A WorLp v Dancer—6: Doomspay—Is It

JusT AROUND THE CORNER?

(By Roberta Hornig and James Welsh)

As the environment has come on strong as
an issue, so have the Jeremiahs, the phophets
of doom.

From all over come the warnings of catas-
trophe, of man “on a suicldal course,” of
man “choking on his wastes,” of man on his
way to “destroying himself and his world.”

The time-scale of this doom-crying is not
on the order of a thousand nor a few hun-
dred years, It is more on the order of a gen-
eration or two, or of the 30 years left until
the end of the century.

Dr. Barry Commoner, director of the Cen-
ter for the Biology of Natural Systems at
Washington University In St. Louis and a
prolific writer, is in demand at environmental
conferences across the country. He had this
to say last year:

“My own estimate is that we are unlikely to
avoid environmental catastrophe by the 1980s
unless we are able by that time to correct
the fundamental incompatibilities of major
technologies with the demands of the eco-
system."”

The urge to warn of disaster is spreading.
As likely as not, scientists and public officials
discussing environmental problems will lead
off their papers or speeches as one did re-
cently:

“Man, in the way he is abusing his environ-
ment, is in danger of becoming a vanishing
species.”

From other guarters, both within and out
of the sclentific communities, come reserva-
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tions, somewhat more conservative views and
expresslons of skeptism.

“The ecologist,” sald one top federal official,
“must maintain a professional posture: It is
to view with alarm.”

The skeptical position goes further. It holds
that since doomerying gets headlines, those
who want headlines cry doom. It holds, too,
that the emergence of the environment issue
has led to something of a “my pollution Is
more dangerous than your pollution” com-
petition among specialists.

Many speclalists, sincerely alarmed over
what man is doing to his world—and what
he is capable of doing as his numbers grow—
feel they are caught in & dilemma: Warn
reasonably or talk doom? Thelr speeches and
writings often reflect this dilemma,

For instance, the state official who led off
his speech with reference t0 man as a van-
ishing species was saying on page three that
“doom and gloom"™ must give way to hard
work, and by page seven, the speech was re-
ferring to “reasons for optimism.”

Asked about this, he sald: “Well, I guess a
lot of us feel it's necessary to shake the public
up.”

Then the scare talk is overstated?

*“No, not a bit,” he sald. “If we don’t get
this environment situation turned around,
we could be in for an awful time.”

Through all these contradictions, what is
the public to believe? Is disaster around the
corner? Disaster of what kind, what scope?
Which of the doomsday warnings Is backed
by hard evidence, and which come under the
heading of informed—or misinformed—
speculation?

The seriously held predictions of wide-
spread disaster fall into two broad areas—
climate and population. Briefly they can be
put this way.

Increasing atmospheric pollution, partly
in connection with ocean pollution and pos-
sibly in tandem with natural forces, could
bring about radical changes in the Earth's
climate—disruptions in the heat balance,
in weather patterns and in the atmospheric
mix upon which all life depends.

The sustained population increase of this
country, aggravating the problems of the
environment already present, could bring
on serlous health problems and a lower
standard of living. On top of that, the
world's population is increasing so rapidly
that, because of food and mineral shortages
and inevitably greater pollution, the Earth
may not be able to sustain the 6 billion to
7 billion of people who will live on it just
30 years from Now,

Large differences exist between these two
sets of disaster predictions.

The first, relating to climate, is tougher
to prove.

Increasing evidence, some of it in the form
of hard data, shows the volume and variety
of pollutants going into the air and the
oceans. But there is too little data to con-
clude decisively what will happen to the
climate as a consequence.

“These forces are very difficult to sort out,”
sald Peter Weyl, oceanographer at the Unl-
versity of New York at Stoney Brook. “The
natural system is complex enough even
without trying to measure man's mucking
with it

A world cooling, a world warming, a world
where precipitation is determined by pollu-
tants rather than acting to cleanse the air
of them—all are mentioned.

But large differences of opinion exist, not
only among men crossing disciplinary lines
but within single fields, including meteoro-
logy.

“We are singing different songs, and that's
one of the problems,” sald Dr. A. Murry
Mitchell, & meteorologist with the Environ-
mental Services Administration.

‘Why, then, should climate rate special
concern among the environmental disaster
predictions?

Because, say those who are studying it,
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the atmosphere and oceans—the complex
linkage of alr-water-land organisms ecalled
the ecosystem—is so vital to life. It directly
influences the climate and is directly in-
fluenced by it.

And because, in light of this, they say,
“We don’t know."

“What I'm mainly worried about,” said
Weyl, “is our lack of knowledge."” This kind
of statement reverberates up and down the
environmental scene,

“We are inadvertently engaged in a
frightening experiment—with our ecosys-
tem, our life support system,"” said Dr. Fred
Sargeant, dean of the University of Wiscon-
sin’s new College of Environmental Sciences,

The population worry is something else.

The numbers are there, avallable in the
form of population counts and virtually cer-
taln trends.

Calculations also abound of what re-
sources—food, energy and raw materials—
will be necessary to meet varying levels of
living standards for the coming billions.

This evidence is enough to turn optimists
into doomeriers.

Yet there is & paradox here; the experts
have never been so divided as they now are
on the consequences of overpopulation,

The traditional fear of worldwide famine
recently has been challenged from a number
of fronts,

Many now say there will be enough food.

The environmentalists, meanwhile, have
come charging onto the scene, warning that
multiplying numbers, together with any real
attempt to raise the world’s living standards,
will result in massive worldwide pollution.

Others warn that before the world runs out
of food, it will run out of the minerals and
fuels necessary for a decent standard of
living.

A battle Is shaping up over whether famine
or another danger will strike first. It brings
no comfort to the experts. Even if they dis-

agree, they see overpopulation as a Hobson's

cholce: If one thing won't lead to disaster,
another will.

But fear of overpopulation is what fuels
just about every other environmental fear.

Beyond the global concerns, many sclen-
tists believe a localized or reglonalized dis-
aster could occur any time in the "70s.

They say, for instance, that with a given
set of conditions—stable weather, tempera-
ture inversion (cold air trapped by warm air
above it) and a deadly mix of pollutants in
the air—a city or an urban region could suffer
a huge loss of life, Sald one of these sclentists:

“It's partly projection of trends, partly the
laws of probability. You can take your bets
on the city. My own pick is Tokyo—you have
to see the problems there to believe them."

On yet another front there are those who
fear that selective hazards, arising from the
climbing presence and long-range dangers of
air-water contaminants—pesticides, lead, and
mercury, for example—could result in the
shortening of millions of lives.

Conclusive data is lacking here. These sci-
entists say “we don't know, but should fear
the worst.”

Even so, in all the disaster statements, on
whatever front, there is careful hedging. The
predictions are really just warnings, No one
is saying that man is doomed no matter what
he does. Even men llke Commoner hedge
their warnings. !

And Lamont Cole, Cornell Unlversity ecol-
oglst, after ticking off a long list of possible
environmental disasters, answered a ques-
tion: “Oh, yes, I'm optimistic. People are
listening now.”

Other contradictions are apparent in the
thread of the disaster warnings. One of them
can be explained this way:

A scientist can simply extrapolate trends
and projects what would happen if they con-
tinued over a number of years. He would be
the first to say that long before his projec-
tion runs its course, some other force could
forestall it. His speech or article, however,
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can get misinterpreted and blown way out
of proportion.

And the sclentist can make mistakes that
get reported over and over.

Cole, for instance, wrote an article on
thermal pollution and the Earth's radiation
balance for BloScience magazine in Novem-
ber. He calculated that, on the basis of man-
made and Earth-generated energy emissions,
the world would become too hot for habita-
tion in 080 years.

But later he sald: “The proposition was
sound, but I made a mistake in arithmetic.

“It should have been 130 years."

Even s0, he was asked, isn't disaster likely
to befall the earth before themn? “Oh, of
course” he sald.

The growing alarm over what could hap-
pen to the climate and the ecosystem is based
on simple biological relationships,

Plants on land and in the water absorb
solar energy and, through photosynthesis,
convert carbon dioxide and nutrient chemi-
cals to food, simultaneously releasing oxygen
to the air. Animal life consumes the food.
Animal and other organic waste is converted
by micro-organisms to carbon dioxide and
other inorganic nutrients that become ready
to begin the cycle again,

The air, the land vegetation and the oceans
act within this cycle as huge, mutually de-
pendent converting systems. Pollution, so
the fear go, would prevent those sytems from
doing their job.

As Dr, F. Fraser Darling, vice president of
the Conservation Foundation, put it: the
oxygen-carbon dioxide cycle is “a system of
great age and stability which we are now tax-
ing with the immense amounts of carbon
dioxide which we're adding from the fuel we
burn.”

Ordinarily, more carbon dioxide would
favor greater tree growth, locking up the car-
bon dioxide for a time. But man Is cutting
down trees in many places.

Another buffer is the immense amount of
ocean plant life, particularly the tiny organ-
isms called phytoplankton.

But here, another villain enters: Pestcides.

In laboratory experiments, Dr. Charles F,
Wurster, a biologist at the University of New
York at Stoney Brook, conducted experi-
ments, later backed up in tests at four other
labs, showing that pesticides inhibit photo-
synthesis in the phytoplankton.

Wurster warns that pesticides In the
oceans, building through the life chain of
deposit great amounts in the bodies of ani-
mals, “pose an enormous threat to marine
life.”

