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not offer the incentives of the present sys-
tem where, under the Twelfth Amendment,
a third party candidate participates in the
contingent runoff election in the House of
Representatives. Under our proposal only the
two highest vote getters will be considered
in the election by a Joint Session of Con-
gress.

Second, the geographical base provided by
& majority of the electoral vote will add a
significant factor of legitimacy to the popu-
lar vote winner who receives less than 40 per-
cent of the popular vote.

In considering this plan, it should be kept
in mind that the electoral vote cannot put
the popular vote loser or runner-up in the
White House. In other words, a repeat of
the 1888 election, where Benjamin Harrison
became President with fewer popular votes
than Grover Cleveland by having a majority
of electoral votes, is not possible under our
system.

Of course, it will still be true that Con-
gress may elect the candidate with fewer
popular votes than his opponent. But in such
a case, it seems to us that the will of the
people is more accurately reflected through
the vote of their representatives than
through the arbitrary allocation of electoral
votes under the unit rule. In addition, where
no candidate has a clear-cut preference
among the voters, it would seem desirable
that whoever is elected should start his term
with at least a working majority in Con-
gress,

Selection by the Congress in Joint Ses-
sion with each member having one vote
lessens the chance, we believe, of any ma-
neuvering casting suspicion on the legiti-
macy of the outcome. In contrast to the
present situation where each State has one
vote in the House of Representatives, an
independent obligation is placed on every
member to exercise his vote in a reason-
able manner,

In the event that Congress must elect the
President, our amendment provides that the
newly elected Congress shall meet in a Spe-
cial Session on the first Monday in De-
cember. To do so will cut in half the time
lag between the second election and the
present November election date which would
otherwise prevail if the Joint Session is held
immediately after Congress assembles on
January 3, A two-week period is provided
from the November election before the re-
sults must be declared. This should be ade-
quate time for completion of recounts and
ballot challenges. If Congress determines
that more time is needed, the initial elec-
tion may be moved back from its traditional
November date, By narrowing the time
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between the first and second elections, we
are confident that the climate and oppor-
tunity for backroom bargaining will be sub-
stantially reduced. By moving the second
runoff election to the first week in Decem-
ber the President-elect will be given more
opportunity to organize his administration.

THREAT OF PARTY FRAGMENTATION

For many, substantial weakening of the
twe-party system would be a serious, if
not erippling blow to the functioning of the
American political process. A stable dual
party structure serves many vital tasks of
our democracy. Two stable parties provide
the continuity of program needed to accom-
plish major change in a relatively slow-
moving political process. Most important,
with only two parties, there is a need to
create a real majority or large plurality for
electoral victory. This fact requires that each
party provide a political program that at-
tracts a broad spectrum of voters.

Of course, ours is a soclety that is in need
of change and innovation in its policies and
institutions. Many believe that the two-
party system and barriers to third parties
have impeded these needed reforms. How-
ever, historical precedent seems convineing
that reform, if it is to be successful, is best
directed within a major party. Only the
major parties offer the strength of broad
support and the structure of continuity that
is a prerequisite for meaningful change.
This is not to say, however, that the parties
do not require major internal reform in
order to allow change and challenge from
within,

It is difficult to gather the support of large
and differing groups in any party for signif-
icant change; but this is the cost of gov-
erning by consent rather than decree. The
only other alternative in such a diverse so-
ciety as ours is political fragmentation. And
fragmentation without coercion will be stag-
nation.

In shori, our political system desperately
needs all its institutions that moderate con-
flict and provide for the means to change.
The enactment of 8.J. Res. 1 would alter the
Presidential elections to encourage third par-
ties and undermine one of the key institu-
tions of conflict, resolution and change in
our system, We believe our modification of
5.J. Res. 1 combines the best features of the
electoral and popular vote systems. It en-
courages accommodation while insuring that
the President-elect directly reflects the vote
of the people. While no Presidential election
system can adequately encompass every in-
terest in our complex society, we respectfully
suggest that S.J. Res.1 as amended by our
proposal offers the best alternative.
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS

The amendment retains the basic require-
ment in 5.J.Res.1 that a Presidential can-
didate must receive 40 percent of the popular
vote in order to be elected. However, instead
of having a popular runoff if no candidate
gets the necessary 40 percent, the popular
vote winner will be elected automatically if
he wins a majority of the electoral vote.

If the popular vote winner does not receive
40 percent of the popular vote or a major-
ity of the electoral vote then the newly
elected Congress sitting in a Special Joint
Session shall elect the President from among
the two highest popular vote recipients. The
Special Session will be held on the first Mon-
day in December in the manner provided for
by Congress. The election shall take place
immediately after the assembling of Congress
in Joint Session and after a guorum, con-
sisting of three-fourths of the Members of
Congress, has been attalned. By a record vote
the candidate receiving the most votes shall
be elected President.

The Special Session shall be convened only
for the purpose of electing the President and
will not ecut short any pending regular ses-
gion or affect the powers or term of office of
Members of Congress assembled for such a
regular session,

An additional provision is included which
allows Congress to set a Presidential election
earlier, but not later, than the present date
for such elections. In addition, the results of
the popular election must be declared by the
third Tuesday after the first Monday in No-
vember. Since Section 5 provides that a run-
off election in Congress shall be held on the
first Monday of December, at least a week
will elapse between the formal declaration
of the results and the second election. In
the event that Congress determines there is
not adequate time for recounts between the
present November election date and the dead-
line for declaring the results an earlier date
may be set for the initial election.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 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 adjournment until
10 a.m, tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, June
19, 1970, at 10 a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, June 18, 1970

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

O keep my soul and deliver me; let me
not be ashamed,; for I put my trust in
Thee. Psalm 25: 20.

Infinite and eternal God, whose way is
life, whose work is truth, and whose will
is love—let Thy presence abide in our
hearts this day and all days, that seeking
Thy life we may find it, searching for
Thy truth we may discover it, and striv-
ing for Thy love we may possess it. Thus
may we dwell together safely and se-
curely, proving ourselves faithful to Thy
trust in us.

We commend our country to Thy lov-
ing care and keeping. Guide our leaders
in right paths and our people in true
ways for Thy name’s sake. Particularly
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do we pray for the men and women in
our Armed Forces and for our prisoners
of war. Strengthen them to endure what
must be endured and give them hope
for the end of conflict, for peace, and for
a safe return to their loved ones.

In the spirit of the Prince of Peace we
pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 16731. An act to amend the provi-
sions of title III of the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950, as amended.

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

H.R. 16298. An act to amend section 703(b)
of title 10, United States Code, to extend the
authority to grant a special 30-day leave for
members of the uniformed services who vol-
untarily extend their tours of duty in hostile
fire areas.
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The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5.8826. An act to authorize further ad-
justments in the amount of silver certificates
outstanding, and for other purposes.

LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following letter from the President
of the Republic of Venezuela:

JunE 8, 1970.
Hon. JoHN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House,
Capitol Building, Washington, D.C.

Mg, SPEaRER: On returning to Venezuela
I wish to express my sincere gratitude for
the generous reception you accorded me on
the occasion of my visit to the Congress of
the United States of America.

I can assure you, Mr. Speaker, that the
privilege of having addressed the Joint Ses-
sion of the Honorable Congress of your
Nation, constitutes for me an unforgettable
experience.

Cordially,
RAFAEL CALDERA.

THE HONORABLE ALLARD
: LOWENSTEIN

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

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, since his
election to the House of Representatives
the gentleman from New York, AL Low-
ENSTEIN, has symbolized the type of lead-
ership and vision that our country must

have if it is going to be able to cope with
the challenges that will confront us
throughout the decade ahead.

The recent decision of the Oceanside
Long Island High School Board not to
allow him to speak at the high school

commencement ceremonies, after the
graduating class had indicated over-
whelmingly that Congressman LOWEN-
sTEIN was their choice, speaks volumes
about the lack of understanding and com-
mitment that the school board has to the
generation of American youth that they
are educating.

Congressman LOwWENSTEIN has long
been associated with the causes of prog-
ress and of hope that are of such pas-
sionate interest to our young people. He
is a man of peace and of vision.

If we are ever to have true peace within
our community of mankind, it will be
brought about by the type of people who
have been listening to what Congress-
man LOwWENSTEIN and men of similar
spirit have been saying.

The students at Oceanside High School
will hear the Congressman, in a gradua-
tion ceremony that they have set up on
their own.

The tragedy is that those who need to
hear him the most, namely, the members
of the school board, have refused even to
listen,

OCEANSIDE SCHOOL BOARD MIGHT
PROFIT FROM A HIGH SCHOOL
CIVICS COURSE
(Mr. WALDIE asked and was given

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

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, a worse
example of democracy in action could
hardly have been demonstrated than the
action that was taken by the Oceanside
High School Board in Long Island, N.Y.,
when they rejected the results of a de-
cision that had been extended to the stu-
dent body of that high school to select a
commencement speaker.

The student body wvoted overwhelm-
ingly after being accorded the oppor-
tunity of determining the speaker they
desired to address them at their com-
mencement exercises, to invite the Con-
gressman representing that district,
the gentleman from New York (M.
LOWENSTEIN) .

The school board determined that the
decision of the students involved a “con-
troversial figure”; that ‘“controversial
figure” being the elected Representative
of that particular district. They, there-
fore, denied their Congressman the op-
portunity to participate in the com-
mencement exercises and denied the stu-
dents their choice of speaker.

If there was ever a man in this coun-
try who has done more than any other to
put out the fires of student violence and
student unrest and to channel their
energies into constructive channels and
into the system, it is AL LOWENSTEIN.

He is noted and respected in the stu-
dent community of this Nation for his
counseling of nonviolence and for his
urging students to enter into construc-
tive channels to express their frustra-
tions and their alienations and their
dissent.

If AL LowENSTEIN is “controversial” it
is because the extremists who counsel
violence and destruction find his opposi-
tion to their views to be too effective.

So it is regretful that the school board
was so intolerant with the desire of the
students and portrayed to them as mis-
erable and as poor an example of the
workings of democracy as their decision
in this instance did.

Not only do the students who have
been treated as children by their school
board now have cause to believe the in-
creasingly common charge that the sys-
tem is in charge of timid and unrespon-
sive people, but the Oceanside School
Board has sided with the student ex-
tremists in this land who condemn the
moderate counsel AL LowEeNSTEIN has
been giving on the campuses of this land.

SCHOOL BOARD REJECTS CON-
GRESSMAN LOWENSTEIN AS
COMMENCEMENT DAY SPEAKER

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

Mr. ADAMS. I want to join with my
colleagues today in deploring what hap-
pened at Oceanside school when the
school board refused to allow the elected
Representative from that area, Mr. Ar-
LARD LOWENSTEIN to make the com-
mencement address.

This is a man who is trying through-
out the country to bring students into
the system. For example, he was just
awarded the Notre Dame Senior Fellow
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Award that is annually awarded by the
Notre Dame senior class, to prominent
Americans. He also addressed Harvard
University this year on the occasion of
their annual class day. The tragedy of
this refusal is compounded by the fact
that Mr. LoweNsTEIN is the elected Rep-
resentative of the congressional district
in which the school is located. How ri-
diculous to say he could be considered so
controversial that the young people in
his distriet should not listen to him. I
think all of us in the House—liberals,
conservatives, Republicans and Demo-
crats, of whatever persuasion we may
be—would find it to be a terrible thing
if certain people in our districts were
given the power to say that their elected
Representative was someone who could
not be heard on local public school prop-
erty after the school had invited him to
come. I hope this school board will re-
consider its censorship of a fine public
official, Arrarp K. LoweNsTEIN, of the
Fifth District of New York.

THE CONTRIBUTIONS TO DOMES-
TIC TRANQUILLITY OF CON-
GRESSMAN ALLARD LOWENSTEIN

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join in the expressions of
esteem expressed here today for our col-
league, ALLARD LOWENSTEIN.

This Nation has lately suffered a crisis
in the loss of eonfidence of our youth in
our Government and the laws that that
Government administers, Hopefully, that
crisis period is now ending as our young
people turn to action within the system
and turn away from those who urge
rebellion against it.

Perhaps more than any one of the 537
elected national leaders that serve here—
in the White House and in the Con-
gress—AL LOWENSTEIN has been respon-
sible for keeping the faith of millions of
young people alive during these last sev-
eral years of national debate and prob-
ing self-scrutiny. During a period when
students have seen the successive assas-
sinations of three great national leaders,
Ar has worked tirelessly and selfiessly
to preserve law and order on campuses
all over the United States. He has coun-
seled nonviolence and obedience to the
law in places and circumstances where
to do so involved far more than his eredi-
bility—indeed, his personal safety. Con-
sidering his conduct against the rigors
and challenges of combat which some in
this House have experienced, I think AL’s
leadership and courage during these past
several years have been of the highest
order. His example has been of immeas-
urable benefit to this Nation during a
period we may one day view as being of
an importance to our institutional sur-
vival comparable to those years between
1776 and 1789, or 1861 and 1865.

ROCEKEFELLER FOR PRESIDENT

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr, HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,




20430

Speaker, today marks the 33d birthday
of a man who is destined to be a future
President of the United States.

West Virginia is proud of its young
Secretary of State, the Honorable John
D. Rockefeller IV. And as the rest of the
Nation gets to know him better, I am
confident they will recognize in him the
qualities which are needed in a Chief
Executive.

In 1966, Jay Rockefeller was elected to
the house of delegates of the West Vir-
ginia State Legislature by a huge major-
ity, and he led the ticket both in the
primary and the general election. In
1968, in his first run for statewide oifice,
Mr. Rockefeller amassed a vote of 433,-
142 to 277,877 against a formidable and
respected opponent. I dare say that the
action of the House of Representatives
yesterday in sending the 18-year-old vote
legislation to the White House will en-
hance Mr. Rockefeller's standing with
voters everywhere, because of his very
strong appeal to young people, In scores
of appearances on high school and col-
lege campuses and before youth groups,
his keen awareness of human problems
and ability to recognize the winds of
change have inspired the confidence of
young people everywhere.

We should not overlook the fact that
the qualities of a First Lady are clearly
present in Mrs. Rockefeller, the lovely
and talented daughter of U.S. Senator
CuarLEs PErcy of Illinois.

Jay Rockefeller is as tall as RoGers
MorTtoN, he has the athletic build of
GerrY Forp, the judicious spirit of BiLn
McCurLocH, and the fearless attitude to-
ward national priorities of CHuck
WHaLEN and Pere McCroskey, but we
are all proud on this side of the aisle of
the fact that this Rockefeller is a
Democrat.

So happy birthday to the future Gov-
ernor of West Virginia, a future Presi-
dent of the United States, the Honorable
John D, Rockefeller IV.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 1519, NATIONAL COMMISSION
ON LIBRARIES AND INFORMA-
TION SCIENCE

Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (8. 1519), to
establish a National Commission on
Libraries and Information Science, and
for other purposes, with a House amend-
ment thereto, insist on the House
amendment, and agree to the conference
requested by the Scnate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PERKINS, BrapEMas, Mrs. Mink, and
Messrs. Remp of New York and STEIGER
of Wisconsin.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROFPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIVI-
LEGED REPORT ON PUBLIC
WORKS AND ATOMIC ENERGY
APPROPRIATIONS, 1871

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
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mittee on Appropriations may have un-

til midnight tonight, Thursday, June 18,

to file a privileged report on the Public

Works and Atomic Energy Commission

ai.g%)ropriation bill for the fiscal year
1.

Mr. RHODES, of Arizona, reserved all
points of order on the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDERA-
TION OF JOINT RESOLUTION FOR
CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1971

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that it may be in order
any day next week to consider a joint
resolution making continuing appropria-
tions for the fiseal year 1971.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, this appears to be
an appropriate time to try to get some
information as to what the future holds
for the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives. I do not know how many
continuing resolutions we will have this
year. On occasion we hear that the de-
sire is to adjourn at a reasonably early
date so we can get to our districts. Every
Member of the House has a campaign
this year and a third of the Members of
the other body have campaigns. I am
interested in the House at the moment.
Earlier this year it was reported that we
would be out of here around Labor Day,
and then a few days ago we were told
we may very well be in session in De-
cember, or even January of next year,
preceding the date of the convening of
the 92d Congress.

Is there anyone who can give us any
idea what we might logically look for-
ward to as a matter of being in session?
As long as we pass continuing resolu-
tions, we are going to be in session, it
seems to me. That has been the ex-
perience of the past.

I wonder if our distinguished ma-
jority leader could give us any indica-
tion at all as to what the future holds
for us as to being in session.

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

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to give some brief background informa-
tion on the status of the appropriation
bills. I am certain the majority leader
would also wish to respond.

STATUS OF THE APPROPRIATION BILLS

The Committee on Appropriations, this
morning, reported the public works-AEC
appropriation bill for 1971. Members can
now get copies of the report and the bill
from the committee rooms. It is sched-
uled, I believe, by the leadership for
floor consideration next Wednesday.

That would mean we would, then, lack
in the House, action on only two appro-
priation bills for fiscal 1971. One, the
Labor-HEW bill—and we have already
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passed the education part. We expect to
report that bill in the early part of July.

That would leave one more annual ap-
propriation bill to be reported for 1971—
Defense. There has been considerable
controversy over the content of the de-
fense authorization bill. The House has
passed it, but the Senate has not. There
is some considerable divergence of opin-
ion between the House and the Senate
committee. So, until the situation on the
authorization is better clarified, it
would seem unwise to bring in the de-
fense appropriation bill—at least for a
few weeks yet. I might add that the ap-
propriation hearings in the House com-
mittee are completed.

Now, with respect to the position of
the bills which have passed the House,
the second supplemental appropriation
bill for 1970, which contains in eXcess of
$6 billion in addition to several im-
portant provisions otherwise, has been
on the calendar of the other body since
June 8.

The education appropriation bill for
1971, which passed the House April 14,
has been on the calendar of the other
body since May 15.

The District of Columbia appropriation
bill for 1971, which passed the House on
June 4, was I believe reported in the
other body yesterday.

The Interior appropriation bill for
1971 is, I believe, scheduled for mark up
in committee of the other body today.

On the agriculture appropriation bill
for 1971, I am informed that committee
hearings in the other body have been
completed.

On the independent offices-Housing
and Urban Development bill for 1971, I
understand that committee hearings in
the other body have been completed and
that it is scheduled to be marked up in
committee next week,

On the legislative and Treasury-Post
Office appropriation bills for 1971, I un-
derstand that committee hearings in the
other body are completed.

On the State-Justice-Commerce-judi-
ciary bill for 1971, I understand that
committee hearings in the other body
may be about to conclude.

On the Labor-HEW bill for 1971, aside
from the education items which are in
a separate bill, T am advised that com-
mittee hearings in the other body began
on Tuesday, June 16.

In respect to the Defense appropria-
tion bill for 1971, I understand that
commitiee hearings in the other body
have been completed except perhaps for
relatively brief hearings after the House
acts on that bill.

On the public works-AEC appropria-
tion bill for 1971, which as I indicated
earlier the House will probably consider
next Wednesday, I am advised that hear-
ings are completed in committee in the
other body except perhaps for a day or
two or so after the House acts.

Three of the bills for 1971—foreign as-
sistance, military construction, and
transportation—are in committee in the
other body. I have no information about
the status of hearings on those hills.

But may I add, Mr. Speaker, that from
the information which I have recited,
it seems to me that the Committee on
Appropriations in the other body is in
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position to make it highly possible that
we shall see several of the bills cleared
through conference in the month of July.

Mr. GROSS. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee that I have no criticism
of the Appropriations Committee, be-
cause it has this year expedited the
bringing out of the appropriation bills.
The criticism, if any, belongs to the other
body, which up to this point has been
dragging its feet in considering the bills
that have been sent over the House—
appropriation bills in particular.

I have no criticism of the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield further.

Mr, MAHON. I appreciate the gentle-
man's attitude. I can understand it per-
fectly. I believe there is much wisdom in
what the gentleman has said.

If is the thinking of the Committee on
Appropriations—certainly, my thinking
and my high hope—that the other body
in July will very probably pass a con-
siderable number of the appropriation
bills, and if so, we hope that many of
the appropriation bills will be finalized
by Congress during July. We have thus
recommended a continuing resolution
for the month of July only.

I am sure the gentleman would like to
hear, as we all would, from the majority
leader as to the prospective date of
adjournment.

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader, who has had
time to cogitate on this problem.

Mr, ALBERT. First I wish to join the
gentleman from Iowa in emphasizing
and reemphasizing the fact that there is
certainly no quarrel with the Committee
on Appropriations of the House. It has
expedited its business. It has brought out
bills regularly and on schedule. The only
one which might be slightly delayed is
the one on which authorization has not
been agreed upon between the two bodies.

Beyond that, I would say to the gentle-
man that the key, of course, to getting
out is the disposition of all appropriation
bills in both bodies and through con-
ference. I can only say that so far as I
can see at this time I see no chance of
adjourning the two Houses by Labor
Day. I just do not think we will.

I should like fo say, beyond that, that
speculation, as to when the House will
get through is always somewhat dan-
gerous, but speculating as to when any
other body will get through is completely
disastrous.

Mr, GROSS. Would the distinguished
majority leader think that there might
be a recess in August, to permit the
other body to improve its footwork in
expediting legislation?

Mr. ALBERT, We are moving in that
direction. My own judgment—and I still
must speak with the Speaker and the
distinguished minority leader on this
subject—is I think we will work out an
August recess,
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Mr. GROSS. Of course, the distin-
guished majority leader knows it is im-
possible to lay out any plans for a recess
in August unless we are given some ad-
vance notice.

Mr. ALBERT. If the gentleman will
yield further, I hope when we announce
the program today we can be a little
more explicit.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. I
thank both gentlemen.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as?

There was no objection.

STATUS OF 1971 APPROPRIATION
BILLS

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, as of today we
have sent 11 of 14 1971 appropriation
bills to the Senate as well as the second
1970 supplemental appropriation bill; all
except public works, Labor-HEW, and
Defense.

We hope to bring public works to the
floor next week, Labor-HEW to the floor
the week of July 6, and complete action
on Defense as promptly as possible.

The Senate has reported only three
bills to date—education, Distriet of Co-
lumbia, and the second supplemental.

We hope to proceed with conferences
as soon as the other body will complete
their consideration of these three and the
other bills,

In the meantime, the agencies of the
Federal Government must continue to
function. This continuing resolution will
provide for this—nothing more—it is the
traditional language and contains noth-
ing new or unusual.

It provides for continued operation of
the Federal Government through July 31.
We hope that this date will serve to en-
courage the other body to act as prompt-
ly as possible.

OCEANSIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
REFUSAL TO PERMIT CONGRESS-
MAN LOWENSTEIN TO SPEAK AT
COMMENCEMENT

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I was dis-
tressed to hear that the Oceanside School
District found reason to “disinvite” our
colleague, Congressman LOWENSTEIN of
New York, to speak at the commence-
ment address at the high school, not-
withstanding the fact that the over-
whelming majority of the student body
wanted his presence. I know of no better
way to turn young people off about de-
mocracy than that kind of conduct on the
part of the school board.

I would remind them to take some
comfort from Milton, in his “Aero-
pagitica,” when he reminded us that in a
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fair fight between truth and falsehood,
truth will always win out.

Or, perhaps that is what worries the
school board of Oceanside.

OCEANSIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
REFUSAL TO PERMIT CONGRESS-
MAN LOWENSTEIN TO SPEAK AT
COMMENCEMENT

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

Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. Speaker, I rise
on the same subject, and to express my
concern about the occasion of our dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LoweNSTEIN), who had
been invited to speak at the Occanside
High School at its graduation by a two-
thirds vote of the members, being turned
down at the instance of the school board.

The students were directed to submit
a list of noncontroversial potential
speakers on which the principal would
make the final decision. I wonder from
whom that group would be chosen—the
silent majority? And should the speech
consist of 15 minutes of courageous
silence by the speaker at that graduation
exercise? It seems to me that controversy
is the basis of both of the two legs of our
democratic system: that is representative
democracy and the common law. It is
only on the forge of controversy that
truth is annealed and hammered out.

OCEANSIDE HIGH SCHOOL
CONTROVERSY

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

Mr., CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
turbed over the recent action taken by
Oceanside High School in New York. This
school is in the district of my distin-
guished colleague, Mr. LOWENSTEIN, A
group of seniors at Oceanside asked the
school administration to have Mr. Low-
ENSTEIN speak at commencement exer-
cises. At the request of the principal, a
referendum was taken by the students
who voted 386 to 204 to invite their Con-
gressman.

In the wake of this vote, taken through
the democratic processes that we en-
courage our young people to honor and
respect, the principal changed his mind.
He did so after a public meeting of the
school board indicated that Mr. Lowen-
STEIN'S presence would cause a con-
troversy in the school district.

As a result of this series of events, the
graduating class has decided to hold their
own ceremony to which they have in-
vited their Congressman.

Mr. Speaker, there is a much bigger
issue here than just whether our col-
league speaks at Oceanside. It affects all
of us. Very simply, Oceanside’s seniors
have just had a lesson in “how govern-
ment works.” I think my colleagues know
what their reaction will be when they are
next told to work within the system. I
deeply regret what happened and I hope
this body is equally disturbed.
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ANNUAL REPORT OF ACTIVITIES
UNDER PUBLIC LAW 480—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
91-352)

The Speaker laid before the House the
following message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and ordered to be printed with il-
lustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

The annual report on activities under
Public Law 480—which I transmit here-
with—reflects the efforts and progress
made during 1969 toward the Food for
Peace Program’s dual zoals of agricul-
tural trade development and assistance.

Food for Peace, which completed its
fifteenth year of operation during 1969,
is a landmark among humanitarian ef-
forts to improve diets in the developing
areas of the world. It plays an important
part in the work of developing nations
to improve their own agricultural pro-
duction, marketing, and distribution. Al-
though many of these countries are be-
coming better able to feed their people
the need for substantial food assistance
continues.

The Food for Peace Program enables
the United States to pursue its food as-
sistance goals and development objec-
tives in & number of ways: bilaterally,
through concessional sales programs and
government-administered donations pro-
grams; privately, through religious and
charitable voluntary agencies such as
CARE; maultilaterally, through institu-
tions such as the World Food Program.

In addition, local currencies gener-
ated through Title I concessional sales
and received through repayments of
earlier loans continue to provide balance
of payments benefits to the United States
by permitting expenditures of U.S.-owned
currencies rather than dollars in many
countries. Such currencies have also been
used to finance projects undertaken to
increase our commercial sales of agri-
cultural commodities, and thereby helped
to develop an increased market for U.S.
agricultural products. These projects
helped in 1969 to reverse the downward
trend of U.S. farm exports in recent
years.

The Food for Peace Program enables
the enormous technological capability
and productive capacity of American
agriculture to be utilized to assist low
income countries in developing their
agricultural sectors, and in feeding their
citizens while they still require outside
help in doing so. This Administration
pledges to continue its efforts toward
achieving the goals of this program.

RicHARD NIXON.

TaE WaITE HOUSE, June 18, 1970.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

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

[Roll No. 178]

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Ro:

e
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
. Roudebush

Roybal
Jones, Ala. Scheuer
King Schwengel
Kirwan Smith, Calif.
Lennon Springer
Long, La. Stokes
McCarthy Btratton
McMillan
Mailllard
Minshall
Morton
Nedzi
O'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Pelly

Adalir
Anderson,
Tenn.

Ashley

Beall, Md.
Bray

Brock
Burton, Utah
Bush

Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Cowger
Cramer
Daddario
Daniels, N.J.
Dawson
Dent
Erlenborn

Stuckey
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.
Zablockl

William D, Zion

Foreman Poage
Fraser Pollock

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 364
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

POSTAL REORGANIZATION AND
SALARY ADJUSTMENT ACT OF
1970

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the further consideration
of the bill (H.R. 17070) to improve and
modernize the postal service, to reorga-
nize the Post Office Department, and for
other purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 17070, with
Mr. Price of Illineis in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday it had been agreed
that section 102, ending on line 4, page
293, of the committee substitute, be con-
sidered as read and open to amendment
at any point.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OLSEN

Mr, OLSEN, Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OLsEN: On page
174, beginning in line 5, amend subsection
(c) (1) of section 201, to read as follows:

*“{¢) (1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this title or any provision of a col-
lective bargaining agreement negotiated un-
der subchapter II of this chapter, the provi-
sions of title 5 relating to a “preference eligl-
ble”, as that term is defined under section
2108(3) of title 5, as those provisions may
from time to time be amended, shall apply to
an applicant for appointment in the Postal
Bervice in the same manner and under the
same conditions required for an applicant for
appointment to a position in the competitive
service under title 5 and shall apply to an
employee of the Postal Service in the same
manner and under the same conditions as if
the employee were in the competitive service
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and subject to the provisions of title 5. With-
out compromising its basic mission, the Post-
al Bervice shall pursue an employment pol-
icy designed to extend opportunity to the
disadvantaged and the handicapped.’”

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of the amendment is to clarify and
maintain all of the veterans’ preference
rights that presently exist in the law.

‘We want to clarify and maintain those
right of veterans' rights after the em-
ployees in this new organization have
been removed from the competitive civil
service by the postal reorganization leg-
islation.

The bill, as it stands now, is particu-
larly and may be purposely, although I
do not charge that—but it is particu-
larly vague as to the rights of veterans
entering the Postal Service.

Veterans applying for jobs in the
Postal Service should have the same
rights as veterans entering the regular
competitive civil service in the Govern-
ment.

If you believe in the preference rights
of veterans as regards the Postal Serv-
ice, in the matter of employment and re-
employment and on returning from mili-
tary service and the rights of appeal that
veterans have concerning adverse ac-
tions and releasing of employees when
reductions in the work force occur, then
I urge that you support my amendment
so the preference rights of postal service
veterans cannot be negotiated away in
future collective bargaining.

This amendment is purely and simply
to maintain the present well-established
preference rights of veterans.

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

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. I want to commend my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
Montana, for offering this amendment
and offer my support. We all want to
support our veterans’ preference.

Mr, OLSEN., I thank my colleague.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. OLSEN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PURCELL

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered ty Mr. PorceLL: On
page 177, delete lines 19 to 24, and on page
178 delete lines 1 to 3. Imsert beginning on
line 19, page 177, the following:

“It shall be the policy of the Postal Service
to maintain compensation and benefits for
all employees on a standard of camparability
to the compensation and benefits paid for
comparable levels of work in the private
sector of the economy. Such policy may be
applied on an area basis, in which event the
Postal Service, consistent with subchapter IT
of this chapter and collective bargaining
sgreements, shall define the boundarles of
any such wage area. It shall be the policy
of the Postal Service to provide adequate and
reasonable differentials in rates of pay be-
tween employees in the clerk and carrier
grades in the line work force and supervisory
and managerial employees.”

Mr, PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
address myself to section 205 of the
pending legislation entitled “Policy on
Compensation and Benefits.”




June 18, 1970

This amendment I have just offered
would simply permit negotiation of area
wage differentials through the collective
bargaining process, rather than making
such differentials statutory.

Under the present language of the bill,
as reported out by the House Post Office
and Civil Services Committee, area wage
differentials would be mandatory, not
permissive.

The pertinent language in the bill,
without this amendment, reads:

It shall be the policy of the Postal Service
to maintain for each wage area compensa-
tion and benefits for all employees on a
standard of comparability to the compensa-
tion and benefits paid for comparable levels
of work in the private sector of the economy
in the corresponding wage area.

This amendment would change the
pertinent language to read:

It shall be the policy of the Postal Service
to maintain compensation and benefits paid
for comparable levels of work in the private
sector of the economy. Such policy may be
applied on an area basis, in which event the
Postal Service, consistent with subchapter 11
of this Chapter and collective bargalning
agreements, shall define the boundaries of
any such wage area.

This amendment is a constructive one
and I support it without reservation.

There can be little doubt, Mr. Chair-
man, that area wage differentials would
go far toward resolving some of the in-
equities that brought about the recent
mail work stoppage in New York and
other urban areas.

During the depression years the job of
postal clerk or postal letter carrier was
envied and sought after because the
wage—compared to wages paid in what
was left of private enterprise—was ex-
tremely good.

But, for too long after that depression,
wages stayed more or less where they
were, while industrial salaries increased
a great deal.

In some communities in this country,
postmen are still regarded as making a
fairly adequate wage. The reason, of
course, is that the cost of living in those
communities, though high, is not nearly
as high as it is in some other parts of
the country, in our sprawling metropoli-
tan centers particularly.

1, for one, cannot conceive of how a
letter carrier in New York, with a family
of five, can possibly survive on $6,548 a
year—which is the basic wage for a level
5 carrier, including the 6-percent raise
recently enacted by the Congress.

This disecrepancy in ability to pay for
basic needs is a fundamental fault of the
present postal system. The system is an
anachronism and as out of date as it
can be. I think it is as out of date as the
2-cent stamp.

So, I am much in favor of postal em-
ployees having the right to bargain for
badly needed area wage scales.

But I do not believe that as a matter
of law, the Department should be com-
pelled to establish area wage systems in
all areas of the country. I think it is a
negotiable issue as to where such scales
should be established and where they
should not, as well as to what the area
wage scale should be and where the
boundaries should be on the area covered.
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I urge each of my colleagues to support
this amendment and the language on
this issue, as I will do and I know many
others will do.

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona,

Mr. UDALL. I want to commend the
gentleman from Texas on offering his
amendment, which strikes at a very vital
area of the bill. It is the kind of middle
ground I would expect the gentleman
from Texas to take. Under the bill as
now written you must have area wages.
In the bill area wages are mandatory.
The gentleman from Florida (Mr. Gis-
BoNs) I understand will offer a substi-
tute which will say that in no place can
you have area wages; in no part of the
country, under any circumstances, may
there be area wages. The genfleman’s
amendment takes the middle ground.
This is an amendment that comes be-
tween the position of management and
the position of the postal unions as to
whether we will have area wages and, if
50, where we will have them. I think
this is a sensible middle ground, and I
support the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genfleman from Texas has expired.

(On request of Mr. McCorMACK, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. PURCELL was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr., Chairman, I
thank my illustrious colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas, for yielding, but I
want to ask a couple questions.

First, since the gentleman from Ari-
zona has stated that the bill under con-
sideration, if enacted as written, would
provide compulsory wage area determi-
nations, may I ask the gentleman what
the current and historical practice has
been. Is it true that it is equal pay for
equal work? In other words, the man do-
ing the same work in Texas as his coun-
terpart in San Francisco receives the
same wage rate?

: Mr. PURCELL. That is the present
aw.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Then may I ask an-
other question, Did this committee take
into consideration the long and sorry ex-
perience of area wage boards in the other
categories of blue collar work in the civil
service and in the wage board areas on
the civilian payroll, such as the Navy
wage boards and the Army Air Force
wage boards? Is there any evidence—I
did not see any in the committee re-
port—that this committee studied the
history and the terrible situation that
exists now, and that two Presidents have
indieated should be corrected, with re-
spect to this precise question of wage
board area determinations?

Mr. PURCELL. The committee cer-
tainly did study all aspects, I feel, of the
wage problem that we had in all of the
civil service matters, and as I indicated,
as the board now is, it has this manda-
tory requirement.

Mr. GONZALEZ. True.
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Mr. PURCELL. But this is the first
time that we have had an opportunity
for the organizations representing the
members of the postal service to nego-
tiate any kind of wages. So it is my be-
lief and, I think, the belief of many on
the committee who have studied this,
that a permissive provision giving the
opportunity to negotiate to the postal
service and the negotiating bodies for
the employees, when it appears this
would be appropriate, would be more
equitable and would give much more op-
portunity for the postal employees to be
treated in the manner all of them would
like to be treated in.

Mr. GONZALEZ. What I want to know
is, did this committee take into consid-
eration the Henderson committee’s long
investgation of the determination of the
inaglequacy of the wage board determi-
nations in other areas?

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina,
since his name was mentioned.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to inform the Members of the
House the full committee has reported
out a wage board bill affecting the sys-
tem the gentleman is talking about, that
will embody an improved pay system for
the wage board members.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding
and I support the gentleman in the
amendment he is offering.

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PurceLL) to advise me
whether his amendment would strike out
all of section 205?

Mr. PURCELL. I do not have all of
section 205 in front of me, but the
amendment would strike the language I
read that is presently in section 205, and
then substitute for it the more adequate
language that I also read.

Mr. CORBETT. I am particularly con-
cerned about the fact that the wage dif-
ferential for supervisors is in section 205,
and if the gentleman’s amendment
strikes that out, then I would like to offer
an amendment to the gentleman's
amendment to restore that.

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, it was my
understanding, in preparation of the
amendment, that while it strikes most of
the section, it does not change the part
the gentleman is interested in, but the
rewrite of the section in the gentleman's
amendment only deals with this one
area in question and leaves the rest
unchanged.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(On request of Mr. DuLski, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. PURCELL was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.) -

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has come
to the conclusion that the committee
does not understand the amendment.
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Without objection, the Clerk will re-
read the first part of the amendment.

There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the first part of the
amendment.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PorcerL) therefore runs through
just part of the sentence on line 3, page
178. It just knocks out a part of the
sentence.

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the genfle-
man from New York.

Mr. DULSKI. This is a misprint. It
should be to the end of line 13.

Mr. CORBETT. Then it would take out
all the differential we wrote in in the
committee on the supervisors’ salaries.

Mr, DULSKI. That is correct.

Mr., CORBETT. I believe that is not
the intent of the gentleman.

If the amendment were redrafted, it
could be submitted later, I can agree
with the amendment, but not just strik-
ing out the supervisor differential, which
I am afraid would happen. We cannot
make out for sure just what the amend-
ment would do.

Mr. PURCELL. The intent of the
amendment is to affect only the area
wage negotiations, not to affect or
change the supervisory provisions we did
put in the bill.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CORBETT TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PURCELL

Mr. CORBETT. That has to be awfully
clear, so, Mr. Chairman, I should like to
offer an amendment to the amendment,
so that the amendment will just extend

to the period on line 2 and leave the rest
of the section alone. That would ac-
complish the gentleman’s purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CorBeTrT to the
amendment offered by Mr. PurceLL: On page
177, delete lines 19 through 24, and on page
178, delete line 1 and through the period
in line 2.

Mr. CORBETT. That is correct.

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. That was my understand-
ing of what the gentleman from Texas
intended to do. For my purpose, I would
certainly support the gentleman's
amendment.

Mr. CORBETT. Does the gentleman
not agree that this would make it abso-
lutely clear?

Mr. UDALL. Yes.

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

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Perhaps we could
clarify this merely by having the gentle-
man from Texas accept the amend-
ment.,

Mr. PURCELL. So far as I am con-
cerned, I do accept the amendment, be-
cause the intent was to do what we have
now stated we are all trying to do.
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I accept the amendment, and, Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the deletion of lines end at the period on
line 2, as referred to by the gentleman
in his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PurceLL) will be
modified accordingly.

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, while area wages are a
proper subject for collective bargaining,
it would be unwise to require by law, as
the committee bill does, that wages be
negotiated on an area-by-area basis. The
larger employee organizations have his-
torically opposed area wages, and while
this policy may well change in time, any
such change should be determined by
those most directly affected.

This amendment corrects this flaw in
the committee bill by establishing the
policy of comparability for both compen-
sation and benefits and by permitting
this policy to be carried out on an area-
by-area basis consistent with the collec-
tive bargaining provisions of the act. The
language of the amendment provides the
flexibility which is necessary in collec-
tive bargaining. I fully support the prin-
ciple of area wages and feel that the lan-
guage of the amendment will properly
promote this principle under the new
Postal Service.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GIB-

BONS FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

PURCELL

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute amendment for the pending
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GIBEONS &5 &
substitute for the amendment offered by
Mr. PurceLL: On page 177, strike out line 19
and all that follows down through the peri-
od in line 2 on page 178 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“it shall be the policy of the Postal Serv-
ice to maintain compensation and benefits
for all employees on a standard of com-
parability to the compensation and benefits
pald for comparable levels of work in the
private sector of the economy; but there
shall not be established, for any position or
class of positions under the Postal Service
situated in any specific area or location, a
rate of compensation (including premium
compensation) which is higher than the
rate of compensation (including premium
compensation) for the same position or class
of positions in any other specific area or
location."”

On page 192, immediately after the period
in line 9, insert the following: “No such
agreement shall contain any provision which
establishes, for any position or class of posi-
tions under the Postal Service situated in
any specific area or location, a rate of com-
pensation (including premium compensa-
tion) which is higher than the rate of
compensation (including premium com-
pensation) for the same position or class of
position in any other specific area or loca-
tion.”

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure you know and all know that I am
not a member of this committee and
perhaps I should be a little cautious
about standing up here and amending
this very complex piece of legislation, but
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I do not think you have to be a member
of this committee or that you have to be
an expert in the post office operation to
recognize one point, that is, this is really
a very simple amendment.

This is an amendment that establishes
the principle that for equal work you
receive equal pay. It is an equal pay-equal
work amendment. Wherever you live and
wherever you reside in the United States
we follow that great principle here in
the U.S. Congress. We follow the prin-
ciple in the U.S. Armed Forces. We fol-
low that great principle in everything
except in those jobs that are civilian jobs
that mainly surround the military estab-
lishments that Mr. Gownzarez talked
about here where we have had so much
trouble and where they discriminate as
between the rates of pay for equal work.

All that this amendment of mine seeks
to do is to establish the principle that no
matter where an American citizen is em-
ployved and no matter what part of the
United States he may live in, if he does
the same kind of work and has the same
kind of job for the same amount of hours,
with the same amount of skill, he gets the
same amount of pay.

That is what we ought to do. There
should be no second-class area of this
Nation. There should be no second-class
citizens in this Nation. That is the only
principle this amendment stands for.

If a person is not being paid adequately
for the job, then the pay ought fo be
raised, but no matter what the job is it
should receive equal pay anywhere in the
United States. I know that there is some
great American fiction that it is cheaper
to live in some parts of the country than
in others. I will explore that fiction, and
while I do it let us try to destroy it as
we go along.

One of the old pieces of fiction is that
if you live in the South you can go out
in your backyard and grow some sweet
potatoes, a little corn, a little cotton, and
take care of everything that you need. It
just does not work that way. The citizens
in my area cannot plow asphalt any bet-
ter than the citizens in your area can.
We buy the same cars that Detroit pro-
duces and we pay the same price or a
little more where I live than the people
in the North do. We buy the same meat
and the same clothes and we all live in
a common market. That is one of the
things that have made this country great,
that is, we have not had these artificial
barriers of trade in restraint of trade.
We ought to stick to this principle in this
Congress that for equal work you receive
equal pay no matter where that Ameri-
can lives in these 50 States.

I think the fundamental principle used
in the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PURCELL) is better
than what the bill is based upon, but I be-
lieve mine goes further than that of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PURCELL)
and establishes the principle that for
equal work, for an equal job, for an equal
skill you get equal pay.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
commend the gentleman from Florida for
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presenting this amendment, and wish to
associate myself with the remarks made
by the gentleman. I urge every Member
here to support the gentleman’'s amend-
ment.

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

Mr, GIBBONS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I wish fo
associate myself with my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Florida,
(Mr. GieBons). This is one Government,
one country, and one people, and all our
people should be treated alike by our
Government when in the same category.
We in the South for decades have fought
against pay discrimination against our
people. We are making progress against
such diserimination.

I hope that we are not going to pass
legislation to strangle that progress. I
support the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. GisBoNs).

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Giesons). Let me
quote to you from the present law. In
subchapter 1, “Pay Comparability,” sec-
tion 5301:

It is the policy of the Congress that fed-
eral pay fixing be based on the principles
that (1) there be equal pay for substantially
equal work, and pay distinctions be main-
tained in keeping with work and perform-
ance distinctions, and (2) federal pay rates
shall be comparable with private enterprise
pay rates for the same levels of work.

That is the present law.

I am opposed to the provision in the
bill providing for area pay determina-
tions and the Purcell amendment that
makes it a little less worse. In the first
place, that provision was put in this bill
at the last minute before the bill was
voted out. Never was there serious com-
mittee consideration of it in the hear-
glllgls or in the committee markup of the

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, with all due respect to what the
gentleman from Iowa is now telling us,
is it not a fact that the House committee
put such a provision in the major pay bill
in 19677

Mr. GROSS. In the major pay bill?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. The House
did so. As a matter of fact, it was the
Senate that took it out. In 1967 this
House went on record overwhelmingly in
fevor of the concept of area-wage dif-
ferential. In the bill there was an amend-
ment offered by me, which was modified
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UparL). The House adopted it by a 2-
to-1 vote.

The gentleman is suggesting that this
is a late afterthought of our committee.
In our committee we have had exten-
sive hearings and we have had an Assist-
ant Postmaster General testify in favor
of it.

Mr. GROSS. Just a minute. ¥You did not
have extensive hearings on the provi-
sion that went into this bill?
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Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Well, no, that
is true.

Mr. GROSS. All right, then.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. On the spe-
cific language of this provision, we did
not have extensive hearings. As a mat-
ter of fact, they played parliamentary
games when this was put through the
committee and they almost did not let us
introduce it at all.

That is why we could not have debate
on this and we could not discuss any-
thing on this bill at that point.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman will ad-
mit that this went into the bill almost
at the last minute before the bill was
reported out of the committee one eve-
ning.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. That is cor-
rect. But, I disagree with the gentle-
man when he suggests that the commit-
tee has not considered the concept of
area wages because this is not the first
year that we considered it. We considered
it several times and this House voted
favorably on this principle.

Mr. GROSS. I ask the House in this
instance and under the circumstances
that exist to support the Gibbons
amendment and stay with the law as we
now have it until a wage formula can be
worked out intelligently and reasonably.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the Gibbons
substitute and support the amendment
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr,
PURCELL) ,

You have to understand what we are
doing in this reorganization of the Post
Office Department. With regards to em-
ployees’ pay and fringe benefits, we are
saying that this shall be set by negotia-
tions between the employees, their orga-
nizations, and the new management.

It is true, historically, we have had
area wages.

The bill, however, provides there must

be area wages. In my opinion, the bill
goes too far. The Gibbons amendment
says that there cannot be negotiated
area wages, and goes too far the other
way.
By taking the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Texas, area wages will be
a negotiable item. If a majority of the
workers through their organizations want
to negotiate, then the management has
the prerogative to decide whether it is in
the best interest of the service, the users
of the mail, and of the taxpayers; and
they may negotiate area wages.