Many species of bird life already are on
the decline—the peregrine falcon, the brown
pelican, the copper’s hawk and march hawk,
the herons, the shearwater, the albatross. In
the sea, sald Wurster, the pesticides are selec-
tively toxic, with the danger of species replac-
ing specles to the point of large ecological
changes.

Wurster predicted the situation will only
get worse as pesticide pollution will reach a
peak ocean eflfect 10 to 20 years from now—
“sheer madness,” he sald.

Meanwhile, other scientists and laymen
saw in the phytoplankton experiments rea-
son to predict large changes in the oxygen-
carbon dloxide cycle. Some went so far as to
suggest, as one California professor testified
before Congress, that oxygen may run low
and that by the year 2000 people will be
“gasping for a last breath of air.”

Leading meteorologists dismiss that fear.

“T ecan't think of a more remote possibi-
lity,” sald Dr. Walter Orr Roberts, director of
the Center for Atmospheric Research in
Boulder, Colo.

He and his colleagues say there is more
than enough oxygen in the atmosphere—and
with no evidence of oxygen depletion, even to
a small fraction of 1 percent.

But over the last several decades, carbon
dioxide has risen from just under 3 tenths
of 1 percent to 3.5 tenths of 1 percent of the
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atmospheric mix. And the Increase is accel-
erating.

Carbon dioxide is no threat to health, but
in the atmosphere, it interferes with infrared
radiation returning from earth to the alr,
thus leading to a warming of the atmos-
phere—what is called “the greenhouse ef-
fect."

Dr. Helmut E. Landsberg of the University
of Maryland estimates that, with this factor
acting alone, the Earth could warm about
two degrees by the end of the century—
enough to begin melting some of the polar
ice. But he isn’t very concerned about that.
The earth is now cooling, not warming. Since
1940, it has cooled about a half of 1 degree.

The explanation is that a buildup of par-
ticles in the atmosphere is occurring. They
act to block radiation from the sun. ]

But the experts disagree on what to blame.
It's man-made pollution, say some—dust
from bad land management together with
industrial and auto air pollution.

Dr. A. Murray Mitchell, of the federal En-
vironmental Science BServices Administra-
tion, belleves otherwise. Natural forces are
far more to blame, chiefly the rise of volcanic
activity since 1940, he said.

A new ice age? Nothing to get excited
about, according to Roberts, Mitchell and
others. But Weyl warned that a further cool-
ing of the Earth’s temperature by one or two
degrees would lead to flerce winter weather
in many parts of the world.,

Some scientists, Landsberg and Roberts
among them, are worried about air pollution
for other reasons. They warn of changing
and potentially disruptive patterns of pre-
cipitation.

Dr. Vincent J. Schaefer, a pioneer in cloud-
seeding who is now at the State University of
New York in Albany, said that a big danger
is the buildup of lead particles from auto ex-
hausts. They combine with iodine vapor to
produce lead fodide—nuclei for the forma-
tion of large concentrations of ice crystals
downward of big-city smog blankets.

The result, said Schaefer, is to form cloud
layers but reduce local rain or snow. But
when a large supply of moist air moves Into
the reglon, the weather could go the other
way around—“a massive cloud-seeding
phenomenon" triggering long and violent
storms,

The magnitude of the population problem
can be seen in a few numbers. It took the
world until 1800 to reach a population of
1 billion. The second billion come by 1830,
and the third billlon by 1960. Today’s popu-
lation is 3.5 billion, and this is likely fto
double In 30 years. Unchecked, it would keep
on doubling every 30 years, the experts say.

The cause of this headlong acceleration is
not rising birth rates but declining death
rates, Better health and agricultural prac-
tices across the globe, especially since World
War II, have meant a greater percentage of
babies growing to adulthood to produce more
babies.

For years the spectre of overpopulation has
been associated with food resources, with the
standard argument that a growing but im-
poverished population would literally starve.
It is still a leading argument of many popu-
lation experts.

But it now faces challenge.

Three years ago the United Nations Food
and Agricultural Organization was warning
of famine. Two weeks ago, its annual report
appeared—saying the world's food problem
in the future is more likely to be huge sur-
pluses than starvation,

Technological breakthroughs, including
the use of high-yield “miracle” grains, and
the commitment of nations such as India
to this technology, have led to the reversal,
sald FAO.,

Still, many of the population forecasters
reply that the technology will provide only
temporary relief,

But optimism over food production is
growing.
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Dr. Jean Mayer, the nutritionist who
serves as President Nixon's special consultant
on hunger, told Congress last year that agri-
cultural developments promise a food supply
that will keep up with and surpass popula-
tion growth.

Mayer has a different fear: “I am con-
cerned about the areas of the globe where
people are rapidly becoming richer, For rich
people occupy much more space, consume
more of each natural resource, disturb the
ecology more, and create more land, air,
water, chemieal, thermal and radioactive pol-
lution than poor people.”

Other scientists are joining him to warn
that the world can't have it all—greater
numbers along with the standard of living
associated with technologically advanced
countries.

Dr. Preston Cloud, a biogeologist at the
University of California at Santa Barbara,
has estimated that if the world's 7 billion
people expected by the year 2000 were to
have a standard of living Americans now
enjoy, mineral and fuel production would
have to multiply 200 to 400 times.

“It might be done, but it couldn’t last,”
said Cloud, “The world has only so much in
the way of these raw materials.”

Arguments llke this have given new im-
petus to conmcern over population in this
country. Dr. J. George Harrar, president of
the Rockefeller Foundation, says:

“In many respects, an advanced industrial-
ized soclety such as ours with a comparatively
low birth rate uses up lts natural resources
and upsets its environmental equilibrium at
a much faster rate than does an underdevel-
oped poor counfry with a high birth rate.”

To top that, as Cloud points out, this na-
tion, with only 6 percent of the world's
population, now uses nearly 50 percent of
the raw materials the world now produces.
The cholce, he said, is whether to slow Ameri-
can economic growth or to continue using
the materials underdeveloped nations will
need for their own growth.

The other alternative, of course, would be
to limit Americans’ numbers, How, and by
how much, is the questlon—one of explosive
moral, political and scientific implications.

Nevertheless, most of the authorities in
the field agree that it could be easy compared
with the task of cutting into the runaway
population growth in the world's underde-
veloped regions.

A WorLp ¥ DANGER—T: THE ROUGH AND
CosTLY ROAD AHEAD

(By Roberta Hornig and James Welsh)

From President Nixon to industrial leaders,
housewives and students, Americans want
to clean up the environment.

But it will cost billions of dollars, and thus
far no one appears ready to pay for it,

And the price will go far beyond dollars.
Some of America's fraditional values will be
called to account—relationships within the
federal system, the freedoms of private enter-
prise, even the habits of the housewife and
commuter.

A nationwide poll last year showed B5 per-
cent of the public “concerned” about the
environment. But when people were asked
how much they were willing to pay each year
to improve the environment, 561 percent said
they would pay $10 or less, 18 percent said
850, 4 percent said $100, 9 percent sald they
wouldn't pay anything, and 18 percent said
they didn’t know,

Calculating from the poll, the American
people were willing to spend $1.4 billion a
¥ear in tax money—more than the amount
the federal government has been spending
annually on environmental programs.

But to really clean up the environment it
probably would cost far, far more. Some put
the total at $100 billion to $125 billion from
government and industry over five years.

And it would mean & lot more to the tax-
payer than higher taxes.
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It would shrink the consumer dollar. A
considerably quleter aircraft engine, for ex-
ample, could bring higher air fares. For the
electric power industry to install equipment
sufficient to prevent thermal pollution of
waterways will mean higher electric bills.

It could mean lower product performance.
A slightly grayer washday collar might be
the price of getting a pollution-free deter-
gent.

A little less getaway power might be the
price of a pollution-free auto engine. And it
might not go as far on a gallon of gas,

It could mean inconvenience—a return
to returnable soda bottles, for instance, or
traveling to airports sufficiently far out to
avold the worst of the air and noise from
big jets.

It could mean a further shift of govern-
mental power toward the center. States are
likely to assume greater control of the use
of the land, a matter heretofore left to local
governments. Washington will assume
greater control over air and water standards,
now largely the domain of the states.

It could mean tighter regulation of what
industry and people are free to do. This
would begin with very minor controls—“No
Dumping Here"” for instance. Before very
long, they could range to unprecedented
measures such as government-science panels
testing new products before they are per-
mitted on the market.

And a growing number of people say some-
thing far more dramatic must be included
in the price—a set of measures calculated
to slow down or bring to a halt the growth
of the American population.

Such steps won't come at once. There will
have to be a beginning.

Congress returns to Washington tomorrow,
many of its members poised for battle over
what the beginning should be, what legisla-
tion should be passed, what money should
be spent.

It will be, in part, a political circus with
many side shows. Hearings, speeches, press
statements, claims and counterclaims will
run the gamut of this vast and complicated
subject.

From pesticides to use of the land, from
electric power demands to foodpacking stand-
ards and family planning, the political jos-
tling will be fierce.

On Thursday it's President Nixon’s turn,
At 12:30 he will go before Congress and the
American people with his first State of the
Union message. Environmental issues will
comprise a big part of the message.

Already Nixon is being second-guessed by
congressional Democrats, some of them eager
to paint the administration as talking big
but doing little to bring pollution to an end.

On the Senate side it just so happens that
three men long and closely associated with
environmental issues are at least potential
dark-horse candidates for the presidency in
1972. They are Sens. Edmund S. Muskie of
Maine, Gaylord Nelson of Wisconsin and
Henry M. Jackson of Washington, and each
is ready for battle. Of the three, Muskie
has been the most willing, Jackson the least
willing, to tackle the President head on.

But it will be in successive messages that
Nizon will show more of his hand. The
budget message is the key, for money is at
the heart of his dilemma over exactly what
to propose.

Last year Nixon requested $214 million for
helping communities put up sewage treat-
ment plants. Congress appropriated $800
million.

It’s still under debate at the White House
whether to spend the extra money or to im-
pound it, although the betting is that Nixon
will spend it. If he doesn't spend it, he will
be open to attack, not only from Congress
but from local and state governments. Yet
if he does spend it, his budgetary problems
will increase, and he may be in a position
of saying he will ask for less money next
year.
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Such relatively small Issues, of course, ap-
proach the basic question: What would it
cost to clean up the environment?

The dollar figures fly, and the range of
estimates is wild.

The upper end of this range is between
$100 and $125 billion, a great deal from gov=-
ernment, some from industry.

To get into that upper range, it is neces-
sary to assume an attack on all fronts and
to assume that where estimates vary, the
highest should be used. (The most glaring
example: To separate sewer lines and storm
drainage lines across the country could cost
anywhere from $15 billlon to $49 billion.)

Water pollution control accounts for the
largest part of cost. It includes perhaps $25
billion for municipal and industrial treat-
ment plants and equipment, the money for
sewer line-storm line separation, 6 billion
to eliminate acld-mine drainage, and bil-
lions more for pollution arising from pesti-
cides, fertilizers and animal feed lots.

Add nearly $5 billion for air pollution con-
trol over five years; another $3.5 billion the
government has estimated for solid-waste
treatment work and research over the same
period; a couple of billion for refitting ships
to control waste; several billlon on national
parks and urban-area parks; and assorted
millions for research in fields like oceanog-
raphy and climate monitoring.

If all of this were to be attempted In a
five-year plan, it would mean spending $20
to $25 billion a year.

No one in the Nixon administration is
thinking in these terms now. Even though
the government wouldn't be paying all of It,
there just isn't that kind of money around.

With "uncontrollable” expenditures like
welfare payments and farm subsidies on the
rise by $8 billion a year, with the tax cut
bringing in less revenue than expected, with
the financial community expecting restraint
because of inflation, the President has about
as much budgetary flexibility this year as an
$8,000-a-year commuter facing a stack of un-
paid bills.

“There lsn't much room to maneuver,” a
Budget Bureau official laments.

And so the President and his aides are in
search of priorities, of more sensational but
less costly solutions.

According to insiders, Nixon’s program in
70 will include the following:

Alr pollution—An increase in federal
spending. A 50 percent or even 100 percent
increase in funds would not be prohibitive,
since federal spending this year amounted
to less than $100 million. And it would go
to combat what the public believes to be the
most serious environmental problem.

Water pollution—The administration will
emphasize municipal waste treatment plants
in a plan calling for about $10 billion in
bonds. Cash obligations would be strung out
over 20 to 30 years, with the federal share
going no higher than $500 million a year. The
plan also is expected to carry new financing
arrangements to help municipalities cope
with today’s tough bond market.

Parks—A park-purchase plan is planned,
with the emphasis on open space in and
around big cities, mostly in the East, Spend-
ing on parks is relatively low and comes
from non-tax money.

It represents part of the income from spe-
cial charges, including park fees and off-
ghore ofl-drilling leases.

Some insiders expect Nixon to announce
some sort of “pllot project” for an urban
park, possibly in the Washington area.

Government reorganization—This is the
cheapest route to begin tackling problems
of making the air and water cleaner, and he
i5 likely to take it.

For years, several government officials and
congressmen have been arguing for putting
responsibility for water, air and solid wastes
in one place, since decisions on one often
affect another. The Interior Department is in
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charge now of cleaning wup the nation’s
waterways and the bets are that it will also
assume stewardship over the two more forms
of pollution—air and solld waste—now the
responsibility of the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare,

And he 1s expected to rename Interior as
the Department of National Resources.

Because of budgetary strictures, other pol-
lution battlefronts may be virtually ignored.
They include soil erosion and other agricul-
tural runoff, the sewer line-storm sewer sep-
aration, and mine-acid drainage,

On some fronts, the way to attack pollu-
tion is not through governmental spending
but governmental toughness. Moreover, the
tighter the budget, the greater the tempta-
tion for government to go this route.

For Nixon to crack down on big industry
may run agalnst the grain of Republican
orthodoxy. But it could produce real and vis-
ible results, especially where products are
involved that undeniably pollute the air or
water.

Three conspicuous examples are the auto-
mobile with its internal combustion engine
the nutrient-rich detergents, and the chem-
ical pesticides. Already two of the most toxic
pesticides—DDT and dieldrin—are under a
measure of federal restraint.

In all three cases, accelerated research is
necessary to find safer versions, or safe sub-
titutes. For research now underway, govern-
ment already is picking up part of the bill.
Industry, especially the big auto firms, also
is spending millions. It may be called on to
spend much more.

But the consumer eventually will pay for
it, both In taxes and undoubtedly In higher
product prices.

Other dilemmas face the administration in
approaching the environmental issue, One of
them is reflected in the letter a young man
sent the White House:

“Stop pollution now,” he sald, and the
word “now” was repeated 60 times.

No one can stop pollution now. As Dr. Lee
DuBridge, the President's top alde on science,
puts it, to bring pollution to an end imme-
diately would bring the economy, and civili-
zation, to an end.

Vehlcles would have to stop moving. In-
dustry would close down. So would power
plants. Farmers couldn't protect their crops.

“We will not,” says presidential adviser
Danliel Patrick Moynihan, “reverse the tend-
ency of a century in the space of one ad-
ministration or two, or like as not, the next
five.”

It's this view of the problem that gives
pause to administration staffers as it comes
time for Nixon to go before the American
people. Bays one staffer: “We don't want to
oversell the problem and undersell the mag-
nitude of the difficulty of dealing with it."”

Sen. Muskie, whose rhetoric has not been
lacking on the issue, says “It's necessary to
develop a sense of alarm without creating a
sense of terror.”

With emotions on the rise, with the eco-
nomic and technical complexities of environ-
mental Issues so stubborn, paradox and con-
tradiction are inevitable.

An example 1s one of the classic conserva-
tion flaps—the decision by Consolidated
Edison, New York's power company, to bulld
a plant along the Hudson River at Storm
Mountain.

A participant recalls that from the storm
of protest, “you would think the plant was
going to be built in a great wilderness area.
In fact, the slte amounted to a waterfront
slum."”

Yet as a result of public opposition, the
argument eventually reached the U.S, Court
of Appeals. It handed down a historic deci-
slon, ruling that the Federal Power Commis-
sion must take scenic, historical and
recreational values into account in licensing
power plants.

Two weeks ago—five years after the fight
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began—an FPC hearing examiner ruled the
site to be the right one after all. It further
ruled, though, that Con Ed must put both
the plant and the transmission lines under-
ground.

Thus a falrly illogical, emotional argument
by conservationists brought good results, in
this case the Supreme Court ruling.

But the results—Iin this case the under-
ground site—can be very expensive. New
Yorkers will see this in their electric bills.

The Con Ed case is not isolated. In fact, the
issue of where to put power plants, and what
kind of power plants they should be,
promises to be one of the big environmental
fights of the coming year.

Americans have a heroic appetite for elec-
tric power. In 10 years, the experts say, the
output must be doubled. In 30 years, if the
population grows to 300 million, Americans
will need nearly five times the current 325-
million-kilowatt capacity.

This will require more and bigger power
plants. If they don't come along the likeli-
hood will increase of power failures such as
the major blackout of the Northeast five
years ago.

Plants fired by coal and other fossil fuels
are a major contributor to air pollution. Be-
sides, future growth threatens big shortages
of these fuels.

Nuclear power plants are the alternative.
They don't pollute the air. And with new
“breeder reactors’ on the way, no shortage
will develop of uranium and thorium fuel.

But thermal pollution of waterways is a
colossal problem, and the more nuclear plants
there are, the worse the problem gets.

In addition, the “nukes’” arouse fear. Peo-
Ple become alarmed over possible radiological
emisslons and over the possibility of an ac-
cident, in addition to protesting on grounds
of thermal pollution and aesthetics.

From the Atomic Energy Commission and
power industry come statements of reassur-
ance. One Westinghouse nuclear energy con-
sultant says the radiation effect from a nu-
clear power plant on the population within
20 miles “is the equivalent of wearing a radi-
ant dlal wrist watch three days of the year.”

But many disagree. Within the federal gov-
ernment there are specialists who hold the
AEC's standards for radiological emissions
should be tightened tenfold,

This thorn alone is polarizing the environ-
ment issue throughout the country, and pub-
lic officials are worried about it.

Some, recognizing the scope of public fear
and reslstance, urge extra-heavy emphasis
on standards and available technology to
eliminate radiological hazards and cut down
thermal pollution,

But Rep. Chet Holifield, D-Calif.,, whose
Joint Congressional Atomic Energy Commit-
tee held hearings on the subject last year,
says that “Unless the demands for clean
water and air are kept in perspective, the
anti-technologists and singled-minded en-
vironmentalists may find themselves econ-
ducting their work by the flickering light of
a candle.”

On other fronts, industry is increasingly
on the defensive. It is reacting in disparate
WAYS.

Some industrial groups and firms remain
hard-nosed.