This gives them all the flexibility they
need. It is in keeping with the theory
of negotiation and those who would vig-
orously support the collective bargaining
that is provided in this bill should cer-
tainly want great flexibility on the part
of both management and of the em-
ployees to negotiate. The middle ground
is provided by the Purcell amendment.
I hope we will adopt his amendment and
substitute it for the committee language.

We ought to vote down the Gibbons
substitute.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia, a member of the
committee.

Mr, SCOTT. I am fearful that the
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people, who would have the most votes in
the labor organizations from the metro-
politan areas might dominate that deci-
sion—and question those who would look
out for the country boys who do not have
as many votes? Has the gentleman con-
sidered this phase of it.

Mr. HENDERSON. I certainly have.
Of course, I know the gentleman recog-
nizes that the district I represent is very
similar to his, being a rural district. But
I think we must look at what has hap-
pened recently and be realistic about the
problems of the postal service.

I do not want to see area wages all
over this Nation. But I think you need to
give the management and the new postal
system an opportunity to meet the prob-
lems as they arise in the metropolitan
areas without disrupting, as I think the
bill would do, all over the country.

I think the middle ground position is
the best position that the House can take.
We ought not to go to either extreme in
my opinion.

Mr. SCOTT. How do you distinguish
between area wages for post office em-
ployees and wages at the same scale
throughout the country for all other
white collar workers?

Mr. HENDERSON. I think there is a
way. I am not one who wants to say that
our people are not worth as much as
others. But I think we are creating a
new system, and the very essence of that
new system is collective bargaining. A
lot of Members, I feel, will vote against
this entire package, primarily on that
basis, but I am for postal reform and the
general system as we have it in the bill.
I think if we are going to have meaning-
ful negotiations, we cannot tie their
hands as to what they negotiate on. The
committee bill states that it is not a ne-
gotiable item. It is a nonnegotiable item.
I think if we really want good, meaning-
ful, collective bargaining in the new serv-
ice, we will adopt the Purcell amendment
and not tie the hands of the new man-
agement of the Postal System.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the substitute. As the
gentleman from North Carolina has said,
the substitute amendment would elimi-
nate the possibility of negotiation, and
that is exactly why the independent
agency idea is being established. One of
its purposes is to allow wages to be ne-
gotiated and, if need be, to go to bind-
ing arbitration. Under the system which
the substitute would provide, that of
comparability, would you compare with
the high cost-of-living areas or the low
cost-of-living areas? This issue must be
subject to negotiation or we shall be in
great trouble. Therefore, I strongly favor
the Purcell amendment and strongly op-
pose the proposed substitute.

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle~
man from Florida.

Mr. GIBBONS. I am afraid the gen-
tleman has not read my substitute
amendment. My substitute would not
strike out negotiations. It provides that
when you negotiate, you have to negoti-
ate for all Americans, and not merely
for one of them in a city or one some
g.ll?kw else. You have to treat them all

e,
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Mr. CORBETT. I cannot yield fur-
ther. The gentleman’s amendment would
result in maintaining the status quo. I
did not read the gentleman’s amend-
ment, for I did not have a copy of it.
However, I listened to what the gentle-
man said, and he said, “equal pay for
equal work.”

Mr. GIBBONS. That is right.

Mr. CORBETT. You did not say any-
thing at all about the cost of living, and
so on. Obviously it costs less to live in
some parts of the country than it does
in others. We have area wage boards for
blue-collar workers now. The substitute
does not impose area wage differentials.
It merely makes them possible,

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr, Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, and members of the committee, I
am surprised at Members reacting to
this portion of the bill as if it were some
new and extraordinary concept coming
to the Federal Government, I know that
all members of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee are aware of this con-
cept. You noted that the gentleman who
was using an example here a few mo-
ments ago was very careful to specify
that he was drawing a contrast between
the postal workers and “the other white-
collar employees” of the Federal Govern-
ment, because all of the blue-collar em-
ployees of the Federal Government are
now under the system about which we

are talking—=800,000.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Not at this
time.

There are 800,000 people on Uncle
Sam’s payroll today, civilian employees,
80 percent of them working for the De-
fense Department, who are now working
for wages that are set by wage boards,
not on the basis of what the national level
for a carpenter is, but on the basis of
what a carpenter gets paid in any given
area. A carpenter in Michigan, Califor-
nia, or New York does not get paid the
same amount of money working for
Uncle Sam as a carpenter working in
Georgia or Alabama, if in fact the pre-
vailing wage in the area of Alabama or
within 50 miles of the installation upon
which he works is substantially lower
than the prevailing wage in the area in
which he works in Michigan, California,
or New York.

I might point out that in 1862 Presi-
dent Lincoln, if you please, whose Re-
publicanism has not yet been attacked
even by the gentleman from Georgia, was
the one who put this policy into effect
when he authorized the Secretary of the
Navy to put all Navy civilian employees
under this plan. Since 1862 in this coun-
try we have, in fact, and in spite of what
my good friend from Florida says, been
paying different wages in Michigan than
we have been paying in Florida, if in fact
there is a difference in the prevailing
wages in those areas.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, if the
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gentleman will yield, I just want to re-
mind the gentleman that in 1862 Presi-
dent Lincoln did not have any Navy
employees in the South.

Mr. WILLTAM D. FORD. The gentle-
man has put his finger precisely on the
point, but we are going to struggle to
bring him back into the Union, kicking
and screaming all the while.

Mr. GIBBONS. I hope when the gen-
tleman brings us back in, he brings us
back at the same rate of pay that all
Americans get. I do not think anybody
in any part of the country should be
favored.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. If the gen-
tleman will help get rid of the right-to-
work law in Florida so that a man can
get a decent day’s pay for a day’s work,
I will go along with the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
the guests in the gallery that under the
rules of the House, no demonstrations—
neither applause nor other forms of dem-
onstrations—are permitted in the gallery.

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

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas for another at-
tack from below the Mason-Dixon line.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the gentleman is
going to make this a self-supporting
corporation, how is he going to adjust
the price for stamps? If he pays the
postal men $5 an hour in one place and
$2 an hour in another place, how will
the gentleman adjust the price of
stamps?

Mr, WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to issue a warning
about this bill, because the gentleman
who recommended the creation of a
Postal Corporation, Mr. Kappel, is on
record with our committee as recom-
mending exactly that sort of treatment
of stamps. He says it should not cost the
same to send a letter across the State
of New York as it costs to send it across
the country, and one thing the gentle-
man is going to have to watch for is
a proposal that it would cost more to send
a letter across the State of Texas than
across the State of Rhode Island, because
Texas is bigger.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the reguisite number of
words,

Mr. Chairman, this is really quite a
serious matter. Since I have been a mem-
ber of the committee for 14 years, this
has come up periodically. I remember
Congressman Katherine St. George, who
was a member of the committee for
many years, was trying to push for this
area wage differential in the Post Office
Department. The unions were always op-
posed to it, because they felt that a man
in Podunk, Towa, should be paid the same
as a man in New York City under the
theory of equal pay for equal work, and
that is the way I feel about it.

I can accept either the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr., Giesons), or the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PurceLn), but I do not want to accept
and I will vote against what is in the
committee bill now, that makes the area-
wage differential mandatory.

This is a very peculiar thing to have
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such a fuss about. There are no other
workers in the classified service who are
paid a differential. If a stenographer
works in Cedar Bluff, Nebr., at a certain
grade, and another stenographer at that
grade works in New York City, they both
get the same pay. If a Congressman from
Nebraska or a Congressman from Cali-
fornia receive $42,500 a year should there
be a differential and a Congressman
from New York City receive a sizable
salary above $42,500 a year. I think not.

Should there be such a differential be-
tween the salaries of Congressmen?
Should we not all be paid the same? Do
we not all work as hard?

We could extend this principle forever
and ever and ever, and have great con-
fusion,

I will say another thing. If we have a
mandatory differential in pay among the
various sections of the country we are
likely to attract a large number of people
into the big metropolitan centers, which
are now having so many problems that
they cannot solve them at this moment.
There is a system of transfer within the
Post Office Department where this could
be accomplished.

So what are we going to do? We are
going to have people flocking to the big
major centers to get more money, per-
haps, and we will just add to the urban
problems.

I say that this differential should not
be mandatory in the Post Office De-
partment, as it is not mandatory or even
considered in the classified service. It is
not considered in the Congress of the
United States.

We ought to stand on the principle
of equal pay for equal work. I submit
that a post office employee, in whichever
grade he is, works just as hard in a little
town in, say, the Midwest, the Far West
or the South as does the same type of
employee in a few large centers.

I could support either the Gibbons
proposal or the Purcell proposal, but I
personally feel I could more enthusiasti-
cally support the Gibbons proposal.

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. WATSON. I want to commend the
gentleman on a very fine statement and
a compelling argument. Those who are
interested in fairness I believe will fol-
low the suggestion of the gentleman. I
am happy to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman in the well.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I might also add
that when this came up before we
learned it is almost an impossible task
to try to divide and make a line as to
whether to pay x numbers of dollars to
an employee on this side of the line and
a lesser amount to employees on the
other side. One can never decide where
the dividing line should be. It will cause
all kinds of trouble and great loss of
morale in the Post Office Department.

Mr, BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, when the committee
began its deliberations some 13 months
ago there were two purposes in mind.
One was to provide more efficient mail
service for the American public on a
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self-sustaining basis. The second was to
break the economic chains that postal
employees have been held in for so many
years.

During the course of the deliberations
in the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service the concept of the area wage
came up not because it cost less to live
in certain areas but because, as my good
friend from Florida knows and as we
have recognized on a national basis, it
costs more fo live in certain areas of our
country, particularly in our large cities.

The pittance, the 8 percent we give in
this bill, will be eaten up unless we can
do something about it in terms of an
area wage concept. That is why in New
York City today more than 4,000 postal
employees who are working full time are
getting supplementary welfare checks,
because it costs more to live in New York
City.

That is why I vigorously oppose the
amendment as suggested by the gentle-
man from Florida, because it would do
away totally with the concept of area
wage and would deny what we are trying
to do in this legislation.

Now, with respect to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PurceLL), I have great friendship
and greaft admiration for him.

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

Mr. BRASCO. Not at this point.

I suggest that his amendment does the
same thing as the Gibbons amendment,
because if we make the concept of area
wages permissible, we do the following:
We all know that we are dealing with
national exclusive organizations that
have to bargain for everyone they repre-
sent across the country. If we make it
permissible, we put those labor organiza-
tions in a box so that they will never be
able to come to the question of area
wages because to do so would be to divide
their organizations by area. That is why
I oppose your amendment and suggest
that the committee language making
area wage concepts mandatory is the
correct way to do this thing.

Furthermore, let me suggest this to
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HenbpERSON) . In our bill which we passed,
the Wage Board bill, do we not make it
mandatory to use this concept in con-
nection with all other Federal employ-
ees? If that be so, then why should we
again single out the postal employee and
say that he is not entitled to what other
Federal employees are entitled to?

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

Mr. BRASCO. Yes; I am glad to yield.

Mr. HENDERSON. Historically, since
the late 1800’s we have had a wage board
system for Wage Board employees, prin-
cipally in the Defense Department and
first in the Department of the Navy. The
Wage Board bill that we reported out
was an attempt to improve that system.
Historically in the postal service we have
had uniform pay. We are going to a sys-
tem now that will provide basically for
wages and benefits to be set by collective
bargaining. So you have an entirely dif-
ferent situation here.

Mr. BRASCO. Except that people can-
not eat history. If it is mandatory on the
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area wage in connection with all other
Federal employees, notwithstanding the
concept of collective bargaining for
postal employees now, it should be man-
datory with respect to them.

Let me conclude by saying this: On a
different basis, do we not have differ-
entials in pay for postmasters of first-
second-, and third-class post offices do-
ing the same work? We know it is on a
different principle. It is not on cost of
living. But they are doing the same work.
However, based on the size of the post
office they are getting a different rate of
pay. Is that not a concept already in
being?

Mr. HENDERSON. Will the gentle-
man yield further?

Mr. BRASCO. Yes. I yield.

Mr. HENDERSON. It is a concept that
is based on the size of the office.

Mr. BRASCO. What would be the dif-
ference, then, in allowing that concept to
prevail predicated on the cost of living?

Mr. HENDERSON, If the gentleman
will yield further?

Mr. BRASCO. Yes.

Mr. HENDERSON. It is an entirely
different proposition as I see it. Will the
gentleman yield to let me ask him a
question?

Mr. BRASCO. Certainly.

Mr. HENDERSON. It is true that the
wage board system provides that if a
differential exists, they can recognize it,
but there is no collective bargaining on
wages or benefits under the present sys-
tem, nor would it be permitted under the
bill that we reported. Is that not correct?

Mr. BRASCO. That is correct except
for this: Do you not understand that
when we have the severa] national or-
ganizations involved in collective bar-
gaining there is going to be a restraint
from within their own organizations ef-
fectively to deal with this question of
area wages, because the same president
is going to represent the letter carriers,
the clerks, and the mail handlers all
across the country? Unless we give him
the mandate in this bill that it must be
done because the Congress in its wisdom
understands the problem, I do not believe
that it will be done.

Mr. HENDERSON. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. BRASCO, Yes: I will yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I urge
the committee to vote down both
amendments.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Gibbons amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about a
very fundamental principle here. You
know what is happening in our country.
We are stacking more and more and more
of our people in less and less of our land.
We are committing suicide in our country
by this type of a policy. We are causing
tremendous problems in the countryside
and causing tremendous problems in our
metropolitan areas.

Wage differentials are a basic cause,
a major cause, perhaps the main cause
of this type of a problem. To accentuate
that problem by paying more in some
areas for the same kind of work is totally
unacceptable.
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Let us say & man works for his Govern-
ment for his lifetime and then comes his
age of retirement, The man in the city
has built up more of a retirement than
the one in the country. The man in the
country wants to live in the city in his
old age, or the man in the city wants to
retire to the countryside in his old age.
We are setting up inequities here, injus-
tices, making second-class citizens of
people, that just must not be established.
That is a principle which is basic and
fundamental.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZWACH. I yield to the gentleman
from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I want to commend my good
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota,
for the contribution he has made, and to
join with the gentleman in what he has
said. He is a farmer himself and knows
the needs of our rural areas and small
towns.

I would like to add one additional
thought. Today in America we hear a lot
about equal rights, and the importance
of treating people equally. What is more
equitable than equal pay for equal work?
If a man is carrying the mail in a small
town he is working just as long hours
as the man who is carrying the mail in a
large city, and he should get the same
pay for it. When his family is ill, he must
pay as much at the drugstore for medi-
cine as his city cousin—if his children go
to college they do not get reduced tuition.

Again I commend my good friend and
support his argument.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution.

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

Mr. ZWACH. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska,

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
there probably are not more than a dozen
large cities that would benefit from this
being mandatory, but the vast majority
of the other Members of the House rep-
resenting smaller communities and
should be opposed fto such mandatory
area wage rates.

I would say to those Members outside
of the large eastern cities that if they
should vote against either the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. GisBoNs) or the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Purcerr) that when they go
home they are going to be in deep trouble
with their postal employees.

Mr. ZWACH. Would not the gentleman
agree that the way to attack the prob-
lem is not to accentuate the problems of
our country, but to try to bring about
more equality in the cost of living, which
I certainly believe can be done, rather
than to build up further inequities and
accentuate further the problems of coun-
tryside America, and city America?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I agree with the
gentleman.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr, Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I think
we have had a full discussion on this
subject, and I wonder if we can fix a time
limit?
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments therefo close at 1:15

Jm.
5 The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DULSKI

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Pur-
cELL) and all amendments thereto, close
at 1:20 p.m.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
THOMPSON) .

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr, THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to propound a
parliamentary inquiry before taking my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, as I understand the present
posture that we are in, we have the Pur-
cell amendment amended by the Corbett
amendment. Then there was a substitute
for that by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Gipsons); is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia, The Cor-
bett amendment does not apply to the
Gibbons amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The Corbett amend-
ment was an amendment to the Purcell
amendment.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk which does to the Gibbons amend-
ment the same that the Corbett amend-
ment did to the Purcell amendment. Is
that in order at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. If it is an amend-
ment to the substitute, it is in order.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. It is, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
offer the amendment?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON oF

GEORGIA TO THE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OF=-

FERED BY MR. GIBBONS

Mr., THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the
substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. THompson of
Georgia to the substitute amendment of-
fered by Mr, Giseons: After the second para-
graph insert: "It shall further be the policy
of the Postal Service to provide adequate
and reasonable differentials in rates of pay
between employees in the clerk and carrier
grades in the line work force and super-
visory and managerial employees. The Postal
Service shall, in carrying out this policy,
fix salary levels for the type of first line
supervisors now in PFS 7 at a level which
is not less than a level approximately as
much higher as thelr rates of pay now exceed
those in present grade PFS 5. There shall
be appropriate and reasonable differentials
between. PFS 7 and B and between all higher
grades similar to those in effect on the day
immediately before the date of enactment
of this sectlon.”
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POINT OF ORDER

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order. The gentleman is amending
something in mine that mine does not
touch at all. He is trying to amend some-
thing that mine does not touch at all.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
offered an amendment to the substitute
amendment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Yes, sir; but he is try-
ing to amend my substitute with some-
thing that is not germane. My substitute
does not even touch that—I leave it
alone.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
raising a point of order as to the ger-
maneness?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia.
Chairman, may I be heard?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, the language that I inserted
is the language which was in the original
section which was stricken. It does not
affect the area wage. It does provide that
the supervisors will, in effect, be paid a
greater wage than will the letter carriers
or clerks because of their responsibilities.

Inasmuch as it was in the original sec-
tion, it certainly should be germane to
any amendment to the original section.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule.

The Chair has read the language in
the amendment and also in the substi-
tute and the language deals exactly with
the same section of the bill and touches
on the same subjects.

Therefore, the Chair overrules the
point of order.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I will
accept the amendment if there is no ar-
gument about the situation.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment to the substitute amend-
ment is accepted.

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, may I have time to speak be-
fore the Gibbons amendment is voted
on?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
time has expired. Time was limited by
the committee.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI).

Mr, DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, the
whole issue has been blown out of pro-
portion.

Please remember we are setting up a
new postal service providing a labor-
management vehicle heretofore un-
known to the Federal service.

The language in the bill is mandatory.
The Gibbons amendment is mandatory
language. The Purcell amendment is the
only language consistent with postal re-
form.

I urge the adoption of the Purcell
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that my
time be yielded to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) .

The CHATRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr.
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There was no objection.

Mr, DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
reemphasize the only language now be-
fore us that is consistent with the entire
intent of this legislation is the Purcell
amendment. I suggest we vote down the
Gibbons amendment and support the
Purcell amendment.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I support the Purcell amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. Wac-
GONNER) .

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
the debate on this amendment has
been rather illuminating. I think the de-
bate illustrates that the rural areas in
general, and the South in particular, af-
ford better opportunities for better liv-
ing at a cheaper wage than do other
areas of the country. Perhaps that is the
reason people are tiring of living in such
places and are moving to the South. We
all know that those who retire always
move South never North. We have plen-
ty of room for these people who think
that living costs are too much up North.
Mr. Chairman, I support the Gibbons
equal pay for equal work substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) .

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
with no reflection intended, this is a
very difficult discussion for Members who
are not on the committee perhaps to
really understand. But as I look around
the Chamber, the majority of the Mem-
bers I see represent rural areas and rural
constituencies and small towns, and they
ought to vote for the Gibbons amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
(Myr, HANLEY).

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the committee language. Cer-
tainly there is no fiction associated with
the cost-of-living differential which pre-
vails throughout our Nation. This has
evidenced itself time and time again. For
example, we have recognized it in con-
nection with our national medical pro-
gram. The criteria associated with that
program have been based on the differ-
ential in our cost of living throughout
the United States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr., OLSEN
yielded his time to Mr. HANLEY.)

Mr, HANLEY, One of the great prob-
lems that has plagued our postal system
has been its inability to recruit the qual-
ity of personnel it needs in the metro-
politan areas of our country. For exam-
ple, in the District of Columbia we are
trying to compete with employment in
the private sector, and as an example, the
D.C. Transit Co. with open arms asks
for new employees at $6,800 a year.
How can we compete with a lower wage
scale?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chailr recog-
nizes the gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
McCLURE).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, M'CLURE TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, FURCELL
Mr. McCLURE, Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McCLURE to the
amendment offered by Mr. PURCELL: At the
end of the second sentence, strike the period,
insert a comma, and add “and such policy
shall be based upon a uniform system of
basic pay plus cost-of-living allowances.’"”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Idaho is recognized.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is necessary to guarantee
equity to those people who retire after
having served years with the Federal
Government in the postal service, If they
do not have this kind of basic salary,
then their retirement benefits could vary
regardless of where they live after re-
tirement. The amendment would guar-
antee equity in the retirement years of
the people who have served in the postal
service.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PURCELL).

The amendment to the amendment was
rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UpaLL).

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, the issue
here is very simple: Do we want to have
mandatory area wages as provided for
in the committee bill; do we want to have
no area wages at all, as provided in the
Gibbons substitute; or do we want to do
what the leaders of the committee on
both sides have suggested: Let this new
collective bargaining system work it out,
and that system can do what the gen-
tleman from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), just
suggested. It can do any number of
things. It will have that flexibility to put
a sensible area wage system into effect if
it can be justified.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Lu-
KENS) .

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LUKENS
vielded his time to Mr. McCLURE.)

Mr. McCLURE, I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that even
though the amendment failed, there will
be some legislative history made later
that will guarantee this kind of equity
which I think we are all seeking. It would
be my purpose to build that legislative
history. I rise in support of the Purcell
amendment, but I do very strongly be-
lieve that we must avoid the possibility
of a very grave injustice. The amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PurceLL) , certainly does not require that
injustice, but neither does it prohibit that
result. I offered my amendment to his
amendment to make certain that this
possibility could be foreclosed. I speak,
of course, of the very intolerable result
which would follow from differentials in
basic wages. A man working in New York
could receive a higher basic wage than
one in Wickenburg, Ariz. Following the
retirement of both, they could live side
by side with differing pensions, both aris-
ing from identical employment. I think
this is so clearly inequitable that it could
not stand. We should prevent it now.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LOWENSTEIN) .

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, it
is wonderful that so many gentlemen
are concerned about uniform wages
when it comes to postal employees. How
we could use their help when we are try-
ing to get the minimum wage raised to
an adequate level, Or when we are try-
ing to establish fair labor laws to pro-
tect the rights of workers equally every-
where in the United States. But at times
like those, concern for uniform wages
tends to be inaudible among many of
these same gentlemen.

Meanwhile, we are confronted with a
simple fact: The cost of living is very
different in different parts of the coun-
try, and postal employees must live in
different parts of the country if the mail
is to be delivered in different parts of the
country. Why, then, should postal em-
ployees, almost uniquely, be denied the
right to be paid according to wage scales
where they live?

I hope my friends who are protesting
so vigorously today about pay being lower
in some communities than in others, will
emerge from this discussion determined
to help raise wage levels to livable
standards for textile workers in South
Carolina and tenant farmers in Missis-
sippi and for all who labor in this pros-
perous land. As the wages in these occu-
pations rise toward the national level so
will the prosperity of their communities,
and soon area wage differences will fade.
But at this point, let it be clear that we
do no injustice to postal employees any-
where when we insist that postal em-
ployees everywhere be paid enough to
live decently wherever they may happen
to be serving the public.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I am
afraid that the workers and some Mem-
bers of this Congress have been duped,
because they have not taken the fruits of
the experience we have had over the
years with the wage board determina-
tions. They talk about the blessings of
collective bargaining in this new bill,
when the truth of the matter is this is
not true collective bargaining, because
they are talking about binding negotia-
tions,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
WiLLiam D. FORrD) .