Industries can be found bending over
backwards to please. Commented an official
of one Massachusetts firm: “We put in equip-
ment that wasn't even necessary—just to
please the publie.”

Detroit's big auto firms are conspicuous
among the industries that are now racing to
cateh up with public opinion and the pos-
gible thrust of governmental crackdown.

Last month Henry Ford II, calling air pol-
Iution the industry's most serious problem,
pledged manpower and millions of dollars
to help solve the problem. Last week, Edward
N. Cole, president of General Motors, went
Ford one up by predicting his company will
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turn out “essentially pollution-free cars” by
1980.

Other companies try to advertise their
concern for the environment—while taking
a slower pace in reform.

And some are still basically lgnoring the
issue.

A major reason why conflict and confu-
sion have mounted over environmental ques-
tions is that until now no one on the federal
level has already been In charge. Agencies
dealing with environmental problems are
scattered. The White House has touched on
the problems in piecemeal fashion. Informa-
tion is often contradictory, often lacking.

This could change.

Many observers see great promise in the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
drafted and shepherded through Congress
by Senator Jackson and signed by Nixon
Jan. 1.

The legislation sets two precedents: It
establishes national policy, directing every
executive department to weave environ-
mental considerations into all new programs
and to make sure old ones conform with
clean-environment goals. And it creates a
Council on Environmental Quality at the
top level.

Nixon has yet to name the three-member
council. He may do so in the State of the
Union address. Reportedly, he wants to avoid
dominance by sclentists and will seek to fill
possibly two of the positions with general-
ists who will take a broad look at the prob-
lem.

As spelled out in the 1869 law, the council
will do an inventory of the nation’s natural
resources and prepare an annual report on
the “state of the environment" for Congress.

Its reports will have a major impact on
what happens to the environment in the
1970s,

Given a rising public and private commit-
ment, if not an all-out attack, here is what
some experts believe will come in the decade.

Air pollution, after worsening through
the mid "70, may well diminish to the point

that the air in 1980 will be cleaner than it is

now,

The air problem lends itself more readily
to reasonably priced technology than other
problems. The biggest uncertainty is how
soon automotive air pollution can be licked.

A combination of tough standards and a
lot of money could improve water guality
standards—but not uniformly.

What’s called “point-source” pollution,
where industry or municipalities pour big
amounts of waste in the water, could come
under control. But the water will remain
dirty. General runoff and erosion, especially
in rural areas, will see to that.

The problem of where to put mountains
of rubbish and other solid waste could be
abated, or it could become a monster. Mere
money won't help. More degradable products
won't help much. The hope here lies in tech-
nology—the pollution-free incinerator, and
recycling of products. But that isn't around
the corner.

The problem of too much noise could go
like air pollution. The technology is there;
all that’s required is the sensitivity and the
will to use it. If that happens, noise, after
mounting as a problem, could level off or
reccde,

Other urban amenities will be far more dif-
ficult to improve. With exceptions (putting
power lines underground is one) technology
won't help much. It won't help settle fights
over what land to develop, what to keep open.

“Government will be hard put to legislate
beautiful hot dog stands,"” says one observer.

‘Where there is no easy answer, the environ-
ment battle will get hotter. The use of ur-
ban-suburban land, and the effort to pre-
serve places of great natural beauty, is
in this category. The location of airports,
and power plants and not-so-clean industry
will be continually at issue.
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Beyond all these things lle what some peo-
ple believe are the overriding necessitles—
channeling urban growth In new directions,
selectively Hmiting consumption habits, plac-
ing stringent curbs on population growth.

But at this point, for practical purposes,
these are likely to be second-stage issues, is-
sues to be treated gingerly or put off or
avolded.

To Congress, the President, and so many
others who will become embroiled in this
recently dramatized issue, the task at hand
can be summed up In the phrase “quality of
life.” It will be a task of ¢leaning up, of mak-
ing the air and the water and the land
healthier and more enjoyable,

Over the decades, as Americans have built
a richer economic standard, they have run up
a huge bill to the natural world around them,
The bill is overdue.

To pay it off in large part, to make sure it
runs up no more, could generate a new ethic,
the ethic of man as part of a living, inter-
dependent organism called Earth, the kind
of ethic necessary to cope with the bigger
problems of the future.

Nixon SeeecHE Apr To STRESS POLLUTION
(By Garnett D. Horner)

President Nixon's State of the Union mes-
sage Thursday is expected to ecall for prompt
action by Congress to help keep America’s
water and air fit to drink and breathe.

The President, who returned here from
Camp David last night, also undoubtedly will
stress the need to keep a tight hold on federal
spending to curb inflation when he speaks
before & joint session of the Senate and House
at 12:30 p.m. Thursday.

Aside from action to improve the quality
of America’s environment, which he has de-
scribed as a "now or never” proposition, the
President is unlikely fo call for any major
new programs, largely because of the over-
riding necessity, as he sees it, at keeping the
federal budget out of the red.

As a major reform step, he is considering
a proposal to change the Interior Department
to the Department of Natural Resources and
make it the leader of the government's battle
against pollution.

Where Interior now has responsibility only
over the water pollution phase of the battle,
the new department would get control over
efforts to combat air pollution and over solid-
waste disposal now vested in the Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare Department,

The President has been working alone on
his State of the Union message at Camp
David the last few days, and it could not be
learned whether he has decided to approve
the Interior Department change in this mes-
sage or save it for later.

Nixon served notice on New Year's Day
when he signed a bill creating a three-mem-
ber Council on Environmental Quality that
he would have more to say later—presumably
in his State of the Union message—on the
need for prompt action to keep the American
environment livable.

JACKSON TO ATTACK “LAND POLLUTION™

Federal standards are a familiar story for
air and water. One of the new “pollutions”
Congress is ready to take on this session is
land—how it is being fouled up by lack of
good planning.

Land-use decisions are almost entirely the
province of local communities now.

Sen. Henry M. Jackson, chairman of the
Senate Interior Committee, wants the states
to be in the driver's seat, with the federal
government as watchdog. He intends to move
in this direction by pushing for a “national
land-use policy.”

Decisilons on land use now, the senator
from Washington said, “are made on the
basis of expediency, tradition, short-term
economic considerations and other factors
which are often unrelated to what the real
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concerns of land-use management should
be.”

Jackson has in mind legislation that would
give states money to hire and train people
with competency in over-all planning.

States also would be encouraged, through
incentives, to develop statewlde environmen-
tal, recreational and industrial land-use
plans. If states do not, “it may be necessary
to consider a provision to the effect that if
a state should fall to enact an acceptable
land-use plan, certain other federal funds
would be reduced or denied,” Jackson said.

When interior secretary, Stewart L. Udall
long complained about how the nation’s land
is being spoiled by lack of planning. He calls
it “aesthetic pollution.”

In a recent tour of Washington, Udall
pointed out how freeways in wrong places
can act as artificial barriers between neigh-
borhoods that should naturally blend to-
gether—for example the E Street Express-
ways ramps make it impossible for a pedes-
trian to get to the new Kennedy Center.

A GLOSSARY FOR THE ECO-MANIAC

“There are fashions in words,” a veteran
conservationist noted recently, and “ecol-
OgYy . . . is being bandied about until people
are growing sick of It before they know what
it means." g

Here's a set of definitions of environmen=
tal terms that will crop up frequently as the
environment becomes more of a popular
issue.

Environment—The sum of all living and
non-living factors affecting organisms, in-
cluding man.

Ecology—The study of the relationship of
Iliving things to their living and non-living
environment.

Ecosystem—A complex of plant, animals
and their physical environment, interrelated
in such a way that changes in one affect
the other.

Pollution—The addition to an ecosystem
of substances in a quantity sufficient to
produce undesirable changes.

Bilosphere—The thin skin of water, air
and soil which surrounds the earth and
contains life.

Atmosphere—That portion of the bilo-
sphere made up of air.

Lately, mutant word-strains, with “eco”
as prefix, are emerging, Seen in print re-
cently were ‘“eco-catastrophe,” “eco-acti-
vist" and “eco-tactics.”

Can “eco-maniac” be far behind?

ANALYSIS OF STATE LAWS
GOVERNING MARIHUANA

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a compilation of the various
State laws governing marihuana. My
staff has just recently completed this
survey of State law as of December 31,
1969. I know of no such current com-
pilation; the most recent survey was
based upon 1966 law and it is hopelessly
out-of-date. I believe this new compila-
tion will be of interest in connection
with both S. 3246, the new drug bill, and
8. 3071, the District of Columbia drug
bill, of which I am a cosponsor.

I invite attention fo several of the
trends that are illustrated in this sur-
vey. It will be noted that 20 States at
present classify the simple possession of
marihuana as a misdemeanor. Eighteen
of these 20 States have made this re-
vision in their laws in the past 3 years,
and there are similar legislative pro-
posals pending in a number of other
States. S. 3246 takes a similar approach
to the treatment of simple possession
of marihuana.
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It should also be noted that 16 States
do not restrict or prohibit the mitiga-
tion of sentencing by suspended sen-
tences, probation, or parole. Only one
State prohibits mitigation in every
marihuana offense; 48 States allow sus-
pended sentences and probation in the
first offense of possessing marihuana. I
agree with the Attorney General that
the limitations in Federal law against
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mandatory minimum sentences have
been one of the most criticized aspects
of the Federal drug laws. S. 3246 does
away with many of the prohibitions
against mitigation of sentences, and re-
flects the State trend in this respect.
_Some 24 States have substantially re-
vised their marihuana laws in the past
3 years. Only 2 of the 24 have increased
the general penalty structure. The re-
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schedule, in most instances rather sub-
stantially. S. 3246 reflects this modern
approach to the marihuana problem in
that it distinguishes marihuana from
the hard narcotfics,

I am hopeful that this compilation
will be of assistance n the discussion of
these most important drug bills,

There being no objection, the com-

pilation was ordered to be printed in the

such mitigation is unfortunate; the maining 22 have reduced the penalty Recorp, as follows:
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ANALYSIS OF STATE LAws GOVERNING
MARIHUANA

EXPLANATION OF SUMMARY

(1) Distinetion between marihuana and
narcotics in the state's statutes. Most states
classify marihuana as a “narcotic drug,” and
as such do not distinguish between them.
Many states do classify marihuana as a nar-
cotic, but do provide for lesser penalties for
marihuana violations.

(2) Distinction between possession and
sale of marihuana, For the purposes of this
summary, “sale” of marihuana includes dis-
tribution, barter, gift, exchange, or offer to
sell. If a distinction is made in the penalty
provisions for possession and for sale, it is
s0 indicated.

(3) The penalty structure for marihuana
offenses.

(4) Provisions In the statutes for sus-
pended sentences, probation, and parole. For
the purposes of this report, when parole is
designated as prohibited, it is prohibited
until the minimum term of the sentence as
provided in the statute has been served.

(5) Summary of the changes that have
been made in the state’s law since 1967. The
most recent authoritative compilation of the
varlous state marihuana laws was made in
1967, based in large part on 1966 law; hence
the 1967 law is used as a comparison. When
it is indicated that no changes have been
made since 1967, it doés not imply that any
changes were made in 1967.

This compilation is based upon state law
as of December 31, 1969,

nlt means not less than; nmt means not
more than.

ALABAMA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics,

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale,

(3) Penalty provisions: 1st offense: 5-20
years and may be fined nmt $20,000. Sub-
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sequent: 10-40 years and may be fined nmt
$20,000. (Ala. Code tit 22, § 258).

(4) Buspended sentences and probation are
prohibited in all instances.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

ALASKA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale,

(3) Penalty provisions: 1st offense: 2-10
years and nmt $5,000. 2nd offense: 10-25 years
and nmt $7,500. Subsequent: 20-40 years
and nmt $10,000. (Alaska Comp. Laws
§ 17.10.200).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited in all but first offense
possession violations.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

ARIZONA

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics. Marihuana is covered
under a separate statute, with somewhat
lesser penalties than those afforded narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between pos-
session and sale.

(3) (Courts may impose a fine nmt $50,000
in addition to the below penalties.)

Possession: 1st offense, 1-10 years, but the
court may impose a sentence not exceeding
1 year and/or fine of $1,000. 2nd offense:
2-20 years. Subsequent: & years-life.

Sale: 1st offense: 2-10 years, 2nd offense:
5-15 years. Subsequent: 10 years-life. (Aris.
Rev. Stat. Ann. § 36-1002.05.)

Transportation (importation) is punished
by: b-life; 10-life; 10-life.

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for all but first offense
possession.

(56) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

. Nog pwhlbrlmn hRe

ARKANSAS

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotic drugs.

(2) No distinction is made between the
penalties for use, possession, and sale.

(8) 1st offense: 2-56 years and nmt $2,000.
2nd offense: 5-10 years and nmt $2,000. Sub-
sequent: 10-20 years and nmt $2,000. (Ark.
Stat. Ann. § 82-1020).

(4) There is no possibility of parole or
suspended sentence after the first offense.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

CALIFORNTA

(1) California defines Marihuana as a “nar-
cotle,” but provides somewhat lighter sen-
tences for marihuana violations,

(2) Distinction is made between possession,
posession for sale, and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: imprisonment
in county jail as a misdemeanor for nmt 1
year, or in state prison as a felony for 1-10
years, at discretion of judge. 2Znd offense:
2-20 years, Subsequent: 5 years-life.

Possession for sale: 1st offense: 2-10 years.
2nd offense: 65-15 years. Subsequent: 10
years-life,

Sale: 1st offense: 5 years to life. 2nd offense
(felony offense) : 5 years-life. Subsequent: 10
years—life. (Cal. Health & Safety Code
§ 11530).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are prohibited for all possession for sale and
sale violations, and for second and subse-
quent possession felony violations.

{(5) Present law differs from 1967 law in one
respect: treatment of first time possession,
Prior law carried a 1-10 year sentence and was
an automatic felony, The judge presently
has discretion whether to make a sentence a
misdemeanor or felony.

COLORADO

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotic drugs.
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(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: 2-15 years and
nmt $10,000. 2nd offense: 5-20 years and
nmt $10,000. Subsequent: 10-30 years and
nmt $10,000.

Sale: 1st offense: 10-20 years. 2nd offense:
15-80 years., Subsequent: 20-40 years. (Colo.
Rev, Stat. Ann, § 48-5-15).

(4) No parole until minimum sentence has
been served.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967; an attempt in 1969 to reduce the
first offense possession conviction to a mis-
demeanor was defeated in the Assembly.

CONNECTICUT

(1) Connecticut does distinguish between
marihuana and narcotics; marihuana is
classified as & “restricted drug.” (Conn. Gen.
Stat. Rev. § 18-443, as amended by P.A. 752,
July 1, 1960).

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale,

(3) Possession: may be fined nmt $1000
or imprisoned nmt 1 year, or both. As an
alternative, the court may sentence the of-
fender to the custody of the commissioner
of correction for an indeterminate sentence
not to exceed the maximum term of the of-
fense, who may release the convicted person
s0 sentenced subject to such terms as he may
impose.

Sale: 1st offense: 5-10 years and nmt
$3000. 2nd offense: 10-15 years and nmt
$5000. Subsequent: 25 years. (Conn. G.S.R.
§§ 19-480, 481, as amended by P.A, 752, July 1,
1969).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
may be imposed upon agreement of the
prosecution and the accused, and if the pro-
bation is complied with, the court may dis-
miss the charges. Not available after three
previous commitments.

(5) Connecticut repealed the UNDA in
1967, lowering the penalties for possession,
and providing for probationary release as
an alternative to incarceration. In 1969 the
laws were amended further, removing mari-
huana from the narcotics classification, and
providing for discretionary sentencing in
possession cases.

DELAWARE

(1) Delaware classifies marihuana as a
dangerous drug, as distinguished from a nar-
cotie drug.
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(3) Possession: 1st offense: nmt § years
and/or nmt $5,000. Znd offense: nmt 10
years and/or nmt $10,000. Subsequent: nmt
20 years and/or nmt 20,000,

Sale: 1st offense: nmt 10 years and
$10,000. 2nd offense: 10-20 years and
$20,000. Subsequent: nlt 20 years and
$20,000. (Fla. Stat. § 308.22).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are prohibited for sale offenses after the first
conviction.

(5) The basic law is unchanged since 1967;
there has been an additional provision pro-
viding for the suspension from school or col-
lege offenders pending a hearing, with auto-
matic expulsion if convicted.

GEORGIA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale (except sale to a minor).

(3) 1st offense: 2-5 years and nmt $2,000.
2nd offense: 5-10 years and nmt $3,000.
Subsequent: 10-20 years and nmt $5,000.
(Ga. Code Ann. § 729A-9911). (Georgia has
uncommonly heavy penalties for sale to a
minor: 1st offense is punishable by life, but
jury may recommend 10-20 years; 2nd offense
is punishable by death, but jury may rec-
ommend mercy (life) or 10-20 years.)

(4) Suspended sentences, parole and pro-
bation are permitted only for first offenders,
except sale to a minor, where no mitigation
is permitted. However, under an advisory
opinion dated October 10, 1969, Attorney
General Arthur Bolton stated that the re-
strictions in Ga. Code § 79A-9911 that limit
the granting of parole to those indlviduals
who have served a minimum sentence, and
which totally prohibit parole to any person
convicted of selling a narcotic drug to a
minor are unconstitutional under the Geor-
gia Constitution.

(5) There have been no changes since
1967.

nmt
nmt
nmt

HAWAIL

(1) No distinection between marihuana and
narcotiecs.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: nmt 1 year, or
1-56 years. 2nd offense: 2-10 years. Subse-
quent: 5-20 years.

Possession with intent to sell (256 or more
cigarettes, or 1256 grains or more), or sale:
1st offense: nmt 10 years and nmt $1,000.
Sub nt: nmt 20 years and nmt $2,000.

(2) Distinction is made between p« ion
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: misdemeanor,
sentence nmt 2 years and nmt $500. The
maximum penalty shall be 90 days or $500
or both if the following are all found to be
present: defendant under age 21, not in
the business of selling dangerous drugs,
and the drug obtained from one whom the
defendant reasonably believed to be under
21 and not engaged in the business and ac-
quainted with the defendant for at least one
year, (Del. Code Ann. title 16, §§ 4722, 4730
(b) (ii) ). Subsequent: nmt 5 years and nmt
$3,000,

Sale: 1st offense: 5-10 years and $1,000-
10,000, The maximum sentence shall be a
nisdemeanor with a sentence of nmt 2 years
or nmt $£1,000 or both if the above conditions
exist. Subsequent: 10-25 years and $5,000—
$50,000.

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are prohibited for second offenders, with
mandatory minimum sentences specified.

(5) Delaware has repealed the UNDA, and
reduced possession offenses to misdemean-
ors, and provided for an elaborate set of
sentence-mitigating circumstances.