Mr. WILLIAM D FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I think it is important that we real-
ize that the Gibbons substitute amends
the present law which has, for a number
of years, authorized the Civil Service
Commission to establish differentials in
pay for the purpose of meeting the need
of recruiting employees.

If we turn away for a moment from
this question from the point of view of
the employee and think about it for a
moment from the management point of
view, we must realize that management
is being asked in New York City to run
a postal service which is having its bur-
dens increased every single day, while
they must compete with everybody else
to get the people who are going to work
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for the post office. We should not make
the postal service take what is left over
when everybody else has had his pick.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
(Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN) .

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in support of the Purcell amend-
ment primarily to focus attention on the
need to maintain a standard of compara-
bility in compensation and benefit struc-
ture, that compares favorably with com-
parable levels of work in private sector
employment.

Many of these dedicated postal serv-
ice career employees have literally given
their lives to the service of their neigh-
bors and their country. They must be
rewarded with the contemplated pay in-
crease but they must also have the as-
surance that the policy of the postal
service shall be written into law, clearly
spelling out comparability factor re-
quirements. This amendment purports
to do this.

Further, it is my hope that a basic
livable wage level will be established
with the additional cost-of-living adjust-
ment for select higher living cost areas
also established in the compensation
and benefit criteria. In this way, the
retirement benefits will maintain their
equality, while at the same time recog-
nizing the living cost differentials that
exist in the wvarious sections of the
country.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HENDERSON) .

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
urge that the Members vote down the
Gibbons substitute and adopt the Pur-
cell amendment. If we really believe in
true collective bargaining in the postal
system, the Purcell amendment would
certainly restore it and insure that we
accomplish this.

The other two positions are too ex-
treme and would prevent meaningful
negotiations.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
(Mr. ADDABBO) .

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ments for we must have compulsory
wage differential. I have urged this pro-
vision for over 10 years. The national
unions have not been able to accomplish
it. The Post Office deficit has been added
to as a result of the fact that we have
not been able to obtain help in the high
cost of living areas because of the lower
postal wages prevailing in those areas
and has resulted in constant turnover
and this tremendous wasteful cost.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (M,
PURCELL).

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to point out there has been
nothing in what has been said by the
Members of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee today that would
not insure the collective bargaining be-
tween employees and management in all
areas.

On the other hand, those people in
the low-wage areas have cheaper living
costs, and we are not being fair when
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we say there should not be some dif-
ferential made. This is not a popular
stand to take, but if the Post Office is to
be run efficiently, we must have this.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
GIBBONS) .

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of my equal-pay-for-equal-
work amendment. We apply that prin-
ciple to all Federal employees except a
few who are vastly and harmfully dis-
criminated against who work under the
so-called Wage Board contract employ-
ment. It is a bad prineiple for them, and
we should not extend it to other people.

My amendment will still allow collec-
tive bargaining, but I want that union
when it bargains for one set of people
to bargain for all the sets of people re-
gardless of where they live.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BRASCO).

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to both the Gibbons and the
Purcell amendments. I think both of
them do the very same thing and effec-
tively kill off the concept of area bar-
gaining.

What we would do is have the ironic
situation that the Federal employees un-
der the Wage Board schedule would have
the concept of area wage, but the postal
employees again would be segregated and
would be dealt a severe blow by saying
they would first have to collectively bar-
gain for the concept of area wage.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
DuLskr), to close debate on the amend-
ments.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I re-
quested an open rule from the Rules
Committee, Today the House is working
its will.

I am opposed both to the Gibbons
amendment and to the Purcell amend-
ment. I feel that the language in the bill
as reported is satisfactory.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY

THOMPSON OF GEORGIA

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr,
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. THoMPSON of Georgia moves that the
Committee do now rise and report the bill
back to the House with the recommendation
that the enacting clause be stricken out,

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr,
Chairman, I regret having to take this
maneuver in order to obtain this time. I
certainly hope that the Members will
not vote in favor of this particular mo-
tion for the House to rise and to strike
the enacting clause.

The subject we are considering today
is something that does require extensive
debate. It is simply a question as to
whether or not we are going to have a
fragmented country or a uniform coun-
try.

The gentleman from Florida quoted
the phrase, ‘“‘equal pay for equal work.”
This certainly is the question, equal pay
for equal work.

Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Chairman, a
point of order.

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

MR.
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Mr. DERWINSEKEI. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that the gen-
tleman is not directing his remarks to
his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Georgia has offered a motion to strike
out the enacting clause. Therefore, the
gentleman may speak on the whole bill.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I will direct my remarks to-
ward the amendment.

I should like to say this: Members
should vote to strike the enacting clause
if they intend to be unfair to any postal
workers in the rural areas of this coun-
try by refusing to pay the postal work-
ers in the rural areas of this country
the same wages they would pay them in
any other area.

I believe the Members should vote to
strike the enacting clause if they do not
intend to treat all Americans the same or
to treat them fairly.

I believe the Members should vote to
strike the enacting clause if they do not
recognize that it costs a man in rural
America as much money to buy an auto-
mobile as it costs a man to do so in De-
troit, Mich.

Why should Members vote to strike
the enacting clause? They should vote to
strike the enacting clause if they feel
that there is going to be discrimination
evidenced against the workers in the
rural areas,

Yes, this is a question of equal pay.
I am sick and tired of people in the South
and in other sections of the country re-
ceiving lower wages. I do not support
the Wage Board concept. I should like to
see that changed, because I want the
people in my section of the country to re-
ceive the same wages, whether they are
doing blue-collar work or white-collar
work, or whatever it is, as are received
in any other area of the country.

The gentleman from Minnesota made
a very telling point when he said that
the problems of the cities are being ac-
centuated by people moving to the cities
because of higher wages paid there. We
can help to solve some of the urban prob-
lems if we will insist that equal wages
be paid throughout the country for equal
work. Then perhaps some of the people
will migrate to the rural areas rather
than to the urban areas.

Mr., Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr, CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the preferential motion.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr, TaoMP-
SON).

The preferential motion was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. GiseoNs) as
amended, as a substitute for the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PURCELL).

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

Mr, GIBBONS. Mr, Chairman, I de-
mangd tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr, GIBBONS
and Mr. DULSKI.
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The committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 67, noes
124,

So the substitute amendment, as
amended, was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PurceLr), as
modified.

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

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
appointed as tellers Mr. PUrceELL and Mr.
DULSKI.

The commitiee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
120, noes 59.

So the amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DERWINSKI

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DERWINSKI:
Btrike all beginning on line 10, page 184
through line 4, page 186, and insert In lieu
thereof—

“(b) The Postal Service shall recognize an
organization of supervisors that represents a
majority of supervisory personnel. The or-
ganization of supervisors may include offi-
cers and employees who are not subject to
collective-bargaining agreements under sub-
chapter II of chapter 2 of this title. The or-
ganization shall have the right to participate
directly In consultation with the Postal Serv-
ice concerning matters affecting the respon-
sibilities and conditions of employment of
supervisory personnel.

“(e) It shall be the policy of the Postal
Service to provide compensation, working
conditions, and career opportunities that will
assure the attraction and retention of quali-
fied and capable supervisory personnel and
to establish and continuously maintain a
program for all supervisory personnel that
reflects the essential importance of a well-
trained and well-motivated supervisory force
to the effectiveness of postal operations and
that promotes the leadership status of the
supervisor in respect to rank-and-file em-
ployees, recognizing that the supervisor’'s role
in primary level management is particularly
vital to the process of converting general
postal policies into successful postal opera-
tions."

Strike all beginning with the word “The"
on line 6, page 178, through line 13, page 178.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment corrects a very serious mis-
take in the bill as reported out of com-
mittee. Subsections 208 (b) through (e}
of the bill come very close to requiring
collective bargaining, in effect, between
postal supervisors on the one hand and
top management of the postal service
on the other. Such a requirement flies
in the face of almost all labor relations
experience and judgement in the non-
Government sector. It is thoroughly in-
consistent with the National Labor Re-
lations Act as amended, which generally
is to govern postal labor relations under
this bill. It would constitute a maijor
step backwards from Executive Order
11491, which has delineated supervisors
as a part of management and treats
them as such. But worst of all, it con-
tradiets and might even foredoom to
failure what is perhaps the most im-
portant single purpose of this historic
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postal reform legislation—that is, to pro-
vide for truly effective management in
the postal service. If the postal service
is to be managed well, it must be under-
stood by all concerned that supervisors
are a highly important—in some ways
the most important—part of effective
management. They are front line of
management. And the success of the
new organization turns in no small part
on their being recognized as such. It
would be seriously, if not fatally damag-
ing to this concept to require the postal
service to negotiate what would amount
to a collective bargaining agreement with
a supervisors' organization because the
negotiation process would tend to polar-
ize the interests of the supervisors and
those of higher echelons, instead of
bringing them together.

Nevertheless, it is of the utmost im-
portance to the success of the new postal
service that there be a well-trained and
well-motivated supervisory force, for the
supervisors’ role is absolutely essential
to the process of converting broad postal
policies into successful day-to-day postal
operations. This amendment recognizes
this fact. It makes it a matter of basic
postal policy for the postal service to
establish compensation policies and con-
ditions of employment that reflect the
importance of a dedicated and effective
supervisory force characterized by high
motivation and high morale. It provides
for assured implementation of this policy
by requiring recognition for a supervi-
sors’ organization, which shall have the
right to participate directly in consulta-
tion with the postal service econcerning
all matters affecting the responsibilities
and conditions of employment of super-
visory personnel.

In sum, this amendment replaces seri-
ously disruptive provisions with affirma-
tive assurances of a sound and beneficent
policy for postal supervisors.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois and in sup-
port of the commitiee language.
Throughout the proceedings in this com-
mittee there has been some misunder-
standing with respect to the exact role
of supervisory personnel in our postal
establishment. We gave a great deal of
attention to this subject, and the com-
mittee in its wisdom built into the legis-
lation the provision we are now debating.

Supervisory personnel are not manage-
ment in the sense that we know manage-
ment in the private sector. They are not
policymakers. They are not decision-
makers. They merely implement the
mandate of executive management in
the postal field service. All this organiza-
tion seeks, or all the supervisors seek is
the ability to retain their association of
55,000 supervisors throughout the sys-
tem, evidencing their interest in this
matter through their membership. They
do not ask for any more than they have
presently, and they would prefer that
any privileges that they presently have
be not taken away from them through
this legislation. This is exactly what the
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intent of the committee was when it pre-
pared the language associated with this
part of the bill.

So in essence they are getting no more
than they presently have and, hopefully,
they are not going to have any less.

To support the gentleman from Illi-
nois, you would be taking away from
them this privilege. Let us give some at-
tention to the important role that these
people play in the postal system. Through
their ambition and through their initia-
tive they have risen in the ranks fto
supervisory level. They are not asking for
anything more than they should get. So
I would hope very much that the ability
to be cohesive will not be destroyed by
deleting from this legislation the lan-
guage which the committee has included
in the bill.

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

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman has
made an excellent statement. I wonder
if he would agree that if this amendment
is adopted, it would in effect destroy the
supervisors’' organization by taking away
from them the right to bargain?

Mr. HANLEY, The gentleman from
Pennsylvania is absolutely correct. The
effect of the gentleman’'s amendment
would simply put that association out
of business—I should not use the de-
scription “simply.” It would put the as-
sociation out of business, and I do not
think that that would be the intent of
any Member here today.

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

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

Mr, GROSS. I commend the gentle-
man for his statement, and I join him
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. HANLEY, I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to my colleague
from New York.

Mr. BRASCO. I also would like to com-
mend the gentleman on his statement
and rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. HANLEY. I thank the gentleman
again. I ask that you vote down the
amendment of the gentleman from Illi-
nois and support the committee lan-
guage.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
amendment. It goes to the heart of what
we are trying to do in this reform bill.

As Postmaster General, Larry O'Brien
originally made the proposal that started
us down this track. One of the things
he said was that management does not
have the tools to manage.

The supervisors are wonderful people.
The supervisors have a whole corps to
supervise, from 8 to 10 or up to 200 clerks
and carriers in the postal service. They
have always had a very close relationship
with the Congress. In fact, most of the
Democrats know several supervisors
whose appointment or promotion they
have recommended and have partici-
patedin.

In the past the supervisors have always
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looked to Congress for protection. Con-
gress has helped them. Historically when
we have had pay bills, there has been
pressure to take all of the money that
was available and give it to the lower-
pay clerks and carriers and not to give
it to management or the supervisory
people. .

Now it is contemplated we will have a
new system, and the clerks and carriers
will be protected by collective bargaining.
It is felt and believed, and I believe, that
unless the supervisors are made part of
management, unless they look to man-
agement for their protection and not to
the unions—which is what they have
been doing in the past—we are going to
really cripple and tie the hands of man-
agement.

Under the committee bill, if we are
trying to run this post office, we would
have to have what is the equivalent of
collective bargaining with our own super-
visors and foremen and managers. We
would have to have it under the com-
mittee bill. Our own supervisors would
be organized and coming in and demand-
ing things of management.

I respect the supervisors. I have worked
closely with them. I authored the pro-
vision that is now in the bill as a sub-
stitute for what was originally proposed,
but it seems to me we can give manage-
ment the tools in this new organization
to really do the job and to really man-
age and to have supervisors as part of
management, we will not have a really
workable system. So I urge that the
amendment be enacted. I urge support
for it.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman has suggested it would allow col-
lective bargaining for supervisors. Can
he explain that? I stated it absolutely
does not.

Mr. UDALL. No; I said that it allows
something close fo collective bargaining.
We set up in the committee bill a three-
man panel who could take up grievances
and report back to the Postmaster Gen-
eral on those grievances.

Mr. HANLEY. But in no sense is this
collective bargaining per se. I am setting
the record straight.

Mr. UDALL. It is not collective bar-
gaining. I did not intend to leave that
impression.

Let me state clearly—the supervisors
under the amendment—Ilet me say we
have written in the bill a salary differ-
ential, and we have said for the super-
visors—*‘“you shall have a differential in
pay,” so we will not have the ridiculous
position of the supervisors getting less
than the men they supervise, It says in
the event a supervisory organization
shall exist and it shall be recognized and
shall have consultation rights, the Post-
master General shall work with the
supervisors. We have also provided in the
bill for a voluntary dues check off, so the
supervisors’ organization will not go out
of business, and it will continue to exist,
but they will look fundamentally to man-
agement for protection with fundamen-
tal rights underwritten in the bill. I think
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this is the way to treat these fine gen-
tlemen who serve as supervisors, and we
should not have the language that is in
the committee bill.

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

Mr. UDALL, I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman for the amendment sug-
gested by the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. UDALL. When I arose, I said I
support the Derwinski amendment. I
think it is sound and it does the things
we want.

Mr. GROSS. And the gentleman now
disavows what he put in the committee
bill?

Mr. UDALL. I think this is a far better
way to treat the supervisors, and in
totality with what we have done with
other amendments, I think this is a bet-
ter way to treat them.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. HANLEY, Mr, Chairman, have we
not already in the bill denied the super-
visors the compression privileges which
we have for all the other grades in the
service? We cut them off at level 6 which
in itself will be detering ambition.

Mr. UDALL. We do not provide spe-
cifically for their compression, but we
say to the Postmaster General that he
shall always have a reasonable and
meaningful differential between the
working people, between what they get,
and what the supervisor gets.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am becoming more
impressed with the versatility of the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UparL) and
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DER-
winskI). They were prepared to substi-
tute a bill, the Udall-Derwinski bill, at
the outset of the amending procedure.
This was rejected out of hand by an over-
whelming vote of the House.

Now today we see the Derwinski-Udall
amendment offered here, and we have
the added attraction of the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) repudiating
the provision that he put in the commit-
tee bill pending before the committee
only a few weeks ago.

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

Mr. GROSS. Surely. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman gave us
some advice on Tuesday. He said, *“Do
not bring in this package; we do not
want to consider the package.”

Mr. GROSS. And the House agreed
with me, did it not?

Mr, UDALL, It did, by a substantial
margin.

Mr. GROSS. Or I agreed with the
House.

Mr. UDALL. I am still licking my
wounds. I hope the gentleman feels sorry
for me.

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to provide
a little liniment or salve for the gentle-
man.

Mr. UDALL, Anything suggested might
be helpful.

The gentleman suggested that we come
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in with amendments in separate form
and offer them one at a time. Now we
g;-le castigated for trying to change the

1.

Mr. GROSS. No. I am just admiring
the versatility of the Udall-Derwinski
combine.

Mr. UDALL, I learned this in the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service at
the gentleman’s knee. He has taught me
much of what I know,

Mr. GROSS. I do not know that I have
had any hyphenated associations with
the gentleman up to this point.

Let me say this: Now that we are re-
viewing a bit of history, I can remember
that January day in 1970 when the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
Uparr) threw up his hands, when the
committee rejected the offer he had to
make from the Postmaster General. He
threw up his hands and said, “I am
through. This ends it.”

But lo and behold, he tried in June
to hand us another bill on the House
floor.

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

Mr, GROSS, Of course, I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Hope springs eternal, and
we all rebound from defeats.

The Postmaster General came to me.
The postal clerks and carriers said, “Will
you please make another try?" The mail
users of America came in and said, “We
need postal reform.”

So I went back on my word and I
brought in another bill. Maybe this will
be the last one. Maybe we can complete
action.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad the gentleman
inserted “maybe.”

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? :

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I want the gentle-
man to know that I accept with all the
emotion I have his description of the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UbpaLL)
and myself as being men of versatility.

Mr. GROSS. What now concerns me
is which one is speaking for the Post-
master General.

Mr. DERWINSKI, Both of us.

The point we wish to make is, if we
are that versatile, perhaps the gentle-
man might see his way clear to support
this amendment. X

We are trying to provide something
for which the committee has striven for
a year and a half. This is management
responsibility. The supervisor is the
key to effective management of the
postal service.

Consistent with the views of the ad-
ministration and the postal unions, we
offer this amendment from our substi-
tute. If the Members will adopt this we
will improve the bill.

Mr., GROSS. The distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois is in rare form this
afternoon.

Again, I have been waiting with bated
breath to see one or the other of these
distinguished gentlemen introduce the
postal rate increase bill that has been
kicking around, but somehow or other
the administration has not yet found a
taker for that one.
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Mr. Chairman, I hope that the amend-
ment will be defeated.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the necessary number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask some ques-
tions of the distinguished gentleman
from the committee who is the author of
the pending amendment, Mr. DErwWIN-
SKI.

As I understand from reading the bill,
the postal supervisors under its terms
would have ¢ right to organize.

It would have the right to process cer-
tain procedures such as fringe benefits,
except pay, under the terms of the bill.
Except pay. Is that correct?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I would rather di-
rect my remarks to the amendment, be-
cause that is the issue before us. The
amendment specifically states that this
organization which is set up would have
the right to participate direetly in con-
sultation with the postal service on mat-
ters affecting the individuals of the su-
pervisory personnel, and then the
amendment goes on and provides that
it shall be the policy of the postal service
compensation, working conditions, and
career opportunities that will attract
and retain qualified and able personnel.
I could say to the House it is the inten-
tion of the Postmaster General, in keep-
ing with the concept of a team rela-
tionship of supervisors to the postal serv-
ice, to consistently grant them, as a part
of management, the equivalent increases
in fringe benefits and compensation that
will be negotiated by the official unions
representing the rank and file postal em-
ployees.

Mr. GONZALEZ. In other words, your
amendment modifies this exception of
the pay that is in the language of the
bill?

Mr. DERWINSKI. My amendment
provides the basic philosophy whereby
the supervisors who receive all of the
association and the strength of being
part of management in fulfilling their
responsibilities and they are protected
in the wage differential from the people
they supervise by language in another
section of the bill,

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

Mr. GONZALEZ, Yes. I yield to the
gentleman, because I woulu like to have
it clarified. I do not feel the answer was
responsive. The bill says that the super-
visors organization shall bargain with
the postal system for everything except
wages. How does this amendment change
it?

Mr. UDALL. That particular point is
not changed at all. Nothing in the bill
or in the amendment would permit them
to have collective bargaining on wages.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Not that I am against
it, but I wanted to know before I voted
on the amendment what the net effect
would be, because further on it says
after all of these procedures, if there is
no agreement, that then a three-man
committee shall be appointed and, if
that prevails and the Postmaster General
does not care to follow the recommen-
dations of that committee, then all he
does is report that back to the Corgress.

Mr. UDALL. That is right.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. And that is all.

Mr. UDALL. That is right. This was
designed as a committee compromise to
try to give the supervisors at least some
tools by which they could take a strong
grievance to this panel, which panel
would report back to their boss, the Post-
master General.

Mr. GONZALEZ. All you are saying is
you are giving them moral support and
that is all.

Mr. UDALL. We are not giving them
the collective bargaining and arbitra-
tion that the line employees have. That
is neither in the committee bill nor in
the amendment.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I simply want to ask the gentleman
from Illinois whether he knows what he
said in his remarks, namely, that the
supervisors should be very happy with
his amendment. Does he know of any
supervisors who support his amend-
ment?

Mr. DERWINSKI. If the gentleman
will yield, yes. To help clarify the situa-
tion, the gentleman will find that across
the country rank and file supervisors
have no particular cbjection. Yet their
officers in Washington have a very pre-
dictable objection.

Mr. CORBETT. Can the gentleman
give us any evidence of that? I have not
talked to the supervisors across the coun-
try. When did the gentleman get this
done?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I spoke to individ-
ual supervisors in post offices in my dis-
trict and consulted with officials of the
Post Office Department who spoke at
conventions of supervisors, that rank-
and-filewise there is no particular objec-
tion to what we hope to do in the postal
service, but naturally the Washington
officials of the supervisors have a pre-
dictable objection.

Mr. CORBETT. And are they the
elected representatives of the super-
visors? Who else are we going to believe?

Mr. DERWINSKI. We can believe the
supervisors themselves.

Mr. CORBETT. I can make the oppo-
site statement that the gentleman made,
and I will tell him that the supervisors
are very, very strongly against this par-
ticular amendment.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to my colleague
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, I join my colleague from
Pennsylvania in opposition to the amend-
ment. The trouble with the amendment
is that the poor supervisors are at the
bottom of the totem pole in manage-
ment. They are a most worthy group of
employees, and are represented by an
outstanding organization, the National
Association of Supervisors, and this re-
lationship needs to be continued. Under
the language of the amendment this
would not be so.

Might I ask the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. UpaLr) what he meant by the
phrase that this is very close to collec-
tive bargaining? What is very close?
What does the gentleman mean? I come
from the city of Pittsburgh, and very
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close to collective bargaining is not col-
lective bargaining. It is something else.

What is it?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, it is very clear that we
do not give them collective bargaining,
but we give them some consultation
rights, some rights to sit down and pre-
sent grievances.

I give them the right to exist as an or-
ganization.

So I say this is something close to col-

lective bargaining, although it is not col-
lective bargaining.
. Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania. The an-
swer to it, then, is you give them the right
for a talkfest, and yet no real rights
otherwise. They can just be consulied,
and if anybody wants to ignore them
they ean be ignored. Usually, with me I
do not mind being ignored, but this seems
to me to be giving opportunity to not
even bothering to ignore them.

Mr. UDALL. If the gentleman will
yield, does the gentleman think his ad-
ministrative assistant ought to have col-
lective bargaining rights in dealing with
the gentleman? Does the gentleman
know anywhere in private enterprise
where supervisors are given collective
bargaining?

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I have
the floor. I want to say to the gentleman
that the amendment as adopted by the
committee is very satisfactory; it does not
give collective bargaining rights for
either.

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohlo.

Mr. LUKENS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I just simply
want to go on record as supporting this
amendment. I am sorry at this time that
I cannot join my distinguished minority
leader of the committee in support of
his opposition to the amendment. I be-
lieve this amendment is necessary and
justified. I would also like to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) and
say that in my opinion the majority of
the postal supervisors in the State of
Ohio do join in support of this concept.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI). We have
got a very difficult situation in here.
There would be no debate whatsoever
over this issue if you or I were starting a
private corporation. Certainly we would
expect the supervisors to be a part of
management. But we want to recognize
the historical role that the supervisors
organization has had in the postal serv-
ice. I know the postal supervisors and
their national officers know that I have
always been understanding of their
problems and sympathetic to them. I
expect to remain so. I believe that the
majority of the Members of this House
will take that same position, and regard-
less of what we write into the bill today
the House committee and the full mem-
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bership of the House are not going out
of business, We will listen to the super-
visors. They can come to us with their
problems. And if this new organization
does not work out then we will have to
legislate more strenuously than I think
we should at this time.

The present bill just goes too far, in
my opinion, in extending the supervisors
things they do not need, and perhaps
should not have, certainly automatically
by law, if they are a part of the manage-
ment team—and they must be if we are
to gain efficiency in the postal service,
they have got to be brought into the
management responsibility and really
treated as a part of management. If they
are going to participate in negotiations
and discussions as a part of management
then they should not be, in my opinion,
guaranteed by law pay differentials for
them, it seems to me, gives a built-in
conflict of inferest. If they know that
whatever pay increases and other bene-
fits the rank and file through their orga-
nizations are going to get, it seems to
me that it would be very difficult to be
completely openminded and impartial—
and I know that they would want to be.

Now, if they are to be part of manage-
ment in the fleld of negotiations, they
must assume their responsibilities. But
just as importantly and with all of the
force at my command, I point out that
management in the new system musi
treat the supervisors as management;
they must give them the proper differ-
ential in pay and proper authority and
back them up when they give them re-
sponsibility and truly make them essen-
tial parts of the management team.

I am just fearful that the committee
language goes too far the other way. I
believe that the Derwinski language will
solve a very sticky problem. I believe
that the new management will be chal-
lenged to make the supervisors far more
a part of the management team than
they have been in the past.

If we find that they are not being
fairly treated and being giver their
proper role, then this Congress would
be most sympathetic to respond and do
something to correct the situation.

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

Mr. HENDERSON.
gentleman.

Mr. CORBETT. I just want to ask a
question of the chairman. I wonder if the
chairman would not consider, since we
have gone over this so much in committee
and here, that we could cut off debate on
this amendment in 10 minutes or so?

Mr. DULSKI. I intend to do that.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SCOTT. I have a mimeographed
sheet here that was put out by the
National Association of Postal Super-
visors. It indicates that the National
Association of Postal Supervisors has
never been freated as management and
are not treated as management now.

I think this is an important question.
Does the gentleman agree with the
National Association of Postal Super-

I yield to the
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visors in this regard? Are they mis-
taken—that they are not a part of
management?

Mr. HENDERSON. I am not satisfied
and I have not been satisfied that they
have been. In the new postal system
they must be, if we are to have an effi-
cient postal service and the line super-
visors and the top supervisors are the
people who really do the work.

If we are going to create this new and
efficient service, the new management
that comes in must give supervisors a
proper role and status. I think if it does
not happen, the Congress will legislate
more stringent provisions.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the amendment of the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) , and all amend-
ments thereto, end at 2:20 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has noted
the names of Members standing when
the unanimous-consent request was
agreed to, and will recognize Members
for approximately 1'% minutes each.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) .

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
know the Congress has been lobbied ex-
tensively by the supervisors against this
amendment. But I am convinced that
they should be a part of management.
If they have not been in the past, they
should be in the future. I honestly be-
lieve they will be much better off.

We have heard a lot of talk which
amounts to kicking the Postmaster Gen-
eral around. But I hear no talk of kick-
ing Larry O’Brien around, whom I ad-
mire for his part in bringing about
postal reform. I hear no talk of kicking
the leaders of the seven exclusive postal
unions around including the Carriers &
Clerks, and other responsible people who
are for this type of amendment.

So it is an awful lot of fun for some
people to kick the present Postmaster
General around, but not to kick these
other people around because they are
afraid, I presume, of the backlash they
will get from them—because I am con-
fident they are in favor of this amend-
ment as it has been presented.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Brasco) .

Mr. BRASCO. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. The
concept that we have before the House
today in the nature of postal reform is
supposed to make management more
efficient so that mail can be more effi-
ciently delivered. It seems to me that
management, in the nature of the post-
master should want to give to his field
management, the supervisors, a vehicle
by which they can make their voices
heard in terms of getting more efficient
management on both levels, Then the
second half of the Derwinski amend-
ment that would do away with the con-
cept of wage differential, I suggest that
when the amendment was adopted in
the committee sponsored by the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) who s0
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eloquently spoke about the divisiveness
that is created among employees and su-
pervisory personnel when the employee
may be making more money than the su-
pervisor, that there should be this wage
differential.

It seems to me that the whole concept
of the bill is a logical one and that Mr.
Derwinski’s amendment would do noth-
ing but create havoc with a situation to
which we are trying to bring some rea-
sonable concept.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WHITE) .

Mr. WHITE. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. Tradi-
tionally, supervisors have been classified
as a group unto themselves, with their
own rules and their own mode of opera-
tion. I think we would destroy a certain
esprit if we should adopt the Derwinski
amendment.

There are 30,000 to 32,000 supervisors
in the postal service today. This provision
of the bill goes only to negotiating their
conditions. It does not go to other em-
ployees. 1t does not allow them to nego-
tiate their wages. Without an opportu-
nity to arbitrate their conditions, the
supervisors would be in limbo. I there-
fore ask that the Derwinski amendment
be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HANLEY).

Mr. HANLEY, Mr. Chairman, I reiter-
ate my opposition to the Derwinski
amendment. I wish to make it very clear
that in no sense of the word are we deal-
ing with collective bargaining in this
issue.

Again, let us assure ourselves that the
supervisors are not to be compared with
management in the private sector. So
all we are providing for is the right of
consultation. We are providing for the
creation of a three-man board which will
listen to their grievances and then make
a recommendation to the Postmaster
General.

So we are providing them with no more
than they presently have, and hopefully
no less than they should have. I ask that
the Derwinski amendment be voted
down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Derwinski
amendment. If what the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HANLEY) has just said is
true, that all he wants is the right of
consultation by this association, he need
have no fear at all about the Derwinski
amendment, because, as I read it—and
I have it here before me—those are the
very words that are in the language of
this amendment, that they shall have the
right to participate directly in consulta-
tion with the Postal Service concerning
matters affecting terms and conditions
of employment.

But if we then turn to the language of
the committee bill, we find something
quite different. It is something quite dif-
ferent from mere consultation. It says
they shall have the right to participate
directly with the Postal Service in the
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formulation and implementation of the
terms and conditions of employment.
This is something far different, and I
would submit that, as Mr. Uparr, the
gentleman from Arizona, has said, thede
is absolutely no precedent for our com-
pletely commingling the rights of man-
agement and labor as they would be by
the terms of the committee bill. What
you would do, instead of having a
single management team, I think you
would very clearly be putting the Post-
master General and his field super-
visors in an adversary position. This is
certainly not the way to bring about the
efficient reorganization of the Postal
Service that we desire,

I think the amendment should be sup-
ported.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I wish to
associate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Illinois. If we want to
talk about the ability of the postal serv-
ice to manage postal affairs, the only
way we can do so effectively is to adopt
the Derwinski amendment. I commend
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman for his contribution.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UpAaLL).

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, there are
no finer people on earth than the 32,000
supervisors. They are apprehensive. They
have always had to look to the Con-
gress for protection. They are apprehen-
sive about these new arrangements and
where they are going to land. I want to
assure you that if it does not work out
as we represented it here today, if man-
agement does not accord to them the
kind of rights they ought to have, I, for
one, and I think every member of the
committee, woud join in doing something
about it.

Let me emphasize that even in the sub-
stitute, the Derwinski substitute, we give
the supervisors for this large operation
something that almost no supervisors
have in private industry. They will have
the right to exist as an organization;
they will have absolute, guaranteed sta-
tutory consultation rights on everything
that affects them, and they will have a
dues check off. I think this is adequate
protection which will give us both the
benefits of management being able to
manage and yet protect the rights of
these fine people in the supervisory
organization.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the
Derwinski amendment.

This amendment corrects an overem-
phasis in the bill as reported out of com-
mittee. Subsections 208 (b) through (e)
of the bill come very close to requiring
collective bargaining, in effect, between
postal supervisors on the one hand and
top management of the postal service on
the other. Such a requirement fiies in the
face of almost all labor relations experi-
ence and judgment in the non-Govern-
ment sector, It is thoroughly inconsist-
ent with the National Labor Relations
Act, as amended, which generally is to




June 18, 1970

govern postal labor relations under this
bill. But worst of all, it contradicts what
is perhaps the most important single
purpose of this historic postal reform
legislation—that is, to provide for truly
effective management in the postal serv-
ice. If the postal service is to be managed
well, it must be understood by all con-
cerned that supervisors are a highly im-
portant—in some ways the most impor-
tant—part of effective management.
They are the frontline of management.
And the success of the new organization
turns in no small part on their being rec-
ognized as such, The Derwinski amend-
ment does exactly this. It would be seri-
ously damaging to this concept to require
the postal service to negotiate what
would amount to a collective bargaining
agreement with a supervisors’ organiza-
tion because the negotiation process
would tend to polarize the interests of
the supervisors and those of higher eche-
lons, instead of bringing them together.

Nevertheless, it is of the utmost im-
portance to the success of the new postal
service that there be a well-trained and
well-motivated supervisory force, for the
supervisors’ role is absolutely essential to
the process of converting broad postal
policies into successful day-to-day postal
operations. This amendment recognizes
this fact. It makes it a matter of basic
postal policy for the postal service to es-
tablish compensation policies and condi-
tions of employment that reflect the im-
portance of a dedicated and effective su-
pervisory force characterized of high
motivation and high morale. It also re-
quires recognition for a supervisors’ or-
ganization, which shall have the right to
participate directly in consultation with
the postal service concerning all matters
affecting the responsibilities and condi-
tions of employment of supervsory per-
sonnel.

In sum, this amendment replaces seri-
ously disruptive provisions with affirm-
ative assurances of a sound and benefi-
cent policy for postal supervisors.

Let me add that I intend to watch the
new postal service closely as regards
postal supervisors. If their treatment
does not improve under this act, changes
will be suggested by me. They can depend
on this,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ilinois (Mr,
DERWINSKI) .

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, let
me emphasize this is a positive amend-
ment. The purpose of it is to upgrade
the relationship of the supervisors in
relationship to management. It certainly
is a departure from present procedure
since what we are doing is to upgrade
the postal service and to provide manage-
ment techniques and labor-management
relationships that are needed.

I emphasize that in this language I
offer as an amendment we give to the
individual supervisors status without de-
priving them of any of their individual
rights, and they do have protection in
the wage differential over the employees
they will be supervising. This puts them
solidly on the management team. It gives
them the equivalent status that person-
nel of that type have in private industry.
It just makes sense in this entire new
concept of postal reform.
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I especially emphasize that the Post-
master General feels this is a key amend-
ment, and without this amendment we
would endanger the efficiency of adminis-
tration that they envisage.

I urge adoption of my amendment.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. LUKENS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I would like
to add my comments in support of this
section of the bill. It seems to me what
we have before us is a bill that may or
may not solve the problem of providing
efficient postal service to the people of
the United States. We really do not know.
But, we do know it is difficult enough to
be effective and efficient in delivering the
mail. We also know the cost for mail
delivery has gone up, and while the postal
service faces competition from private
enterprise, I think this is one provision
that holds out promise for more effective
operation of the Postal Department. I
think we at least ought to try it. I sup-
port the gentleman’'s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr. DuL-
sK1)} to close the debate on this amend-
ment.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, the Der-
winski amendment says the supervisors
shall have the right to participate di-
rectly in consultations. Under the lan-
guage of the amendment, although they
have some kind of representation, if the
Postmaster General does not agree with
them they have no other recourse.

The committee bill, on the other hand,
provides as follows on page 185:

“(d) In the event the parties fail to reach
an agreement under subsection (¢) of this
section, the dispute will be resolved by a
panel consisting of three members, one ap-
pointed by the Chairman of the Civil Serv-
ice Commission, one appointed by the Sec-
retary of Labor, and one appointed by the
Director of the Federal Mediation and Con-
ciliation Service.

At least they have a means of recourse
in the committee bill. But in the amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DErRwINSKI) they have none.

I am opposed to the amendment. I ask
for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI).

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. DERWINSKI
and Mr. DuLsKI.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 84, noes
64.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HENDERSON

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairmen, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HENDERSON: On
page 219, section 660, lines 19 and 20, strike

out the words “and the Sergeant at Arms of
the Senate"” and insert in lieu thereof the
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words “the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate,
the Sergeant at Arms of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives,”.

On page 220, section 660, line 4, strike out
“or Bergeant at Arms of the Senate,” and
insert in lieu thereof ", Sergeant at Arms of
the Senate, the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives, or Clerk of the
House of Representatives,”.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr, Chairman, this
is a very simple amendment. I under-
stand the chairman will accept it. I will
advise the Members of the effect of it.

It merely provides a franking privilege
to the Sergeant at Arms of the House
and to the Clerk of the House, as their
counterparts have in the other body. Of
course, they will pay for this privilege,
as the Members of Congress do, but this
ought to be put into the bill.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I yield to the chair-
man of the full committee.

Mr. DULSKI, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I am in accord with the distinguished
vice chairman of our committee. This is
only corrective language. All it does is
clarify the situation in the House.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I believe the amend-
ment is acceptable for technical clari-
fication. In the interest of the House it
should be accepted.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I am glad to yield
to the Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK. The purpose of
this amendment is to give franking priv-
ileges to the Sergeant at Arms of the
Senate, the Sergeant at Arms of the
House, and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives. Is that right?

Mr. HENDERSON. It is my under-
standing that the Sergeant at Arms of
the Senate and the Clerk of the Senate
have this privilege. This amendment
would extend it to the House officials.

Mr, McCORMACK. I am in agreement
with that, but I am wondering whether
you should have said “or the Clerk of
the House of Representatives” instead
of “and the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives” to be sure that the Clerk is
included.

Mr. HENDERSON. I certainly want to
be sure that he is, and if there is any
doubt about this, we want to correet it
before we adopt it.

Mr. McCORMACK. Because it might
look as though you are giving it to the
Sergeant at Arms or, in his absence, the
Clerk of the House, but you want to have
both the Sergeant at Arms of the House
and the Clerk of the House to have it.

Mr. HENDERSON., The staff tells me
that that is the intent.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina,

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr., Chairman, I offer an

amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
191, line 11, strike out “initiation fees, dues,
and assessments” and insert in lieu thereof
“dues”.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
intend to take the 5 minutes.

Let me read section 226, to which this
applies, as it appears on page 191 of the
bill.

“g 226. Deductions of dues

“(a) When a labor organization holds ex-
clusive recognition, or when an organization
of personnel not subject to collective bar-
gaining agreements has consultation rights
under section 208 of this title, the Postal
Service shall deduct the regular and perlodic
initiation fees, dues, and assessments of the
organization from the pay of all members of
the organization In the unit of recognition if
the Post Office Department or the Postal
SBervice has received from each employee, on
whose account such deductions are made, a
written assignment which shall be irrevocable
for a period of not more than one year,

Now, under the Executive order pro-
mulgated by President Kennedy and re-
newed by President Johnson and by Pres-
ident Nixon, it is provided in section 21
as follows:

When a labor organization holds formal or
exclusive recognition and the agency and
the tion agree in writing to this
course of actlon an agency may deduct the
regular and periodic dues—dues—of the
organization from the pay of members of
the organization in the unit of recognition
who make a voluntary allotment for that

and shall recover the costs of mak-
ing these deductions.

The Executive order in effect under
the last three Presidents says absolutely

nothing about initiation fees and assess-
ments.

Under the terms of this bill, assess-
ments might be made for any purpose
whatsoever. My amendment would sim-
ply strike out initiation fees and assess-
ments, leaving dues that could be checked
off if the employee agrees voluntarily
that there shall be a deduction.

If this amendment is adopted, I expect
to offer another amendment to provide,
as the Executive order now provides, that
the Government be reimbursed for the
collection of the dues.

I might say that for the some 400,000
union members of the postal service, the
costs of collection now are somewhere in
the neighborhood of $130,000 to $140,000
a year. That is not an inconsequential
amount.

I trust the Members will support the
amendment to limit the checkoff only to
dues.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we have to bear in mind
at all times in consideration of the labor-
management portions of this bill that
trying to compare this bill with what
has been the practice in the past, or what
is in the Executive orders, is like try-
ing to mix apples and oranges.

The Postmaster General of the United
States has spoken several times for the
Nixon Administration on national TV
saying that it is the policy of this admin-
istration to tender, by its support of this
legislation, to the employees of the Post
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Office Department a new deal. That new
deal will be a new collective-bargaining
arrangement with new labor-manage-
ment laws governing all the tacets of col-
lective bargaining.

Now, part of what is going to happen
here is that employee organizations are
going to change their character and
function differently from what we have
known in the past in the postal service;
they are going to be, in fact, labor unions
functioning in every respect like labor
unions do in the private sector.

Now, the Ford Motor Co. does not at-
tempt to determine how much it costs
them to deduct dues from any particular
employee’s check, and there is no charge
made back against either the employee
or his union for this service.

Neither does General Motors, and no
employer in the private sector has ever
asked to have either the union member-
ship or the employees bear the cost of
this. For one reason, it would probably
cost the employer more money to keep
track of how much it costs to handle the
dues of each employee than it would be
worth, and the recordkeeping would
probably cost more than the effort to
make the actual deduction.

Now, no one has come before our com-
mittee and asked for this to be done.
The Postmaster General, on behalf of
management, has not asked for it. And
it would be a mischievous amendment
that the gentleman from Iowa is of-
fering here now.

I am sure that our friends who are
looking forward to what collective bar-
gaining is going to be under this new
law are not going to be very pleased
if on the one hand we say they are going
to have the same rights and be under
the same restraints and restrietions as
their brothers and sisters working for a
private employer, but on the other hand
we start making exceptions to treat
them differently than if they were work-
ing for a private employer.

To restrict the postal service in the
way the gentleman from Iowa would re-
strict the postal service from entering
into the agreement with the agent for
the employees, would be to treat them
differently than they are treated in prac-
tice by private employers across the
country.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman from Mich-
igan yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, as I read this section, 226(a), it
does provide for the deduction of regular
and periodic initiation fees, dues, and as-
sessments, and so forth. But then it
also says, as I read the existing provision
in the bill, before anyone or all of those
can be deducted there must be written
permission given by the individual union
member. Is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. That is cor-
rect. That would not be changed.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. This individ-
ual permission once given is for 1 year,
and it must be renewed after a year or it
expires?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Yes, that is
correct.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. But if an in-
dividual wanted to give permission to the
union for the deduction of fees and dues,
but not assessments, that is his option?

Mr., WILLIAM D. FORD. That is cor-
rect.

It requires two things: First, the man-
agement and the union would have to
have an agreement that management is
going to deduct these assessments, Then,
in addition, the individual employee
from whose paycheck the deduction is
then going to be made, would have had to
execute the document authorizing the
deduction.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me clarify
one other point, if I may.

No agreements between management
and the labor organizations in this case
can preclude him from insisting that he
has to give permission in one or all of
the cases?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. LUKENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment.

I would simply like to make this ob-
servation. I think it is basic to the struc-
ture of our society that Government does
differ somewhat from private employ-
ment in the outside world.

I believe we are going a step too far
in our necessary responsibilities to the
taxpayers of this country to say that we
shall deduct union initiation fees, dues,
and assessments—some  assessments
which would be used for political pur-
poses and political aims of the unions
and justifiably so.

1 feel Government should at least try to
compete with the benefits and rights and
for private union membership, where
they have functions and obligations out-
side of Federal employment.

I think this proposed deduction in this
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa is sufficient. We do have a
checkoff system for dues. It makes sense
and I think it is a logical right and privi-
lege due to the union and the member-
ship.

But it is something else, however, while
meeting our problem of reorganization
to continue the service that the Govern-
ment wants to provide for the people al-
ways at the cost of the general taxpayers
and citizens.

Here we go once again thoroughly
bureaucratizing an agency which so far
is already bureaucratized too much.

I would like to see us trim this down
simply for the postal service to a check-
off of union dues.

I think going into initiation fees and
assessments for political purposes is a
step beyond the proposed capability of
our Government. We are already provid-
ing such services in too many directions,
We should keep this within sensible lim-
itations.

I think we have done enough for
unions in this amendment, if we author-
ize the checkoff system of dues alone. I
think it is up to the union membership
and their leadership to sustain the cost
and the additional responsibility for
collecting the assessments, particularly
political assessments which are beyond
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the financial capability of any adminis-
tration.

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

Mr. LUKENS. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. I would just like to
point out, we have been talking of giving
these men the same rights that exist for
other work under existing law.

Existing Federal law calls for the
checkoff of dues. It does not provide for
the checkoff of assessments or initia-
tion fees.

If we are going to give them the kind
of equity and the kind of even-handed-
ness that we are talking about here with-
out modifying the existing labor law,
then we would confine this checkoff to
dues and would adopt the amendment of
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUKENS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. The difficulty
is that you gentlemen are talking about
this as if we were mandating by this
legislation that there would be an assess-
ment of any kind.

There may never be an assessment col-
lected in this way.

But what you are doing, if you follow
the gentleman from Iowa, is preventing
the management of this new corporation
that we are setting up from ever enter-
ing into an agreement to collect the as-
sessment if at some time in the future
such a practice would be advisable.

All of our experience in the private
sector indicates that many times the col-
lection of something which is not tech-
nically dues would be proper and de-
sirable and something that both labor
and management would want to partici-
pate in.

Mr. LUKENS. If I may intrude at this
point, that is exactly why I have ob-
jected to this. I say to my friend, the
gentleman from Michigan that this
amendment goes far enough.

I think we would go far afield. If there
is an additional assessment, it should be
in the form of one the cost of which
should be borne by the union.

Mr. WILLIAM D, FORD. Why do we
not let management of the new corpora-
tion make that decision after they get
into operation? Why should we restrict
them and prevent them from having the
opportunity to make that decision at the
appropriate time?

Mr, LUKEENS. Because I think it is
one decision that this House can handle
and be responsible for today. I would
like to have this amendment voted on
favorably. I would like to see it made the
law of this land.