FLORIDA

(1) No distinetion is made between mari-
huans and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale,

{Hawalil Rev, Laws §§ 329-3, 320-5, as amend-
ed by Act 161, Laws 1869, approved July
T, 1969).

(4) Probation is permitted only for first
offense possession.

(5) Hawall amended their laws in 1969 to
provide for lesser penalties for possession
offenses. Under prior law, possession was nmt
5 years; subsequent was nmt 10 years.

IDAHO

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion/sale and possession for sale.

(3) Possession and sale: nmt 10 years,
Possession for sale: nmt 15 years. (Idaho
Code Ann. §§ 3202, 3204).

(4) There is no prohibition against sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole.

(5) Idaho amended their law in 1967 to
increase the penalty structure. Under prior
law the penalty provislon was 1-14 years
and/or nmt $1,000, with subsequent convic=-
tions 5-14 years and/or nlt $1,000.

ILLINOIS

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) Possession: 2.5 grams or less: impris-
onment in a penal institution other than a
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penitentiary for nmt 1 year and/or nmt
$1,500. More than 2.5 grams: 2-10 years
and/or nmt $5,000. Bubsequent: 2-10 years
and/or nmt 5,000,

Sale: 1st offense: 10 years-life. Subse-
quent: life. (I1l. Rev. Stat. Ch. 38, § 22-40).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are available for the first possession offender;
suspended sentences are prohibited In cases
involving sale and subequent possession of-
fenses, Ch. 38, § 602, habitual criminal law,
provides that second offenders shall serve
the full term provided for their offense; sub-
sequent cffenders at least 15 years.

(5) Iincis amended their law in 1968 to
provide for the lesser punishment for the 2.5
gram possessor and the subsequent posses-
sion offenses, Under prior law, the first pos-
session offense was 2-10 years, subsequent
was § years-life.

INDIANA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: 2-10 years and
nmt $1,000. Subsequent: 5-20 years and nmt
$2,000.

Sale: 1st offense: 5-20 years and nm$
$2,000. Subsequent: 5-life and nmt $5,000,

(4) Any first offender may be paroled, re-
ceive suspended sentence, or put on proba-
tion. No second offender may receive any of
the above,

(5) The law was amended in 1969 to in-
crease the penalty structure. Prior to 1969
possession was $100 fine and 60-180 day sen-
tence, with subsequent offenses being nmt
$1,000 and 1-10 years. Distribution of mari-
huana was previously punished by 2-5 years
and nmt $1,000; subsequent offenses were 20—
life and nmt $5,000.

IOWA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses=
slon for personal use and sale.

(3) Possession for personal use only (“such
quantity that it can be logically inferred
« » » is intended for personal use only.” Iowa
Code § 204.20(5)). 1st offense: county jail
for nmt 6 months and/or nmt $1,000. Sub-
sequent: 10-20 years and nmt $2,000,

Sale (and possession for sale) : 1st offense:
2-5 years and nmt $2,000. 2nd offense: 5-10
years and nmt $2,000. Subsequent: 10-20
years and nmt $2,000. (Iowa Code § 204.20).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for sale offenses, and
are specifically authorized for first offense
possession for personal use.

(5) The law was amended In 1969 to pro-
vide the lesser punishment for possession for
personal use only.

HKANSAS

(1) No distinction is made Letween mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale,

(3) Penalty provision: imprisonment at
hard labor for nmt 7 years. (Kan, Gen. Stat.
Ann, §65-2519(a)).

(4) There is no prohibition agalnst sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

KENTUCKY

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

{2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale (except sale to a minor),

(3) 1st offense: 2-10 years and nmt
$20,000. Subsequent: 5-20 years and nmt
$20,000. (E. R. 5. 218, 210(2) ).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are prohibited for all second offenders, and
for first offense sellers to minors.

(5) No substantial change in the law has
been made since 1967.
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LOUISIANA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcoties.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) Possession: Over 21 years of age: hard
labor for 5-15 years. Under 21 years of age:
imprisonment nmt 10 years with or without
hard labor.

Sale: To one over 21: hard labor for 10-50
years, (If seller under 21: 5-156 years). To
one under 21: guilty, death; guilty with re-
mission of the extreme penalty, hard labor
for 30-99 years. (L.S.A-R.S, 40:981).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are prohibited for all except for lst offense
possession. Such prohibition was upheld in
Louwisiana v. Glaniy, 223 So. 2d 813 (1969).

(56) No change in the law has been made
since 1967.

MAINE

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics; marihuana is gov-
erned by a separate act for the control of
Cannabis.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: misdemeanor,
punished by imprisonment nmt 11 months
and nmt $1,000. Subsequent: felony, pun-
ished by imprisonment nmt 2 years and nmt
$2,000.

Sale: Over age 21: to a person over 21: 1-5
years; to a person 18 to 20 years old: 2-6
years; to a person under 18: 3-8 years (Sub-
sequent offense: 4-10 years). Under age 21
to anyone: 1-5 years. (Me. Rev. Stat, tit,
22, c. 558, §§ 2383, 4).

(4) No prohibition against suspending
sentences, probation, or parole.

(5) Maine repealed the UNDA in 1969; the
new legislation greatly reduces the penalty
structure, makes first offense possession a
misdemeanor, and allows for suspended sen-
tences.

MARYLAND

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale.

(3) 1st offense: 2-5 years and nmt $1,000;
2nd offense: 5-10 years and nmt $2,000. Sub-
sequent: 10-20 years and nmt $3,000. (Md.
Ann, Code art. 27, § 300).

(4) No prohibition against suspended sen-
tences, probation, or parole, except that sus-
pended sentences are not available to a three-
time felon or to those convicted of selling
narcotics (except as incidental to their own
habit).

(5) No change has been made in the law
since 1967, but there are presently several
proposals pending in the General Assembly
that would remove marihuana from the
narcotics category and place it in the dan-
gerous drug classification,

MASSACHUSETTS

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinetion is made between posses-
slon and sale.

(3) Possession: (Of a narcotic other than
heroin) nmt 315 years in a state prison or
nmt 214 years in a jail and/or fine nmt
$1,000. (Heroin: nmt 5 years in a state prison
or nmt 21, years in a jall or fine of $500-
£5,000; subsequent offense: 5-15 years in &
state prison),

Sale: (of any narcotiec) 1st offense: 5-10
years. Subsequent: 10-25 years. (Mass, Ann.
Laws ch. 94, §§ 212, 217).

General penalty: 5-10 years (might be
applicable In subsequent possession of-
fenses). Massachusetts has a provision pro-
viding for punishment if one is present
where a narcotic drug is kept or deposited,
or if one is in the company of one known
to be fllegally in possession: nmt 5 years or
nmt 2 years in a jail and $500-85,000.

(4) Buspended sentences, probation, and
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parole are permitted for possession offenses
and for first sale offenses, and are prohibited
for subsequent sale offenses.

(5) No substantial change has been made
in the law since 1967.

MICHIGAN

(1) No distinetion is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) Possession: lst offense; nmt 10 years,
and nmt $5,000. 2nd -offense: nmt 20 years,
and nmt $5,000. Subsequent: 20-40 years,
and nmt $5,000.

Sale: 20 years-life,
18.1122, 1123)

(4) First offense possession may receive
suspended sentences, probation, or parole.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1867, but Attorney General Kelley has
recommended changing the status of posses-
sion offenses to misdemeanors.

MINNESOTA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinetion is made between pos-
session and sale.

(8) 1st offense: 5-20 years and nmt $10,-
000. Subsequent: subject to recidivist stat-
ute,

(4) There are no provisions for suspended
sentences or probation.

(6) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

(Mich. Stat. Ann. §§

MISSISSIFPL

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale,

(3) Possession: 1st offense: 2-5 years and
nmt $2,000. 2nd offense: 5-10 years and nmt
$2,000. Subsequent: 10-20 years and nmt
£2,000.

Sale: 1st offense: 5-10 years and nmt
$2,000. Subsequent: 10-20 years and nmt
$2,000. (Miss. Code Ann. § 6866).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are avallable to first offense posses-
gors., The above are prohibited for all others.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

MISSOURI

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics,

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) Possession 1st offense: 6 months in
county jail—20 years in state penitentlary.
2nd offense: 5 years-life, Subsequent: 10
years-life. ;

Sale: 1st offense: 5 years-life (if sale to
one under 21, possible death penalty). Sub-
sequent: 10 years-life (if sale to one under
21, possible death penalty). (Mo. Rev. Stat.
§ 195.200).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for any offenders ex-
cept for first offense possession. If the first
offense possessor has previously been con-
victed of any felony, however, he shall have
no right.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

MONTANA

{1) Marihuana is defined as an “hal-
lucinogenic drug” as opposed to a narcotic
drug, but both are lumped under “danger-
ous drugs” with no distinction in penalties.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and use.

(3) Possesslon: nmt 5 years. Sale: 1 year—
life. (Mont. Rev. Codes Ann. §§ 54-132, 3).

(4) There is no prohibition against sus-
pended sentences, probation or parole. In ad-
dition, any person 21 or under shall be “pre-
sumed to be entitled to a deferred imposi-
tion of sentence.” (Mont, Rev. Codes Ann.
§§ 564-132, 133).

(5) Montana revised their laws In 1969 to
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slightly reduce the penalty structure. Under
prior law, first offense was 1-5 years, sub-
sequent offenses were 5-20 years.

NEBRASKA

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics; marihuana is covered
under a separate statute,

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and possession with intent to sell and
sale.