The CHAIRMAN. The question ‘s on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Wiiriam D.
Forpn) there were—ayes 59, noes 40.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
191, line 17, add a new sentence at the end
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of section 226 to read as follows: “The Postal
Service shall recover the costs of making
such deductions.”

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is the
amendment which I previously said 1
would offer in connection with section
226 of the bill. This amendment is de-
signed to make section 226 conform with
the provisions of the Labor Management
Relations Act of 1957 with respect to
dues deduction and to Executive Order
11491 as it presently applies, Neither the
NLRA or the Executive order require
management or the agency, as the case
may be, to go beyond deducting dues.
The Executive order requires the agency
to recover the cost of deducting the dues,
and this is all I propose, that the Gov-
ernment recover its cost of collecting
dues under the terms of section 226 of
this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. DuLsk1) there
were—ayes 37, noes 52.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a gquorum
is not present.

The CHATIRMAN. The Chair will count.

One hundred and thirty-five Members
are present, a quorum.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OLSEN

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I will offer
two amendments, one after the other, and
I will explain them if the Clerk will read
them. They are to section 1201 on pages
262 and 263.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Ousen: On
pages 262 and 263, strike out all of subsec-
tion (e) and insert the following:

“*‘(e) An amount approximately equal to
10 per centum of the total costs of the Pos-
tal Service for each flscal year shall be con-
sidered public service costs of the Postal
Service to be paid from appropriated funds.
In addition to amounts otherwise authorized
to be appropriated to the Postal Service, the
amounts of such public service costs, as es-
timated by the Postal Service, are authorized
to be appropriated annually for the use of
the Postal Service. The amount of such pub-
lic service costs is to be in lieu of revenue
lost on each category of free or reduced rate
mail under section 1202 of this title and in
recognition of any loss that may be incurred
in maintaining a high quality of postal serv-
ice at third- and fourth-class post offices and
on rural or star routes.”

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is simply to pre-
serve the authorized congressional ap-
propriation to the postal service to make
up its deficit in the handling of public
service mail which goes at free or at
reduced rates as designated by this Con-
gress.

Presently the list of public service rates
includes nonprofit organizations, librar-
ies, books and records, classroom publi-
cations, in-county newspapers, free mail
for the blind and the handicapped, the
President-elect, former Presidents and
their widows, 10 percent of the costs of
third-class post offices and star routes
and 20 percent of the fourth-class post
offices and rural routes.
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Last fiscal year, the cost of these serv-
ices was $700 million on a Post Office
budget of $7.2 billion. My amendment
would preserve a 10-percent appropria-
tion for public services, as contrasted
with the administration’s position that
such costs should be phased out almost
entirely by 1978, and if the services would
continue at all, there would have to be a
charge against other users of the mail
or a phasing-out of the services.

These costs have been appropriated
since 1958, and I think the Members will
agree it is most essential to retain this
service regardless of what we call the
postal service. Whether we call it an
authority or a corporation, we should
maintain the services.

I might also note in conclusion that
the Senate reform bill takes an approach
very similar to my amendment.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to ask a ques-
tion of my good friend in the well, and
I do support his amendment.

If the 10-percent publie service amount
is to maintain the small post offices and
rural routes and other services, in the
public interest, would this not reduce
costs to those mailers who depend large-
ly on the so-called uneconomic post
offices and rural delivery for delivery of
their mail? I have in mind local news-
papers, nonprofit church and fraternal
publications, and agricultural magazines
under the preferred category.

Mr. OLSEN. That is correct. It is vi-
tally necessary for more than 20,000 post
offices. Of the 30,000, it is vitally neces-
sary for 20,000 post offices, for them to
be giving service at all.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota, If
the gentleman will yield further, is there
any possibility that public services will
eventually become a part of the institu-
tional cost?

Mr. OLSEN. There is, unless we adopt
this amendment. Either the service will
be eliminated or the service will be
charged against other users of the mail.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
thank the gentleman for this explana-
tion. I believe it illustrates clearly the
need for the amendment offered by my
distinguished colleague from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from New York, but, first, I wish to say
that the gentleman has fought hard for
this kind of legislation in the committee,
and I commend him for his efforts.

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Montana and
strongly recommend its adoption.

H.R. 17070, in its present form, con-
tinues the existing categories of free and
reduced-rate mail and provides that the
preferential rates will not be changed
except by Congress, unless—and this is
an important proviso—unless the Con-
gress fails to appropriate funds sufficient
to cover the revenue forgone because of
the rate preference. Should this happen,
or should the appropriation fall short of
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the required amount, then the new postal
service would be rquired to adjust the
free- and reduced-mail rates to cover the
shortfall in the appropriation.

Such a rate adjustment would not be
subject to the congressional veto contem-
plated for the ratemaking machinery
provided for regular classes of mail.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Montana removes such a
possibility by preserving and guarantee-
ing the authorized congressional appro-
priation to the postal service to make
up its deficit in handling not only free-
and reduced-rate mail but other public
services as well.

The amendment also reserves to the
Congress the power of deciding which
categories of mail are to be mailed at
free and reduced rates.

‘While it is likely that the present ad-
ministration and the present Congress
would feel obligated to make annual ap-
propriations to cover the revenue for-
gone of reduced rate mail, experience
with the appropriations process suggests
that such a commitment could not be re-
lied upon to govern actions of future
Presidents and future Congresses.

As written, HR. 17070 erects an an-
nual obstacle course for nonprofit char-
itable, educational, and religious orga-
nizations along with other reduced rate
categories. The temptation for some fu-
ture President or Budget Bureau or Ap-
propriations Committee to balance the
budget by eliminating all or part of the
annual reduced rate appropriation would
be great.

I support the approach taken by the
gentleman from Montana, for I believe,
as he does, that the Post Office is a serv-
ice organization and that those public
services authorized by the Congress
should be paid for with funds from
the General Treasury

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUTTON. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Is it
not true, I should like to ask either the
gentleman from New York or the gen-
tleman from Montana, that the rate on
nonprofit single-piece mail for the last
41 years has gone up only from 1 cent
to 1.6 cents, that the volume of nonprofit
mail has increased tremendously, that
more and more organizations are get-
ting in under the nonprofit umbrella and
more and more mailings are being made
of neckties, key chains, Christmas cards,
and other items that are sent out, after
which bills are sent out to collect?

Many of these items are really for the
purpose of returning a profit to the so-
called nonprofit organizations. I am
wondering if the gentleman from New
York or the gentleman from Montana
would confemplate that this would in-
crease the burden on the new Postal
Service and represent a tremendous
drain on it. The gap between costs of
nonprofit mailings and revenues is wid-
ening. I hope this amendment is de-
feated, or the taxpayers will have to foot
a tremendous bill,

Mr. OLSEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUTTON, Yes. I yield to the gen-
tleman,
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Mr. OLSEN., In response to that, I think
the volume of nonprofit charitable mail
increased, but I do not think that the
number of organizations that are tak-
ing advantage of it has increased very
much.

The exact reason for the amendment
is so that the burden will not be on the
new corporation. The burden will be on
the Congress to judge whether or not
they will continue the nonprofit mail and
that they will pay for it; that is, the
Congress will pay for it. That is the pres-
ent system and that is what we want to
continue and that is the purpose of this
amendment.

Mr, DULSKI. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment.

Since I came to the Congress in 1958
the necessary funds were appropriated
from the general revenues, I feel that
this is the amendment that should be
approved so that will continue following
the same procedure we have had in the
past.

So I want to compliment the gentle-
man from Montana and ask that this
amendment be approved.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
the gentleman for putting this amend-
ment in. Very definitely when the Con-
gress in its wisdom decides a certain class
of mail should have preferential treat-
ment the Government should pay that
difference of the Postal Commission or
whatever it will be called. When we do
things here that are a built-in expense
to the postal management, it is our job
to pay for it, and it is not to be paid for
by the users of the mail. I think this is
a very clear point. In the event that the
sitnation changes, the Congress can
change this by simple statute. So I be-
lieve the amendment is a good safeguard
and ought to be passed.

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

Mr. CORBETT. Yes. I yield.

Mr. KAZEN. I thought the basic idea
here was to get the Congress out of this
business, and here you are putting us
right back into it.

Mr. CORBETT. Just one minute. That
is not the basic idea of some people, to get
Congress out of it. If we remove the Con-
gress entirely, we leave no protection for
the general public and we leave no pro-
tection for the Crippled Children’s Fund,
for the Easter seals, and all the rest.

Mr. KAZEN. Yes, sir. Sears, Roebuck
and the rest of them.

Mr. CORBETT. Sears, Roebuck does
not get a preferential rate. I would like
to point out to the gentleman that noth-
ing but nonprofit organizations have ever
been granted preferential rates.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that it may
be a lonesome effort on my part, since
when you oppose subsidized rates for
Easter seals and all sorts of nonprofit
groups, that puts you against mother-
hood, but I wish to set the record straight
so that Members know what they are
doing.
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The proposal that the Postal Reorga-
nization Act be amended to provide for
a continuing subsidy equal to 10 percent
of the costs of the postal establishment
runs counter to a concept which lies at
the very heart of postal reform—that
management be required to operate the
Postal Service in an efficient manner
which provides service to all the public
and puts an end to the massive drain
on the Federal Treasury which postal
operations have represented in recent
vears. This amendment would remove
the most essential discipline for good
management which exists in the reform
proposal, a discipline which would re-
quire management to cut out the fat in
the postal system, improve efficiency,
and provide the kinds of postal services
that the mail users want and will pay
for, so that the system can ultimately
be put on a pay-as-you-go basis, Provid-
ing the subsidy would amount to telling
management and the public that we in
Congress do not care whether costs are
kept down.

A lax, sloppy, inefficient manage-
ment—a management ready to make ex-
cuses and live with deficits and failure—
can adjust to the subsidies proposed here
today. Such a management would per-
ish under the reguirement that the costs
of the Postal Service be brought into line
with postal revenues over the next 8
Vears.

We are told that this amendment is
needed to permit Congress to decide
upon the categories of free and reduced
mail which will continue to exist after
reorganization. This is utter nonsense.
The fact is that the bill we are consid-
ering as voted out of our committee pre-
serves special preferences enacted by
Congress and provides appropriations to
cover them. In contrast, the bill recently
voted out of the Senate Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, which contains
a provision similar to that proposed here
for an on-going massive 10 percent sub-
sidy, would abolish congressionally en-
acted preferences entirely and leave the
establishment of specifically preferred
classes of mail to a rate commission.

This amendment thus has nothing
whatsoever to do with maintaining con-
gressionally enacted preferred mail cate-
gories. What the bill does do, however,
is to permit—indeed virtually require—
the perpetuation of a discredited system
in which certain users are forced to sub-
sidize other users, without there hav-
ing been any showing whatsoever that
such subsidization is socially desirable.
The people of this country are fed up
with being forced through their taxes
and postage rates to pay for the mailings
of profitmaking organizations which can
and ought to be paying more. Make no
mistake about it—adoption of this
amendment will not benefit the ordinary
user who mails no more than a few letters
a week. It will, however, massively bene-
fit business mailers by inviting the per-
petuation of a system which favors them.

The argument is also made that en-
actment of this subsidy will help main-
tain service at smaller post offices in rural
areas. The costs of operating these small
post offices are small, however, and the
findings of the Kappel Commission and
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the testimony of Post Office Department
witnesses have made it perfectly clear
that smaller post offices are not viewed
as losing operations, but as part of the
overall system of providing mail serv-
ice throughout the Nation. Mail service
will continue to be provided every-
where—the statute requires it, manage-
ment will be committed to it, and this
Congress will enforce it. Given these
realities, it is all the more clear that the
subsidy proposed will not go to maintain-
ing service which otherwise would be cut,
but rather to perpetuating lower rates to
business mailers who simply do not de-
serve or need to be subsidized.

What are we to tell our constituents if
we should enact this unnecessary, un-
desirable, and harmful subsidy? Are we
to tell them that in the face of over-
whelming public demand for putting the
Postal Service on a pay-as-you-go basis,
we enacted a massive subsidy which
blocked achievement of this objective?
Are we to tell them that in the face of
two Presidents and two Postmasters
General imploring us to require the new
Postal Service to manage its operations
so that costs do not exceed revenues, we
enacted a massive subsidy which re-
moved this healthy incentive for good
management?

Are we to tell our constituents that in
the face of other pressing demands for
tax revenue in areas such as housing,
welfare, education, and medical care—
areas where it is impossible for govern-
ment efforts to be self-sustaining—we
chose to spend precious tax dollars in-
stead on postal services—services which

all experts agree can be made self-sus-
taining? Are we to tell them that at a
time when Government spending must
be cut to fight inflation, we fed the in-

flationary fires unnecessarily, to the
tune of an additional billion dollars a
year?

Are we to tell our constituents that at
a time when they are sick and tired of
special postal preferences which pri-
marily help bulk business mailers, we
perpetuated a system which taxes the
general public in order to assist these
special user groups? Are we to tell them
that at a time when confidence has been
lost in the capacity of our institutions
to change and to render honest service
to the public, we created a system in
which the stakes for exerting undue be-
hind-the-scenes influence are extremely
great? Are we to tell them that at a time
when candor is required, we tried to kid
them into thinking it costs less to sup-
port postal services through tax dollars
than at the stamp window? In short,
are we to tell them that at a time when
the need for change is manifest, we
lacked the courage to do what is neces-
sary?

May I give you a few statistics? If we
take the figures that the gentleman from
Montana (Mr. OLSEN) gave us, and which
he stated that the 10 percent involved in
his amendment would be an $800 million
figure in 1971, I have figures from the
Department which indicate that over the
first 30 years of applying this proposed
amendment by the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. OLsEN) the total cost would
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come to $53.7 billion under this provi-
sion,

And when it Is said that Congress
should bear the cost, what they are really
saying is that the taxpayers are going to
bear the cost because if you put into the
new postal service this 10 percent sub-
sidy figure, you are in effect asking the
taxpayers to subsidize the mail in per-
petuity.

I happen to have in my possession a
felegram. I do not think it should have
been delivered to me, but this is what it
says:

Following telegram sent to House leader-
ship: Respectfully urge support of Congress-
man OLSEN’s postal reform amendments for
ten percent public service appropriations and
independent rate commission, and full op-
position to amendment to grant postmaster
general unlimited transitional postal rate
authority.

That is over the signature of the name
of the vice president of the Magazine
Publishers Association.

Well, who are we legislating for this
afternoon? The people of the country, or
the Magazine Publishers Association?

I note also the reference to third- and
fourth-class offices, and the need of this
amendment to protect them. It does
nothing of the kind, since of the possible
$800 million subsidy which I referred to,
only $118 million comes from the net
cost of third- and fourth-class post of-
fices. And it is a complete illusion to
claim that this amendment is intended
to protect rural service and protect the
nonprofit operations that exist in many
parts of the country.

I say that this amendment flies in
the face of everything we are trying to
do. It creates a built-in subsidy for the
mass mailers of the country—and I have
no objection to the mass mailers, I think
they do a real fine job—but I think they
ought to pay the rate. And I see no rea-
son to have a 10-percent permanent sub-
sidy. I reemphasize to the committee
that it is the judgment of the Depart-
ment that in the first 30 years of appli-
cation of this amendment it would cost
the taxpayers of the country $53.7 bil-
lion. And that is not anything to sneeze
at.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, how does the gen-
tleman compare over a 30-year period
the cost of what any other department
of the Government costs, particularly the
Department of Labor——

Mr. DERWINSKI. There is a great
deal of difference. After all, what we are
speaking about here are postal rates,
rates which would be paid by the user
having his mail delivered, Let me point
out that what we are doing in this whole
subsidy scheme which is now so inherent
in the postal operations, is that we are
robbing Peter to pay Paul. I would prefer
to contribute a few extra dollars to the
Easter Seal Fund, than as a taxpayer
have to be contributing to the subsidy
they or any other group receive in the
mail. And I would think that any chari-
table organization that is a proper not-
for-profit organization, and that has an
exemption from Federal income taxes,
and so forth, should not mind paying a
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fair postage rate. I do not think we ought
to saddle the overburdened taxpayers of
the country with a staggering postal
subsidy.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I want to get straight
the issue that is before us. We are not
underwriting any kind of commercial
group, the magazine publishers are not
covered by this amendment whatsoever,
The only people covered are the in-
county publications, and the rest of the
nonprofit and charitable organizations.
And I will explain further that in the re-
port of the Post Office itself there are
listed the names of those classes that are
taken care of in this amendment. Let us
get it straight again that the mass mail-
ers are not covered by this amendment.
It is the nonprofit, charitable organiza-
tions, and in-county publications, and
no others.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Will the gentleman
from Montana explain to me why the
mass mailers, then, sent out this tele-
gram?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. Ousen, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. DERWINSKI was
allowed to proceed for two additional
minutes.)

Mr. DERWINSKI. Then why is the in-
terest of the mass mailers involved in
this amendment?

Mr. OLSEN. A second sentence in that
telegram covers them if somebody is go-
ing to offer an amendment in their favor.
But this amendment does not cover
them whatsoever.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Well, then some-
body has missed signals here.

Mr. OLSEN. I think somebody has, but
I have not misled you in committee and
I am not misleading you here. This
amendment does not do anything for
mass mailers.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Does the gentleman
dispute the figures I quoted taken from
the Department that within the first 30
years, your amendment would have the
effect of creating a $53.7 billion cost to
the Department?

Mr. OLSEN. What it will amount to is
similar to the Senate bill, 10 percent of
the cost of the Post Office is public service
and the taxpayer will pay for the public
service cost in the Post Office so that
those public services are not eliminated.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Right, that is the
point I want to make in opposition to
this amendment. If the taxpayer is going
to bear this burden, it would seem to
me to be fair and more practicable that
we should at least have the postal service
charge a rate in relation to the cost of
delivery.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this important amend-
ment goes to the heart of what is in-
volved in postal reform.

My friend, the gentleman from Mon-
tana and I have had many arguments
and disagreements on it, and you again
find us in disagreement on this amend-
ment. I believe the amendment ought to
be defeated.

What are we trying to do here? Right
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now we have too many hands stirring
the soup now.

We are trying to set up an independent
establishment in the Federal Govern-
ment which will be self-sustaining by
1975. After a transition period, we will
have a revenue mix so that the Postal
Service can come out even.

We recognize that the Congress is
going to come along from time to time
and provide free rates or reduced rates.

We provide right in the bill, you can
find a list on page 266—free mail to the
blind, and we give reduced rates to li-
braries and nonprofit organizations and
different kinds of mailings that the Con-
gress has always favored with a subsidy
rate.

Then we say that they shall come in
every year to the Congress and ask for
that figure, whatever that figure is. This
yvear the figure would be $300 million.

As against this rather precise state-
ment which will measure the subsidy,
Mr, OLsEN’s amendment says: Let us not
worry about computing all of this. Let us
just take the arbitrary figure of 10 per-
cent. This year that is $800 million and
with the increase in business of our post
offices within just a couple of years, it will
be $2 billion a year.

Let us not worry about figuring out
what the subsidy is—let us take a flat 10
percent, and you will take from the gen-
eral taxpayers a billion dollars.

He justifies it, very articulately, I
might add, saying that these are the star
routes and the little third- and fourth-
class post offices—and the blind, and the
Easter Seals, and all the rest.

Well, the figures this year on third-
and fourth-class post offices and rural
routes are about $800 million.

This $30 million—that is the net—that
is on the list although $70 million is
covered in the calculations.

The other subsidies we are talking
about bring this total up to something
around $300 million. So the gentleman
says $800 million, What is the other $500
million going for?

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on those figures? You
are wrong.

Mr. UDALL. The $500 million is money
that we are asking the general taxpayers
to throw into the pot to subsidize the big-
piece mailers and to add 80 percent to
first-class mail for the benefit of the
third-class mailers so their rates will be
lower. I believe this is the wrong way to
go about it. We will be right back in the
same difficulty we are in now, where the
Congress must come up with a large ap-
propriation. We would not get the new
post offices, we would not get the good
service we are entitled to.

If we are going to have a self-sustain-
ing operation, we will have to defeat this
amendment. If we are going to have the
Postmaster General in control, we will
have to defeat the amendment.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN. You said the cost of
fourth-class post offices is $80 million.
That is only part of the story. For third
class, rural routes, and star routes added
you come to $122 million.
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Mr, UDALL. That is the total figure.

Mr. OLSEN. $122 million.

Mr. UDALL. Then you take from the
$122 million the revenue that you get
from these little post offices, so you have
a net of around $70 million.

Mr. OLSEN. No; there is shown here
$122,500,000.

Mr. UDALL. Why do you have seven
times that figure?

Mr. OLSEN. Then we have another
item, Special Services in the Post Office,
such as registry, insurance, collecting on
delivery, certified mail, and so forth.
That is $116 million. The $111 million for
books and educational material, $119
million for nonprofit publications, and
so forth.

Mr. UDALL. Where is the $800 million?

Mr, OLSEN. It is $699 million, but that
is the 1969 fiscal year we are talking
about. Yes; it will come to $800 million.
By what time? 1971.

Mr, UDALL., The gentleman is asking
for an annual subsidy——

Mr. OLSEN. I am talking about non-
profit publications, which is a big item,
amounting to about $119 million.

Mr, UDALL, We cover that in the bill
now without the amendment.

Mr. OLSEN. No; you do not. In your
bill you would cut 10 percent where it
would be next year, and that is the $800
million. You say you will cut that down
until finally in 1978 you will not have
anything for public service, and you will
charge me in first class for performing
this service.

Mr. UDALL. No; the bill as now writ-
ten will provide specifically for the Con-
gress to appropriate money for these
special and reduced rates under section
1202 of this bill. We make the decision
of what we will subsidize. We name the
dollar amount. We name the classes of
mail. Then the Appropriation Commit-
tee can be requested to come up with
that amount.

Mr, OLSEN. That is precisely what I
seek to authorize in the amendment.

Mr, UDALL. No; take an arbitrary 10
percent.

Mr. OLSEN. Yes.

Mr. UDALL. Which this year is abous
60 percent higher than what the true
figure ought to be.

Mr. OLSEN. I do not think so. Fur-
thermore, Congress can review the fig-
ures every year. This Congress will not
quit.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Montana.

The question was taken, and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. OLsen and
Mr. UpALL.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 41, noes
53.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UpaLL: On page
163, line 14, subsection (d) of section 108,
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after the word "attends”, change the period
t0o a comma and add the following: "up to a
maximum of 30 meetings per year.”

Mr. Chairman, if I may have the at-
tention of my good friend, the gentleman
from Iowa, he has persuaded me to offer
an amendment on this subject, and I
hope it will meet with his approval.

This deals with the Commission on
Postal Costs and Revenues, the govern-
ing body of the new Postal Establish-
ment. These are supposedly outstanding
men who will set policy and make the
major policy decisions. It is the govern-
ing body of the Postal Establishment.

The bill as now written provides these
men will be paid a compensation of $10,-
000 per year, plus $300 for every meeting
they attend. The gentleman from Iowa,
before the Rules Committee, pointed out
that theoretically they could meet 360
days a year and make $80,000, which is
more than the Director of the Postal
Service would make, or Cabinet mem-
bers would make, or anyone else.

This adds the words “up to a maxi-
mum of 30 meetings a year.” It would
mean that in addition to the $10,000 basic
salary, they could earn $9,000 by attend-
ing meetings, and the most they could
earn in any 1 year would be $19,000.

Mr. Chairman, I know of no opposition
to the amendment. I hope it will be
agreed to.

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

Mr, UDALL, I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL). I ac-
cept it on this side of the aisle.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CORBETT TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED EBEY MR. UDALL

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UpALL).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CorBeTrT to the
amendment offered by Mr. UpaLL: On page
163, line 14, strike out the period and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “, which com-
pensation shall not be considered pay for the
purposes of section 8344 of title 5.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I have offered is relatively
simple and, in effect, corrects what I
consider an oversight in the drafting of
both the original bill and the substitute.

Under the provisions of both measures
the members of the Commission on
Postal Costs and Revenues are appointed
by the President with Senate confirma-
tion for 9-year terms, Nevertheless, it is
anticipated that their duties will be of
an intermittent nature primarily for at-
tendance at meetings. The proposed
$10,000 compensation is certainly not de-
signed for full-time employment and is
more in the nature of a fee or honorar-
ium similar to that paid to members of
boards of directors.

Both bills specifically provide that “the
presidentially appointed Commissioners
may hold any other non-Federal office
or employment."”

Presumably, the President would
search out and appoint to the Commis-
sion prominent persons with expertise in
business, management, finance, research,
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and so forth, and in most cases these
persons would already be lucratively em-
ployed in the private sector, and con-
tinue such employment in addition to re-
ceiving the compensation provided for
the position of Commissioner.

However, serious inequity would result
in the case of a retired Federal employee
whom the President might wish to ap-
point to the Commission. And I might
point out here that probably our best ex-
pertise in the entire field of postal af-
fairs could come from persons who have
retired from long careers in the Postal
Service.

Such a person, if appointed, because of
existing provisions of law, would be
required to have his annuity reduced by
the amount of compensation of the Com-
missioner, resulting in his performing
the duties either without additional total
compensation or at an extreme financial
sacrifice. As I indicated earlier, no such
requirement would apply to someone ap-
pointed from the private sector.

Mr, Chairman, I see no reason why
any of our retired Federal employees
should be so penalized if the President
feels that their background and experi-
ence would contribute to the overall
management of the new Postal Service. I
urge the adoption of my amendment.

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL_ I have no objection to the
amendment. It certainly carries out the
intention.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The exclusion
in the amendment includes retired pay
for eivilian employees who are retirees
of the Federal Government, or does it in-
clude military retirees as well?

Mr. CORBETT. Just Federal retirees.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I know, but
retirees from the military are Federal,
too.

Mr., CORBETT. This just involves
civilians.

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

Mr., CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. My understanding is that
if a man is retired from the military, he
is a civilian and drawing a pension. If
he is a retired general, he could be put
on this Commission and he could con-
tinue to draw his retirement.

Is that not the intention of the amend-
ment?

Mr. CORBETT. Yes.

Mr. UDALL. It is my understanding
that we would treat both civillan and
military retirees the same way.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I believe they
should be treated the same way. My rec-
ollection is that retired enlisted men or
officers are still considered to be a part
of the military, to a degree. I may be
wrong, but that is my recollection of the
existing law.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) said he
was offering this amendment apparently
because I raised some criticism of the
original pay provision for the members of
this newfangled Commission in the Post
Office Department, and that I perhaps
regarded members of the commission as
greedy and evil men.

If they took the money at the rate of
$10,000 a year plus $300 per day for each
day they were in session, and if they were
in session 182 days out of the year, they
would draw $64,000, a year, plus expenses,
as I originally pointed out. I would not
accuse them of being greedy and evil for
taking the money. I would consider it ir-
responsible on the part of those who
brought out a bill with that kind of a
pay formula in it.

I am curious to know why this sudden
change in the bill. I am glad the gentle-
man has offered his amendment and has
seen the error of his ways, as he has in
the past in throwing up his hands with
respect to this legislation.

This amendment emphasizes one thing
which every Member of the House ought
to understand; that this is to be a part-
time commission operating the $7 billion
annual business known as the Post Office
Department. It is to be a part-time parti-
san commission, with 5 Republican and
4 Democrats, if the President can be de-
pended upon to observe the usual polit-
ical division. This is the authority that
will run the Post Office Department, a
part-time commission.

I support the amendment but it does
not change the fact that part-time bosses
will run the postal service, or what re-
mains of it.

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

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I join the gentle-
man in supporting the amendment of
the gentleman from Arizona. On a very
personal basis the gentleman did make
reference to that gentleman. I merely
point out that the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. UparL) has rubbed elbows with
the gentleman from Iowa, having served
for so long on the committee, that he is
starting to get a little fiscal responsi-
bility.

That is the purpose of the amendment.
A board of directors such as this group
would be should not serve full time,
Therefore, the amendment is in order.

Mr. GROSS. I would prefer to let the
gentleman from Arizona speak for him-
self, so far as rubbing elbows is con-
cerned.

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

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

Mr. UDALL. I credit the gentleman
with furthering my education in many
respects. Now, with the Corbett amend-
ment being approved, hopefully, if the
gentleman from Jowa and I are both
defeated in the November elections, we
could both serve on this commission
at the same time, and get that $19,000.

Mr. GROSS. I want to say that $19,-
000 a year is quite a comedown from the
$64,600 a year for going through the
motions of working for 182 days.
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Mr. UDALL. I will have some other
economy amendments as we go along
here, and I hope the gentleman will
continue to support me in these efforts.

Mr, GROSS. I will be glad to do that.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take 5 min-
utes, but I do rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania. When the Chair sees
fit to recognize me, I have an amendment
to the bill which would eliminate dual
compensation to the same extent that
it is in all Government departments and
makes the general law apply to the new
postal service.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, as I understand
it, would make an exception with regard
to retired personnel both military and
nonmilitary. I see no reason for a dif-
ference between the postal service and
other Government agencies with regard
to dual employment or dual compensa-
tion. Therefore I do urge the defeat of
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. CORBETT. I just want to point
out to the gentleman that this is not dual
compensation. The amendment as it
reads says that for the purposes of this
bill and this action that this $10,300
should be regarded as an honorarium
or something to that effect. It is not two
jobs. .

Mr, SCOTT. It seems to me that $19,-
000 maximum is a fairly good sized
honorarium. I feel that the general laws
that apply fo all Government employees
and to all Government agencies should
apply in this instance. I see no reason at
all to make an exception because we are
creating a new type of governmental
strueture.

Mr. CORBETT. I might say to the
gentleman there that we do not. These
people will be retirees. They will not be
holding two jobs.

I would hate to have the Post Office
Department deprived of someone’s serv-
ices because it would cause too great a
reduction in their annuity.

Mr. SCOTT. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s concern. However, I do disagree
with the conclusions that he reaches.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

It is my understanding the amend-
ment now pending only deals with re-
tirement incomes and retired persons
whereas the amendment that the gen-
tleman from Virginia intends to offer
deals with people who are presently em-
ployed by the Federal Government and
the dual compensation feature.

Mr. SCOTT. That would deal with
both. It would deal with anyone holding
two jobs or getting income from two gov-
ernmental sources. The Congress in its
wisdom over the years has dealt with
this proposition. I think we should have
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the same law in all governmental agen-
cies and not have one law for the Post
Office Department, by whatever name it
js called, and another law for the rest
of the Government.

Mr. McCLURE. In other words, you
recognize the fact that the pending Cor-
bett amendment deals with a narrower
subject matter than what you are re-
ferring to, but you still desire to go into
the area of retired pay. Is that correct?

Mr. SCOTT. I believe in the same
treatment for all Government employees
or retirees.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this discussion and
this amendment, of course, deals with the
commissioners who will establish not
only the general policies but also will
establish the rates subject to very little
review, and that before the fact rather
than after the fact. They may in turn
subdelegate to a minor board of yet
undetermined lineage, their function of
the Federal trust.

I believe that even though I am not a
lawyer, it is time to bring up the consti-
tutionality of this Commission and par-
ticularly the reference to its ratemaking
proclivities as set forth in the bill to the
attention of the committee and our peo-
ple.

Mr. Chairman, as H.R. 17070 finally
emerges for us to work our will, it con-
tains real constitutional difficulties or
questions. These points have never been
commented on by the committee, the
Post Office Department, the Department
of Justice, or anyone else, insofar as I can

determine from reading the report.
The significance of these constitutional
difficulties is that it is, in my opinion,
whose qualifications are only that of an
Ozark surgeon with a relatively high con-
stitutional rating for preserving same,;
highly dubious whether the package of

questionable constitutional provisions
can merge successfully from a serious
test of any high tribunal or our Supreme
Court.

I think that if postal reform is to have
a fair chance—and certainly we are
working our will, and giving it many
chances—it should not be based on the
shaky principles set forth in this bill.

Now, what do I mean, Mr. Chairman?
I mean that there are about four features
of H.R. 17070 dealing with this Commis-
sion and its ratemaking procedures, each
of which violates a universally acceptable
constitutional principle.

One, the bill's delegation to the pro-
posed Commission on Postal Costs and
Revenues of totally unrestrictive legisla-
tive power to set postal rates without
limitations or directives imposed by this
Congress.

Two, the bill’s omission of substantive
judicial review.

Three, nullification of the meager ju-
dicial review provided.

Unless you think that is paradoxical
when taken with item No. 2, I mean by
requiring it to occur before a proposed
rate becomes law, when no court would
act.

And, four, the bill's reliance on a one-
House congressional veto in reverse to
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correct these difficulties when such a
veto could not remedy an unlawful dele-
gation of legislative power, and would
itself be unconstitutional in the context
of postal ratemaking.

I can think of no better time to point
this out than at a time when we are
talking about the compensation of the
Commissioners themselves.

I would like to repeat, Mr. Chairman,
the constitutional objections are:

The bill delegates all ratemaking pow-
er to the new Commission on Postal
Costs and Revenues about whose salaries
the present amendment pertains. It does
so without any restrictions, limitations
or legislative standards controlling the
Commission as set forth by the Congress.
I ask wherein goes forthwith the con-
stitutional prineciple that rates, trades,
tariffs, and revenues for which our fore-
fathers fought and had a tea party “with-
out representation,” for we delegate com-
pletely to some commission the Stamp
Act and the ratemaking proclivities of
the Congress?

Second, the bill makes the total dele-
gation of legislative power to fix postal
rates without providing substantive ju-
dicial review, and if so, before the fact.

And, third, the one-House “veto in re-
verse” which I abhor so strongly, as a
long-time member o: the Joint Commis-
sion on Reorganization of the Congress
and its related agencies; which has
failed to work, and for which there has
never been a judicial determination, is
abominable. Even if we exercise this, the
one-House “veto in reverse” is an uncon-
stitutional withdrawal of delezated leg-
islative power never approved by a single
court, and against the weight of prevail-
ing opinion as to its validity.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. CORBETT)
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr, UpaLL).

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Scorr: On
page 170, line 4, strike out “sections 3333
and 5532” and insert in lieu thereof “section
3333, subchapter IV of chapter 55".

On page 174, beginning with line 18, strike
out all of line 18 and all that follows down
through the period in line 23.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of my amendment would be to put
employees of the postal service under the
same laws insofar as dual pay and dual
employment is concerned as officers and
employees of the Government generally.

Such laws as we have relating to dual
pay and to dual employment would ap-
ply under my amendment to the new
postal service. It would provide at page
170 for striking out section 5532 and
substituting for it the entire subsection
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(4) of the chapter 55 of title 5 of the
Code that relates to dual pay and dual
employment.

Then on page 174, and let me read
vou the committee provisions of sub-
section (d) :

“Notwithstanding sections 5533, 5535, and
5536 of title 5, and any other provision of
law, an officer, agent, or employee of the
United States Government, is eligible to
serve and receive the compensation both as
such officer, agent, or employee and as officer,
agent, or employee of the Postal Service
other than as & member of the Commission.™

Mr. Chairman, apparently this was
written in the Post Office Department.
I do not know the purpose in providing
for dual pay and permitting someone to
work for some other branch of the Gov-
ernment and also to work for the Postal
Service. It seems like one of many bad
features of this bill. I do hope the Com-
mittee will see fit to agree to the amend-
ment and eliminate dual pay for em-
ployees of the new Postal Service.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. ScorT).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. ScorTt), there
were—ayes 28, noes 30.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OLSEN

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OLsEN: On page
267, amend subsections (a), (b), and (c)
of section 1251 to read as follows:

“¢(a) There is hereby established an inde-
pendent Postal Rate Board consisting of five
members appointed by the President, not
more than three of whom shall be from one
political party, and each member appointed
to the Board shall be a recognized expert in
one of the following fields: the legal pro-
fession, economies, cost accounting, engi-
neering, management, or postal rates. One of
the Board members shall he designated by
the President as Chairman. The Board mem-
bers shall be paid at the rate provided for
level IV of the Executive Bchedule, except
that the compensation of the Chairman shall
be $500 higher than the pay established for
level IV. Appointments of succeeding Board
members shall be made by the President as
hereinbefore provided.

“(h) The Board members shall serve for
terms of six years except that—

“¢(1) the terms of the Board members first
taking office shall expire as designated by the
President at the time of appointment of the
first Board member, two at the end of two
years, two at the end of four years, and one
at the end of six years following their ap-
pointment; and

“*(2) any Board member appointed to fill

& vacancy occurring before the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall serve for the remainder of such
term.
For purposes of suspension and removal the
Board members shall be deemed to be in the
competitive service, and they may be sus-
pended or removed only in accord with the
procedures established in section 7521 of title
5.

“*(¢) The Chairman of the Rate Board,
subject to such rules and regulations as may
be adopted by the Board, is authorized to—

“*(1) appoint and fix the duties of an Ex-
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ecutive Director who shall be pald at the rate
provided for level V of the Executive Sched-
ule;

“*(2) appoint such additional personnel as
may be necessary to carry out the functions
of the Board; and

“4(3) procure the services of experts and
consultants under section 3109 of title 5, but
at rates for individuals not to exceed the rate
for GS-18 of the General Schedule.""”

On page 269, following line 24, add the
following subsections to section 1251:

“*‘(g) Upon request of the Chairman, the
head of any department, agency, or estab-
lishment of any branch of the Government
of the United States may detall, on a reim-
bursable basis, any of the personnel of such
department, agency, or establishment to as-
sist the Board in carrying out its functions.

“*(h) The Administrator of the General
Services, upon request of the Chairman,
shall provide administrative support services
for the Board on a reimbursable basis.

“*(1) The Board may use the United
States malils in the same manner and upon
the same conditions as other departments
and agencies of the United States.""

Mr. OLSEN, Mr. Chairman, there are
only two differences between my amend-
ment and the provision of the bill to
whieh it refers. First, under the bill the
ratemaking board would be inhouse, it
would be inside the Post Office Depart-
ment. No monopoly in this country fixes
its own rates. Every monopoly must go
to some independent agency to have its
rates fixed. My amendment would make
it an independent agency.

Second, the bill provides that the
board would be appointed from persons
nominated as follows: two by the Ameri-
can Economic Association, whoever they
are; two by the American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants; two by the
American Bar Association; and two by
the Chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission. The American people would be
dependent upon nominees from orga-
nizations about which they know noth-
mg.

My amendment provides that the ap-
pointments would be by the President of
people he recognizes as experts and fo
whom he must take full responsibility,
people who are experts in the legal pro
fession, economics, cost accounting, en-
gineering, and management of postal
rates.

The President would have to take full
responsibility for his appointees. Again,
let me say the appointees that he would
make are to an independent Rate Board
who, after having hearings on rates,
would determine the rates. Then those
rates would have to come to the Congress,
and then the Congress would have 90
days in which to veto those rates in
either House by a majority vote.

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

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I have
studied the gentleman’s amendment, and
I cannot foresee any strong objections to
it. There is one problem I have with it,
which is that it provides for a rate
board of five members whereas in all
the other arrangements we have had
three members, It seems to me a smaller
rate board would be more efficient.

Mr. OLSEN. Correction: The gentle-
man has eight in the bill.

Mr. UDALL. In the committee bill,
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on page 267, line 6, it says “Postal Rate
Board consisting of three members."”

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I stand
corrected.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would reduce the number to
three, I have been committed to support
the package negotiated by the unions
and the Postmaster General, but for my-
self, if we could stick with three mem-
bers, I would support the gentleman's
amendment. 3

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I will ask
unanimous consent to make it three
members.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman's
amendment on the second line be
changed by striking “five” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “three”.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to correct also the
following line, so that it will say “not
more than two of whom shall be from
one political party.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 267, amend subsections (a), (b},
and (c) of section 1251 to read as follows:

“‘(a) There is hereby established an in-
dependent Postal Rate Board consisting of
three members appointed by the President,
not more than two of whom shall be from
one pol.itlcal party,".

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the amendment as it now stands?

Mr. McCLURE, Mr, Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I just want
to point out that there is a subsection
(b) in regard to the terms of the ap-
pointees, which presumes the presence of
five commissioners. I would think that
the unanimous consent request to mod-
ify should include conforming changes
in that language, If the author of the
unanimous consent request would mod-
ify it to meet that problem, it does seem
to me that it needs those changes.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is
correct, and I could offer an amendment
to the amendment to take care of it, if
I would be recognized for that purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the modification?

Mr. McCLURE, Mr. Chairman, I will
withdraw my reservation to the unani-
mous consent request assuming that
there will be these conforming changes
in subsection (b).

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, UDALL TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OLSEN

Mr, UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Montana (Mr,
OLSEN) .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UpaLL to the
amendment offered by Mr. OLseEn: Amend
subsection (b) (1) to read as follows:

“'(1) the terms of the Board members
first taking office shall expire as designated
by the President at the time of appointment

of the first Board member, one at the end of
two years, one at the end of four years, and
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one at the end of six years following their
appointment; and”.

Mr, UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
to the amendment be approved.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

So the amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment, as modified and amended,
reads as follows:

On page 267, amend subsections (a), (b),
and (c) of section 1251 to read as follows:

“'(a) There is hereby established an in-
dependent Postal Rate Board consisting of
three members appointed by the President,
not more than two of whom shall be from
one political party, and each member ap-
pointed to the Board shall be a recognized
expert in one of the following flelds: the
legal profession, economics, cost accounting,
engineering, management, or postal rates.
One of the Board members shall be desig-
nated by the President as Chairman. The
Board members shall be paid at the rate pro-
vided for level IV of the Executive Schedule,
except that the compensation of the Chair-
man shall be $500 higher than the pay estab-
lished for level IV. Appointments of succeed-
ing Board members shall be made by the
President as hereinbefore provided.

“*(b) The Board members shall serve for
terms of six years except that—

“'(1) the terms of the Board members first
taking office shall expire as designated by
the President at the time of appointment of
the first Board member, one at the end of
two years, one at the end of four years, and
one at the end of six years following their
appointment; and

*“*‘(2)any Board member appointed to fill

a vacancy occurring before the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall serve for the remainder of such
term.
For purposes of suspension and removal the
Board members shall be deemed to be in the
competitive service, and they may be sus-
pended or removed only in accord with the
procedures established In section 7521 of
title 5.

“*‘(e) The Chairman of the Rate Board,
subject to such rules and regulations as may
be adopted by the Board, is authorized to—

“*'(1) appoint and fix the duties of an
Executive Director who shall be paid at the
rate provided for level V of the Executive
Schedule;

“*(2) appoint such additional personnel
as may be necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the Board; and

“*(8) procure the services of experts and
consultants under section 3109 of title 5, but
at rates for individuals not to exceed the
rate for GS-18 of the General Schedule."

On page 269, following line 24, add the fol-
lowing subsections to section 1251:

*'(g) Upon request of the Chairman, the
head of any department, agency, or estab-
lishment of any branch of the Government
of the United States may detail, on a reim-
bursable basis, any of the personnel of such
department, agency, or establishment to as-
sist the Board in carrying out its functions,

“f‘(h) The Administrator of the General
Services, upon request of the Chairman, shall
provide administrative support services for
the Board on a reimbursable basis.

‘(i) The Board may use the United States
mails in the same manner and upon the
same conditions as other departments and
agencies of the United States.'”

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
have no objection to the amendment, but
what we have really done now is revert
to three members appointed, whereas
there would have been five members un-
der the committee bill. The only differ-
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ence, and I think really we should note
this for legislative history, is the lan-
guage in the bill would have had the
Rate Commission within the postal serv-
ice. This uses the term “independent.”
I think the end result would be the
same. Therefore, I will support the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. OLsEN), as modi-
fied and amended.

The amendment, as modified and
amended, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OLSEN

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
perfecting amendment which goes with
the one just agreed to. It is to the fol-
lowing section.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OLsgnN: On
page 270, line 3, strike “Postal Service” and
insert “Postal Rate Board.”

On page 270, lines 9 and 10, strike “Rate
Board in such form and manner as the Board
may prescribe,” and insert "Postal Service.”

On pages 270 and 271, amend subsection
(b) to read as follows:

“(b) If no party at interest files a timely
objection to a proposed change or & request
for a hearing thereon, the proposed changes
shall become final subject to section 1254
of this title.”

Mr. OLSEN (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the Recorp. It is a very
simple amendment, to change the words
“Postal Service” to “Postal Rate Board”
at the appropriate places as set forth.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, it is not
necessary to take any time, because it is
just a conforming amendment.

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

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I am al-
ways a little leery of simple eonform-
ing amendments. I should like to take
a look at this one.

This is on page 270. Now, the final de-
cision on a proposed rate change is made,
as I understand it, by the commissioners
who run the postal service. Does the
gentleman’s amendment not change the
situation, so that the final decision
would be made by the Postal Rate Board?

Mr. OLSEN. Yes. It is independent of
the Post Office. It is a Postal Ratc Board.

Mr. UDALL. This is a very funda-
mental change in procedure and a very
fundamental change in philosophy, and
I would have to oppose the amendment
very strongly.

I was in agreement with the gentleman
on the previous amendment, setting up
in the independent Postal Rate Board,
which is desirable. I was glad to make
that change. If we are to do this, we will
be taking from the postal service one of
the final management functions; that is,
some control in the final determination
of rates. The final and ultimate judg-
ment would be made by the Congress.
This takes the managers of the postal
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service, the commissioners themselves,
out of the decision. It is wrong, and I
strongly oppose this amendment.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, the next
amendment would be the one that would
take the decision entirely away from
any review by the directors of the Post
Office. What is more, that is the sense
of the independent rate board.

There is no utility in the United
States where the board of directors fixes
its own rates. That is the essence of the
whole drive of these amendments, that
the directors of the Post Office Depart-
ment should not fix their own rates.

They can make every kind of appear-
ance and every kind of recommendation,
and present testimony, just as the util-
ity companies now do, when they have
to go to some ratemaking body. They do
not fix their own rates. The railroads do
not. The electric power companies do not.
The telephone company does not. They
have to go to a ratemaking commission
to get their rates.

Under the committee bill the directors
of the Post Office would have the final
say on the rates. That is what I am con-
tending for, an independent rate board.

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

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. HENDERSON. I believe by the ac-
tion taken earlier, that we agree with
the gentleman on an independent rate
board, to take the hearings and consider
all the evidence and reach the first level
of recommendation. We believe the gov-
erning body which manages the postal
service ought to be able to transmit its
recommendations based on the independ-
ent rate body being established, to the
Congress for its final action. This is or-
derly procedure, We agree with the gen-
tleman that the rates initially ought to
be recommended by the independent
board. I hope the gentleman will agree
with us.