(3) Possession: (less than 8 oz. or less than
25 cigarettes) 1st offense: misdemeanor,
mandatory 7 day jail sentence in county jail
apart from other prisoners and required in-
struction on the effects of drug abuse. Sub-
sequent: felony, 1-5 years.

Possession with intent to sell (possession
of 8 ozs, or more, or 25 or more cigarettes) :
1-5 years. Sale: 2-5 years. (Neb. Rev. Stat.
§§ 28-451 et seq., as amended by L.B. 2, ap-
proved April 11, 1969).

(4) Probation is available for any offense,
and there are no prohibitions against miti-
gating sentences.

(5) Nebraska amended their law In 1969
to make first offense possession a misde-
meanor, and to reduce the possession penalty
structure. Under prior law, first offense was
2-5 years and nmt $5,000; 2nd offense was
5-10 years and nmt $5,000; subsequent was
10-20 years and nmt $5,000,

NEVADA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion, sale, and sale to one who intends to
resell.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: 1-6 years and
may be fined nmt $3,000. 2nd offense: 1-10
years and may be fined nmt $2,000. Subse-
quent: 1-20 years and may be fined nmt
$5,000.

Sale: By one under 21 years of age: 1st
offense: 1-20 years. Subsequent: life.

By one over 21: 1st offense: 1-20 years and
may be fined nmt $5,000. Subsequent: life
and may be fined nmt $5,000.

Sale to one who intends to sell or give it
away: life and may be fined nmt #5,000.
(Nev. Rev. Stat. §453.210, as amended by
ch. 203, approved July 1, 1960.)

(4) Probation and parole are available to
possession offenders and to first sale offend-
ers who are under 21. Probation is prohibited
for sale offenses, and parole is prohibited for
second and subsequent sale offenses (i.e.,
mandatory life imprisonment).

(6) Nevada amended their law in 1967 to
greatly reduce the penalty structure. Un-
der prior law, possession was punished by:
2-6 and nmt $2,000; 5-10 and nmt §2,000;
10-20 and nmt $2,000. Sale was 20-40 and
nmt $10,000; 40-life and nmt $10,000. The
law was further amended in 1969 to separate
the under-21 seller, providing probation and
parole possibilities for him,

NEW HAMPSHIRE

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics; marihuana is classi-
fied as a “controlled drug” as opposed to a
narcotic drug.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: nmt 1 year
and/or nmt $500, Subsequent: nmt 8 years
and/or nmt $1,000. (The punishment is a
misdemeanor if the sentence is less than 1
year, or the offender is given a suspended
sentence or put on probation.)

Sale: 1st offense: nmt 10 years and/or
nmt $2,000. Subsequent: nmt 15 years and/
or nmt $5,000. NNH. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 318-B:
26.)

(4) There is no prohibition against sus-
pended sentences or probation.

{5) New Hampshire repealed the UNDA
in 1969, and the new legislation greatly re-
duces the penalty structure. Under prior
law possession was punished as follows: 2-5
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and nmt $2,000; 5-10 and nmt $2,000; 10-20
and nmt $2,000. Sale was: 5-10 and $2,000;
10-20 and $2,000. The new law also allows
for mitigation of sentences in all instances;
under prior law only first possession offenses
could receive suspended sentences or proba-
tion,
NEW JERSEY

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale (except that the use of mari-
huana is deemed to be a “disorderly per-
son” offense, with lesser penalties; it is a
misdemeanor).

(3) Penalty provislons: 1st offense: 2-15
years and nmt 85,000, 2d offense: 5-25 years
and nmt $5,000. Subsegquent: 10-life and
nmt $5,000. (N.J.S.A. 24:18-47(c).)

Use of marihuana (and other narcotics):
up to 6 months, or $500, or both.

(4) No prohibition against suspended
sentences, probation, or parole.

(5) No substantial change in the law since
1967, except that the use offense has been
reduced from 1 year or $1,000 to 6 months
and $500.

NEW MEXICO

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinctlon is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(8) Possession: 1 oz. or less (but not in-
cluding hashish) : 1st offense: misdemeanor;
nmt 1 year in county jail and/or nmt $1,000.
2nd offense: punished as a fourth degree
felony. Subsequent: 2-10 years and/or nmt
$5,000.

More than 1 oz.: 1st offense: 2-10 years
and nmt £2,000. 2nd offense: 5-20 years and
nmt $2,000. Subsequent: 10-40 years and
nmt $2,000.

Sale: 1st offense: 10-20 years and nmt
#5,000. 2nd offense: 20-40 years and nmt
$10,000. Subsequent: life. (N.M. Stat. Ann.
§ 54-T7-15).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for all offenses except
possession of 1 oz, or less,

(5) New Mexico amended their law in 1969
to provide lesser penalties for possession of
1 oz. or less and making It a misdemeanor,
and increasing the penalties for sale. Under
prior law, one penalty structure: 2-10 and
nmt $2,000; 5-20 and nmt $2,000; 10-40 and
nmt $2,000. Mitigation of sentences was pro-
hibited only for second offenses.

NEW YOREK

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics, although marihuana
offenses generally recelve lesser penalties
than narcotic offenses.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(8) (In all of the following penalty provi-
sions, the court has wide latitude to impose
alternative punishment, including certifica-
tion of the offender over to the New York
Narcotics Addiction Control Board.)

Possession: Less than 25 cigarettes: class
A misdemeanor, nmt 1 year and/or nmt
$1,000, 25-99 clgarettes, or 3} oz—1 0%.: class
D felony, nmt 7 years. 100 or more cigarettes,
or more than 1 oz.: class C felony, nmt 15
years. Possession with intent to sell: class E
felony, nmt 4 years.

Sale: class D felony, nmt 7 years. (N.Y.
Pub, Health Law §§ 3300 through 3366; N.X.
Penal Law §§ 220.00 through 220.30.)

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for narcotics felonies,
but the court is given wide latitude in sen-
tencing. In all narcotic felonles, at least one
year of the sentence must be served.

(6) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

NORTH CAROLINA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-

huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale,

(3) Possession: 1 gram or less: misde-
meanor, punished by fine and/or imprison-
ment at the discretion of the court. Second
and subsequent offenses are punished as
below. Possession of more than 1 gram, and
sale: 1st offense: nmt 5 years and/or nmt
$1,000, 2nd offense: 5-10 years and nmt
$2,000. Subsequent: 15 years-life and nmt
$3,000. (N.C. Gen. Stat. § 80-111),

(4) Suspended sentences and probation
are prohibited only for second and subse-
quent sale offenses.

(6) North Carolina amended their law in
1969 to provide for the misdemeanor penalty
for possession of 1 gram or less (Sec. 10, § 970,
laws 1069).

NORTH DAKOTA

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics,

(2) No distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) 1st offense: imprisonment in county
jail nlt 8 months, or in state penitentiary
nmt 2 years, or fine nmt $2,000, or both.
Subsequent: imprisonment in state peniten-
tiary nmt § years or fine nmt 2,000, or both.
(N, D. Cent. Code § 19-03-28.1).

(4) There are no prohibitions against sus-
pended sentences or probation; the parole
board may parole an individual at any time.

(6) North Dakota repealed the UNDA in
1969; the new law removes marihuana from
the narcotic classification and reduces the
penalties substantially.

OHIO

(1) No distinctlon is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinctlon is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense; 2-15 years and
nmt $10,000. 2nd offense: 5-20 years and
nmt $10,000, Subsequent: 10-30 years and
nm#t $10,000.

Possession for sale: 1st offense: 10-20 years.
2nd offense: 15-30 years. Subsequent: 20-40
years.

Sale: 2040 years.
§3719.99).

(4) Pc ion and po fon for sale of-
fenses are probational, and offenders who
are imprisoned receive the same parole con-
slderations as any prisoner. Sale offenses are
generally not probational, although offenders
are entitled to parole consideration as any
other prisoner.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

(Ohio Rev. Code

OELAHOMA

(1) Distinction is made bhetween mari-
huana and narcotics; marihuana is covered
by a separate statute, with somewhat lesser
penalties than narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
sesslon and sale.

(3) Penalty provision: nmt 7 years and/or
nmt £5.000. (Okla Stat. Ann. tit. 63, § 452).

(4) There are no prohibitions against sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole,

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967, but the legislature is expected
to review the UNDA in the 1970 session, and
may well change some of the penalty pro-
visions.

OREGON

(1) No distinetion is made between mari-
huana and narcotics,

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale.

(3) Penalty: imprisonment in county jail
for nmt 1 year or fine nmt $5,000 or both
(misdemeanor); or imprisonment in state
penitentiary for nmt 10 years or fine nmt
$5,000 or both (felony). (Ore. Rev. Stat.
§ 474.990).

(4) SBuspended sentences and probation
are not prohibited for any offenses; it is
within the discretion of the trial judge.
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(5) Oregon amended their law in 1969 to
provide that any marihuana offense can be
a misdemeanor or a felony, depending on the
sentence imposed by the judge, There was no
discretionary misdemeanor provision under
prior law.

PENNSYLVANIA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: 2-5 years and
nmt £2,000. 2nd offense: 5-10 years and nmt
$5,000. Subsequent: 10-30 years and nmt
$7,500.

Sale: 1st offense: 5-20 years and nmt
$5,000. 2nd offense: 10-30 years and nmt
$15,000. Subsequent: life and nmt $30,000.
(Pa. Stat. Ann. tit, 85, § 780-20).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for all second offenses,
and prohibited for first sale offense if the
sale is to a minor,

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

RHODE ISLAND

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale,

(8) Possession: 1st offense: 2-15 years and
nmt $10,000. 2nd offense: 5-20 years and
nmt $10,000. Subsequent: 10-30 years and
nmt $10,000.

Possession for sale: 1st offense: 10-20
years. 2nd offense: 15-30 years. Subsequent:
20-40 years.

Bale: 20-40 years. (R.I. Gen. Laws Ann,
§§ 21-28-31, 32).

(4) Probatlon is prohibited for sale to a
minor; there are no other prohibitions.,

(6) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

SOUTH CAROLINA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) No distinction is made between posses=
sion and sale.

{(3) 1st offense: nmt 2 years and/or nmt
$2,000. 2nd offense: 2-5 years and/or $2,000-
$5,000. Subsequent: 10-20 years, (8.C. Code
§32-1493).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation are
prohibited only for third and subsequent
convictions, and for second and subsequent
convictions of sale to a minor.

(6) There has been no substantial change
in the law since 1967,

SOUTH DAKOTA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense of quantity 1 oz.
or less: nmt 1 year in county jail as a mis~
demeanor and/or nmt $500. 1st offense of
quantity In excess of 1 oz; 2-5 years and
nmt 85,000, 2nd possession offense: 510 years
and nmt $10,000. Subsequent possession of=
fense: 10-20 years and $20,000.

Sale: 1st offense: 5-17 years and nmt $10,-
000. Subsequent: 10-20 years and $20,000.
(SD. Code §§ 39-16-40.-402),

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited for all except first of=
fense possession.

{(6) South Dakota amended their law in
1068 to make first possession offenses mis-
demeanors,

TENNESSEE

(1) No distinction is made between marl-
huana and narcoties.

(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale.

(8) 1st offense: 2-5 years and $500. 2nd
offense: 65-10 wears and $500. Subsequent:
10-20 years and $500. (Tenn. Code Ann.,
§§ 52-1322).
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(4) Suspended sentences and probation are
prohibited for second and subsequent con-
victions,

(6) There has been no change In the law
since 1967, although several proposals to
lessen the penalty structure are presently
pending before the General Assembly.

TEXAS

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcoties.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(3) Possession: 1st offense: 2 years-life.
Subsequent: 10 years-life.

Bale: 1st offense: 5 years-life. Subsequent:
10 years-life. (Tex. Pen. Code art. 725b, sec.
23).

(4) Suspended sentences and probation are
prohibited for second and subsequent con-
victions.

(5) Texas made slight amendments to
their laws In 1969, distinguished between
possession and sale (In effect, increasing the
punishment for the first sale offense) and
providing for suspended sentences (under
prior law only probation was allowed to first
offenders).

TUTAH

(1) Marthuana is defined as a narcotic,
although a distinction is made in the penalty
structure, with marihuana receiving lighter
sentences.

(2) Distinction is made between posses-
sion, possession for sale, and sale,

(3) Possession: 1st offense: nlt 6 months
in county jail. 2nd offense: nlt 6 months in
county jail, Subsequent: nlt 6 months in
county jail, or 1-5 years in state prison, as
may be determined by the court.

Possession for sale: 1st offense: 2-10 years.
2nd offense: 5-10 years. Subsequent: 10
years-life,

Sale: 1st offense: 5 years-life, 2nd offense:
b years-life. Subsequent: 10 years-life. (Utah
Code Ann. § 58-13a—44).

(4) Probation is specifically provided for
for first and second possession offenders; pa-
role is prohibited for all possession for sale
and sale offenses,

(6) Utah amended their law in 1968 to low-
er the penalties for possession and to raise
the penalties for possession for sale and sale.
Under prior law the only penalty provision
was nmt 5 years and/or nlt $1000; subse-
quent was b6 years-life and/or nlt $5000.

VERMONT

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics. Marihuana is usually
grouped with depressant and stimulant drugs
in the penalty structure, and in all instances
is distinguished from narcotie drugs.

(2) Distinction is made between possession,
possession with intent to sell, and sale.

(3) Possession; 1st offense: sentence to any
institution except the state prison for nmt 6
months and/or nmt $500, Subsequent: nmt
2 years and/or nmt $2,000.

Possession with intent to sell: 25 or more
clgarettes, or 14 oz. or more; nmt 2 years
and/or nmt $2,000 (no second offense pro-
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visions), 100 or more cigarettes, or 2 ozs. or
more: nmt 5 years and/or nmt $5,000 (no
second offense provisions).

Sale: 1st offense: nmt § years and nmt
$10,000. Subsequent: 10-25 years and nmt
$25,000.

(4) There is no prohibitlon agalnst sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole,

(5) Vermont repealed the UNDA in 1968;
the new legislation greatly reduces the penal-
ty structure, distinguishes marihuana from
narcotics, and makes first offense possession
& misdemeanor,

VIRGINIA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

{(2) No distinction is made between pos-
session and sale, except that possession of
more than 25 grains receives a heavier
penalty.

(3) General provision: 1st offense: 3-5
years and nmt $1,000. 2nd offense: 5-10
years and nmt $2,000. Subsequent: 10-20
years and nmt $3,000.

Possession of 25 grains or more: 20-40
years and nmt $5,000. (Va. Code Ann, § 54—
516).

(4) Suspended sentences are permitted for
any offense except sale to a minor. Parole
and probation are available to any prisoner.

(6) There has been no change in the law
since 1967, but it is anticipated that mari-
huana will soon be removed from the nar-
cotics laws, and possession offenses be made
misdemeanors.

WASHINGTON

(1) Distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics; marihuana is classified
as a “dangerous drug.”

(2) No distinction is made between
possession and sale (although all penalties
are mild).

(3) General provision: 1st offense: mis-
cemeanor, nmt 6 months and/or nmt $500.
2nd offence: gross misdemeanor, nmt 1 year
and/or nmt $1,000. Subsequent: felony, nmt
10 years and/or nmt $10,000.

Possesslon with intent to sell: 3-10 years
and/or nmt $5,000. (Possession in excess of
40 grams Is prima facie evidence of posses-
sion with intent to sell).

Bale to minor: nmt 20 years and nmt
$50,000. (Wash. Rev. Code § 60.40.070).

(4) There is no prohibition against sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole.

(5) Washington removed marihuana from
the coverage of UNDA in 1969, and thereby
greatly reduced the penalties, Including
making possession offenses misdemeanors.

WEST VIRGINIA

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.
(2) No distinction is made between pos-

‘sesslon and sale.

(3) 1st offense: 2-5 years and nmt $1,000.
2nd offense: §5-10 years and nmt $5,000. Sub-
sequent: 10-20 years and nmt $10,000. (W.
Va. Code Ann, § 16-8A-23).

(4) Suspended sentences, probation, and
parole are prohibited on all but first offenses,

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967,
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WISCONSIN

(1) Distinction is made in classification
between marihuana and narcotics, but they
receive the same penalties.

(2) No distinction made between posses-
sion and sale.

(3) 1st offense: 2-10 years. 2nd offense:
5-10 years, Subsequent: 10-20 years. (Wisc.
Stat. § 161.28).

(4) Suspended sentences and parcle are
prohibited for second offenses.

(5) There has been no change in the law
since 1967.

WYOMING

(1) No distinction is made between mari-
huana and narcotics.

(2) Distinction is made between possession
and sale.

(8) Possession: 1st offense: nmt 6 months
and nmt $1,000; 2nd offense: nmt § years and
nmt $2,000; subsequent: nmt 10 years and
nmt $2,000.

Sale: 1st offense: nmt 10 years; subsequent
nmt 25 years. (Wyo. Stat. Ann. § 35-369).

(4) There is no prohibition against sus-
pended sentences, probation, or parole,

(5) Wyoming amended their law in 1969,
lowering the punishment for possession and
ralsing slightly the punishment for sale.
Prior punishment for both possession and
sale was: 2-5; 5-10; 10-20, all with a fine
nmt $2,000.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DE-
PARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES,
1970—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, for the information of the Sen-
ate, what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
son) to the second part of the House
amendment to the Senate amendment in
disagreement, numbered 83.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the Presiding Officer.

As a reminder to Senators, there will
be a vote tomorrow at 1 p.m. And the
able Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NEeLson) has expressed a desire that that
vote be a rollcall vote,

RECESS UNTIL 11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in recess until 11
o’clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 14 minutes p.m.) the Senate
recessed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
January 21, 1970, at 11 o'clock a.m.
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FARMERS FOR FISHERMEN

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY
OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, January 19, 1970
Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, a group of
farmers of the soil have gone to bat for

the “farmers of the sea,” in a resolution.
The Oregon-Washington Farmers Un-

ion, at their convention in Salem, Oreg.,
November 15, 1969, passed numerous
resolutions including one concerning
fishing off our coastline,

For the information of my colleagues,
and without objection, the aforemen-
tioned resolution appears at this point of
the RECORD:

ResoLuTioN No. 8

Being that forelgn fishing trawlers and

their cannery’s are taking such a very heavy

toll of our Pacific Ocean fish, including our
various types of salmon, etc.

Therefore, be it resolved that Oregon-
Washington Farmers Union go on record
urging legislation to pass a law whereby:
“foreign fishing boats must stay outside
of our Continental shelf along the United
Btates."

That copies of this resolution be sent to
our U.S. Representatives and Senators to en-
courage action to help pass this legislation
thereby helping all fishermen, both ocean and
stream.
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