Mr. OLSEN. I cannot agree that they
go to the board of directors of the Post
Office Department to make the final de-
cision.

Why, if the telephone company wants
to get a new rate, they go to a State rate
body if it is intrastate and to a Federal
body if it is interstate, and that is where
the rates are settled. Here they want to
have the authority in the directors of
the Post Office Department to have the
final say on rates, and I do not think that
is right. I think an independent agency
ought to be determining the rates and the
directors of a monopoly should not fix
their own rates. That is the whole thrust
of my amendment.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia.
Would the gentleman from Montana
clarify the relationship between the
three-man board and the Advisory
Council detailed in an earlier section, on
page 166, where it is stated:

The commission and the Postmaster Gen-
eral shall consult with and receive the ad-
vice of the Advisory Councll regarding postal
rates and services and compensation of
emp‘layees.

June 18, 1970

I am not exactly clear on what that
relationship is.

Mr. OLSEN. That is an Advisory
Council on the Economics and Policy of
the Post Office Department.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I see.

Mr. OLSEN. With regard to wages,
they will negotiate the wages. With re-
gard to rates, they will take advice from
all kinds of mail users. Then, under my
amendment, they have to go to an inde-
pendent rate board and there get the
rates fixed.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from
North Carolina and the gentleman from
Arizona properly directed attention to
this issue. This is not quite as minor an
adjustment as the previous amendment
that we accepted. The effect here in this
series of amendments—and, by the way,
may I say I do not recall these as such
being considered in the committee, and
I now review the language, which puts
us at a disadvantage, but what it does is
free the postal service from the neces- .
sary involvement it must have in pro-/
posed changes in rates and classifica-|
tions and instead it inserts the postal,J
rate board in an area where the postal
service should properly function.

This is a far-reaching amendment. It
is certainly not a technieal one. In view
of the fact that we really have had no
notice or idea of the total implications
on rates as well as on the entire status
of this postal service, I would strongly
suggest we reject the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Montana (Mr. OLSEN).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. OLsgEN) there
were—ayes 12, noes 43.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'CLURE

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McCLurRg: On

page 265, on line 16, after the word “in-
dependent,” add the word “certified”.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, after
the discussion we have just heard about
one simple, little amendment that did
not amount to much, I somewhat hesi-
tate to say that this is a simple little
noncontroversial amendment that is
easily explained and does not have much
impact on the bill. But, simply stated,
there was an amendment adopted in
committee to require an audit of the
functions and operations of this postal
service, and the language adopted in the
committee said that this audit shall be
performed by an independent public
accountant.

I wish to change that to conform to
the language that appears in the re-
port on the bill that this be by independ-
ent certified public accountants, just
inserting the word “certified.”

I would hope that the amendment is
agreeable.

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

Mr. McCLURE. I yield to the genfle-
man from New York. :
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Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is correct. We accept the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, JOHNSON OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JounsonN of
Pennsylvania: on page 263, line 7, strike out
all of lines T through 186.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, this bill creates a Postal Rate
Board consisting of three members.

Section 1201 sets up standards they
must go by in fixing rates for all classes
of mail. Those standards are:

Reasonable and equitable rates and
fees sufficient to enable the postal serv-
ice, under honest, efficient, and economi-
cal management, to maintain and con-
tinue the development of postal service
of the kind and quality adapted to the
needs of the United States. Also suffi-
cient to meet current and projected costs.

And what are these costs as defined by
the bill?

They are: Operating expenses, depre-
ciation, debt service, and reasonable pro-
vision for contingencies.

There is this further requirement:

Rates for classes of mail established
shall cover at least those costs demon-
strably related to the class of service of
such mail, and shall not be borne by
other users of the mail.

Here are some tempering factors:

There shall be take into account the
financial impact of rates required, and
this can be softened by spreading the
increase over a period of time.

This would not be true, however, of
fourth-class mail as the bill is written. It
will mean a 33'; percent raise in rates
at once for that class of mail.

The duty then to establish reason-
able and equitable rates for each class
of service is clear. However, the bill con-
tains the provision that with respect to
fourth-class mail, the mail must bear
demonstrably related costs and all other
costs of the service, so that the revenue
from this service will not be less than the
costs thereof by 4 percent, or greater
than the costs by 4 percent.

My amendment strikes this require-
ment.

Under present law Congress fixes post-
al rates except that the Postmaster Gen-
eral fixes the fourth-class rates. So Con-
gress did pass legislation requiring, in
section 4539 of title 39, US.C.A., that fol-
lowing the fixing of fourth-class rates
the Postmaster General must certify that
he has reason to believe that the reve-
nues on fourth-class mail will not be
greater than the costs thereof, by more
than 4 percent, and will not be less than
4 percent.

Costs, however, under present pro-
cedures are operating costs only. How-
ever, under the postal reform bill before
us, costs for all classes of mail, including
fourth class, will not only be operating
expenses, but now for the first time de-
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preciation, debt service, and allowance
for contingencies.

In addition, under the bill, fourth-class
mail must bear its portion of all other
costs as well. This is an entirely new
equation, and you can readily see what
this could mean to fourth-class rates
on the rigid basis of the present amend-
ment of this bill.

We are now establishing a new Postal
Service to establish a new organization
to run the Post Office into the next cen-
tury. I do not feel that the rate board
should have their hands tied with re-
spect to any class of mail.

Now, the purpose of this postal reform
bill is to create a whole new manage-
ment for our postal service. In the bill
we say how rates shall be established for
all classes of mail. But here is a provi-
sion singling out fourth-class mail for
special treatment. Why is that special
treatment in this bill? Because the long
arm of vested interests reached into the
committee, and because of strong influ-
ences they were able to get the amend-
ment adopted.

Now this provision singling out fourth-
class mail is totally inconsistent with the
rest of the bill. It will unfairly burden
the parcel post for ratemaking pur-
poses and will tend to price it out of the
market, contrary to the public interest.

The full allocation of all costs, as pre-
scribed now under this bill, to fourth-
class mail will mean the rate board will
have to overlook the value of the service,
the availability of alternative service,
the elasticity of demand, the quality of
service and would eliminate all the dis-
cretion entirely of the ratemakers,

This provision, namely, the 4-percent
requirement in the law today has caused
a constant diminution of the volume of
fourth-class mail and has tended to con-
centrate fourth-class mail only in low
revenue high costs areas and has caused
the Post Office Department to repeti-
tively increase the rates without regard
to the impact on the users.

My district, like many of you people
here, is essentially a rural area. By the
postal service now, packages are deliv-
ered out onto the mud roads in the dis-
trict, rain or shine, in deep snows, re-
gardless of road conditions, Patrons can
mail packages right from their rural
homes as a result of daily postal deliv-
eries. Hard-to-handle packages are al-
ways brought to your door.

This tightening of rates under this
bill for fourth-class mail for the first time
creates this new formula which will price
this parcel service right out of business,
This restrictive cost amendment would
prevent the fourth-class rate with being
credited with any part of the $900 mil-
lion a year in public allowance as long
as they continue to deliver their mail to
the rural areas and serving nonprofit
groups.

Face it: If we put this strait jacket
on fourth-class mail, we will be ignoring
results. Private competition wants the
rates high. They can then price their
services just under our rates. And the
Post Office Department will be left with
the least desirable parcel post traffic.

I plead with you people to give this
rate board a chance. Give this postal re-
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form system a chance. Do not put a
strait jacket on this rate board. Let
them fix the rates on fourth-class mail.
That is the only way you will preserve
fourth-class mail to be delivered along
those mud roads and to the people up
and down the hollows in your districts.

I plead with you for the adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I speak in opposition
to the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania and in support
of the committee language as presented
in the reported bill.

Again, this is an issue that was long
debated in the committee. The commit-
tee in its wisdom recommends the lan-
guage as contained in the bill reported
to you.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania has
suggested that the language is special in-
terest in nature.

The only sense in wheh we can look
upon it as being of a special interest
nature is the fact that we are consider-
ing here the plight of the first-class
mailer, because if the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is adopted, we will be providing the
parcel post user with a 48-percent sub-
sidy.

Ninety percent of our parcel post vol-
ume is generated by the business com-
munity. What we are asking here is that
we concur with the tradition of the De-
partment with respect to rates assigned
to parcel post and we are continuing the
provisions of law that have been in ef-
fect since 1913 which require that parcel
post pay its full cost.

I believe that this was the basic intent
of the American people when they
asked the Congress to move in the di-
rection of postal reform—that each class
of mail would pay its own way and that
no class of mail would be afforded special
treatment.

So this is exactly what we are doing
here. It assures users of parcel post that
they will not be called upon to pay costs
that are more than a just share of the
total cost. It assures other users of mail,
prinecipally first class, that they will not
be called upon to pay for a subsidy to
carry someone else’s packages.

Adoption of this amendment in the
long run would mean that first-class
mailers will have to pick up the tab for
this 48-percent subsidy.

Another interesting sidelight is that
the business community happens to have
the opportunity for a tax benefit here.
It is an overhead cost which they enjoy
through a tax benefit. The individual
mail patron does not happen to enjoy
that privilegze. The average American
patron pays the full amount without any
tax benefit.

So I think the least we can do in re-
turn is to make sure that each class of
mail pays its fair share. If anyone is
going to gain from the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, it would be the large mail-order
companies. They would be the benefi-
ciaries as a result of adoption of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania,
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Incidentally, just today the Postmas-
ter General asked the Interstate Com-
merce Committee to approve parcel post
rate increases averaging 15 percent. Fur-
thermore, it is interesting to note in the
testimony provided our committee that
the Postmaster General concurred with
the language contained in the committee
bill, saying:

We believe that the Postal Service should
be prevented from competing unfairly with
private carriers of parcels.

This happens to be the other side of
the coin. We would place the system in
a very advantageous position from the
standpoint of competition with the pri-
vate sector, and I do not think that that
is the intent of the Congress.

The language assures that this multi-
billion-dollar organization cannot com-
pete unfairly with the many businesses
to which I have already referred. Cer-
tainly all we are doing here is retaining
the prineciple of law that has stood the
test of time for 57 years, dating back
to 1913, and I do not believe we would
want to wvoid it through adoption of
the amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Texas is recopnized.

Mr., PURCELL, Mr. Chairman, today
House Members are having to consider
the same kind of difficult language that
we on the committee have had to deal
with, A great deal of this difficulty is
brought about by the accounting meth-
ods that have always been practiced on
the part of the Post Office Department.

I rise to support this amendment to
strike paragraph 1201(f). This para-
graph is totally unnecessary for postal
reform. Parcel post is the only service
that is totally available to my constitu-
ents and to the constituents of the ma-
jority of the Members. It is the only serv-
ice for the handling of parcels that my
constituents have, and I believe the con-
stituents of nearly every Member of this
body depend upon parcel post for the
delivery of packages.

The paragraph to which I have re-
ferred was put into the bill by a narrow
vote in the committee. Its main promoter
has been the United Parcel Service. UPS
is an efficient carrier of small packages.
It serves primarily businesses in urban
areas. It does not serve rural areas to any
extent, and it does not serve vast geo-
graphic areas in this country. House-
wives and the ordinary citizen, the ordi-
nary user of the parcel-post type of op-
eration, can only use parcel post unless
they have need for the railway express
service, which ordinarily carries larger
and heavier packages. This paragraph
will place an artificial charge immedi-
ately—and this I think is the key to all
of this—immediately on the users of
parcel post. Under the present language
parcel post starts having to pay the added
increase instead of waiting until 1978,
when the other classes of mail will be
required to be bearing all the cost.

I am no expert on post office economies,
but I know that the people in my dis-
trict do not want to pay higher parcel
post costs simply to help a private cor-
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poration whose profits were increased by
60 percent in 1 year, according to a
‘Wall Street Journal I have here.

Many of my colleagues in the commit-
tee supported paragraph 1201(f) under
the erroneous conclusion, I believe, that
it was simply preserving the status quo.
It does not do that. Paragraph 1201(f)
would require an immediate unwarrant-
ed rate increase for all parcel post, lead-
ing to the possibility of the destruction
of the entire system.

So I would just like to reemphasize
that if we are going to be fair to the re-
ceivers, I am not for any of the big mail
order houses getting a bonanza, as was
referred to by my very distinguished
friend and a man whom I admire great-
ly, but the ones I am worrying about are
the ones who will really be paying the
charge on parcel post, and those are the
constituents of the people in this body.
They are the ones who will really pay it,
because the other business concerns will
be able to and will have to figure in all
their costs on their business.

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, from what
the gentleman said, he is merely trying
to treat this group the same as 1012(b),
as all other major mailers are being
treated?

Mr. PURCELL. Yes.

Mr. WHITE. He is trying to be fair
to all, but this parcel post is being tar-
geted for immediate payment, while the
other major users have till 1978.

Mr. PURCELL. That is true.

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman on the fine state-
ment he has made.

I support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. Chairman, the only universal par-
cel service which we have in this coun-
try is the U.S. mail, It is the only one
in our rural areas and in the small towns
by which we can lhave a parcel received.

What the amendment proposes to do is
to treat the fourth class exactly the
same as the other classes of mail, and to
make sure it pays its way, as we will
have the other classes do, and we do not
single out in the amendment just one
class of mail for special treatment. We
are voting for a universal parcel post
service for the people we represent if we
support the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr., WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman in the well. I
agree with him.

Mr. Chairman, I offer my support for
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr, Chairman, I hope the gentlemen
from the rural constituencies, whom I
opposed a little while ago, will notice I
am leading the fight for their rural con-
stituencies now.
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Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the language in the
committee passed by a very narrow mar-
gin, and I would like to set the record
straight at this point.

The Johnson amendment—and this
point was emphasized by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PurcerLL)—that the
committee version would impede the flex-
ibility needed for sound postal service,
because H.R. 17070 as now written singles
out fourth-class parcel post and requires
fixing of rates to cover what amounts to
between 96 percent and 104 percent of
fully allocated costs.

Fourth-class mail is the most price-
elastic of all the classes of mail. The
commitfee bill would perpetuate the
language now in the law that has made
fourth-class uncompetitive. The reason
our constituents do not receive better
service in the Post Office on parcel post
is because of the very language that is
in the bill.

Due to the problems the Post Office now
has in handling parcel post, they have
had a steady decrease both in the vol-
ume of mail and in the pieces and pounds
that they handle in fourth class. They
tend to concentrate what service they
provide in parcel post in low-revenue
high-cost areas, and they have to ask un-
realistic rate increases that do not make
them competitive.

What we really are trying to do with
this amendment is to give to the Post
Office the necessary management flexi-
bility to provide effective parcel post
service in a greater volume, and through
greater volume at a lesser cost. This is in
the interest of the consumers of the Post
Office Department across the country.

I support the amendment.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Since this matter of public service has
been brought to the attention of the
House, I would like to ask a member of
the committee a particular question.

As background material, section 1202,
subsection (e) of H.R. 17070 provides for
reduced rates of postage for publica-
tion matter described in former sec-
tion 4358. In 1967 we changed this sec-
tion from “4358. Postage rates within
county of publication.” to “4358. Rates
of postage; preferred.”

The Chairman will recall that under
certain conditions, such as “devoted to
promoting the science of agriculture”
and 70 percent furnished to “subscribers
residing in rural areas”, we included
agricultural magazines mailed for de-
livery in zones 1 and 2 under section
4358.

My gquestion is addressed either to the
gentleman from Montana (Mr. OLsEN),
or some other member of the committee.
Is it still the intent of this legislation
that agricultural magazines mailed for
delivery in zones 1 and 2 under condi-
tions prescribed in former section 4358
be considered preferred-rate publicaticns
for rate consideration?

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Montana.

Mr, OLSEN. Not under this bill as it
is written now.
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Mr. SCHERLE. Will the gentleman
from Montana repeat his answer for
legislative history?

Mr. Chairman, may we have order in
the Chamber, please?

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Iowa yield?

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I am
vielding to the gentleman from Mon-
tana, who is looking for the place in
the bill.

Mr. OLSEN. I should like to know what
page the gentleman is referring to.

Mr. SCHERLE, Page 263.

Mr. OLSEN. Page 253?

Mr, SCHERLE. Page 263.

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman from
Iowa has the floor and evidently is yield-
ing for a reply to a question. Does any
Member care to respond?

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I will yield to any
member of the committee who can an-
swer that question.

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman from Mon-
tana is the chairman of the Postal Rates
Subcommittee and is the real authority
in this field. I am a member of the sub-
committee.

My own answer to the question is that
the preferred rates the gentleman refers
to, for the small agricultural publica-
tions, are provided for in the bill to con-
tinue, but on page 266 it says that until
changed by law these preferred rates
probably will continue. Under the provi-
sions of the bill the Postal Rate Board
down the line someplace could make a
change and could remove this preferred
status. That would come to the Congress
for a veto. I would join the gentleman,
and I am sure the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. OLsen) would, in arranging
for a veto.

There is no intention in the bill to
change the category of preferred publi-
cations.

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN. The preferred category
remains, but earlier here this afternoon
it was stated 10 percent of the cost of
the Post Office Department would be
public service so that there would be a
guarantee that this kind of business
would be supported in a part of the pub-
lic service. There is no guarantee to that
except, as the gentleman from Arizona
says, the Congress could retain these
people in the preferred category. How-
ever, if the Congress fails to appropriate
money for this and other preferred cate-
gories, then the Post Office Department,
right now, the way we are reading it,
could increase the rates if the Congress
did not appropriate the money for this
preferred class. However, right now in
the law these people are still in there
in a preferred class.

Mr. SCHERLE. In other words, the
rate consideration will remain intact,
but as far as the rate board is concerned,
once this is established they will have
the legal right to change the rates just
as they would have in any other field.
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Among the proposals in the postal re-
form package is an inecrease in postal
rates for second-class mail of 48 per-
cent. While the goal of making the postal
services a viable self-supporting busi-
ness enterprise is theoretically a good
onz, such a massive rise in postal rates
would impose tremendous finanecial
hardship on the chief users of second-
class mail, the newspapers and maga-
zines. The extra burden would be es-
pecially onerous for rural newspapers
and farm magazines, which generally op-
erate on the smallest of profit margins.
Many would be forced to curtail service
to outlying subscribers or go out of busi-
ness entirely.

The rural press has historically per-
formed an important funetion by keep-
ing the farming community generally
well informed and in the mainstream of
the democratic process. It has served as
a vital channel of communication be-
tween the farmer and his essential
sources of new information in the sei-
entific world. Farm magazines have kept
the farmer abreast of new technological
advances in agriculture, thus making
him the most successful food producer
in the world. Cut off his supply of infor-
mation and you threaten his preemi-
nence in his vocation.

This possibility endangers not only
the farming profession but all those who
depend on it—and that means everyone.
Every citizen of this country, and eiti-
zens of many other nationalities the
world over, reap the benefits of the
American farmer’'s incredible technical
expertise. If we want him to continue in
the forefront of his profession, we can-
not impair the communications network
which has so ably assisted him to that
position.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. PICELE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Han-
LEY), & question relative to the present
law. As I understand it, from the begin-
ging of the parcel post system many
years ago the law stated that pareel post
rates would be using revenues that would
substantially cover the cost of providing
the service. If that is so and if the Post-
master General had been given the au-
thority to issue a certification that reve-
nues within 4 percent above or below the
cost of providing this parcel post opera-
tion would be used, then it seems to me
what we are asking in this bill is just to
keep in effect the law as we already
have it.

Mr. HANLEY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HANLEY. That is absolutely cor-
rect. We are asking for no more than a
continuation of the present law.

Mr, PICKLE. I could understand that
there could be some controversy, partic-
ularly in rural areas, as between com-
panies who deliver this type of mail.
There is considerable competition on
that point. But we are not talking about
that point here, as I understand it. We
are trying to decide will we continue the
provision that parcel post ought to pay
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its own way and we do not give favorit-
ism to one mode of transporting parcel
post as against another privately owned
f“tfm if they can operate at the same
evel.

Mr. HANLEY. The gentleman's inter-
pretation is exactly accurate. What we
are frying to do is maintain the status
quo and prevent any unfair competitive
advantage to the parcel pcst that would
jeopardize free enterprise. The United
Parcel Service has been singled out as
one that might benefit by this legisla-
tion. The fact of the matter is it is not
the beneficiary of it. It would be adver-
sely affected, as would the hundreds and
hundreds of other small trucking indus-
tries that operate in communities across
the Nation should the provision of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania prevail.
So you have singled out that one par-
ticular carrier, and it happens to be
there are probably in every metropolitan
area and rural area of the country pri-
vate small trucking firms that would be
adversely affected by the enactment of
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PICKLE. May I add this: I know
that there is competition between com-
panies in the delivery of parcel post
packages, and I know in matters appear-
ing before the Interstate Commerce
Commission there has been a decision
as to whether they will allow it to go to
United Parcel or some other type of serv-
ice giving that service. I can say to you
that I have looked with considerable
concern on this large organization skim-
ming off the cream of the best part of
this business.

We are not talking about that prob-
lem here; we are talking about keeping
parcel post at a level that the costs will
cover the revenues, and that is what you
are trying to achieve.

Mr. HANLEY. Exactly.

Mr, PICKLE. And you are trying to
carry out in this bill the present law.

Mr. HANLEY, Exactly.

Mr. PICKLE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment,

Section 1201(f) does not do the things
some have alleged here on the floor to-
day. Let me read section 4559 of title 39,
United States Code. It reads:

The Postmaster General shall not with-
draw from the general funds of the Treasury
any funds a.pproprlated to the Department
for any fiscal year, until he has certified in
wrltlng to the Secretary of the Treasury that,
No. 1, he has reason to believe that the reve-
nues from the rates on postage on fourth-
class mail (other than fourth-class mail for
which the rates are prescribed by sections
4422 4554, and 4651 to 4654 inclusive, of this
title) will not be greater than the cost
thereof by more than 4 percent and will not
be less than the cost thereof by more than
4 percent; or he has filed with the Inter-
state Commerce Commission a request for
the establishment of reformation of rates or
other conditions on mallability, or both, in
accordance with section 4558 of this title,
with the objective that the revenues on such
fourth-class mail will not be greater than the
costs thereof hy more than 4 percent or not
less than the cost thereof by more than 4
percent.

That is the law today. We are trying
to let parcel post pay its way.
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I ask for the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
author of the amendment a question
about how he intends to compute the
recovery rate of 96 percent for parcel
post. It is my understanding that the
factor of the real estate value, the build-
ings invelved in handling parcel post,
would have to be included as costs to
recover the 96 percent; is that correct?

Mr. HANLEY. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. JoruNson) is the au-
thor of the amendment. I will be de-
lighted to answer the question.

Mr. WAGGONNER, Anyone who wants
to try to answer the question will be
satisfactory with me,

Mr. HANLEY. The cost is recovered
through the institutional costs.

Mr. WAGGONNER. That means that
all real estate involved in handling par-
cel post, the value of that real estate,
will be a factor in the recovery cost. We
are not just trying to recover the cost of
actually handling the parcel post. We are
trying to recover as well the cost of the
buildings which are utilized in handling
the parcel post.

Mr. HANLEY. All costs. If I might add
that on that score it is interesting to
know that in the original bill sponsored
by the gentleman from Arizona there
was included a more restrictive measure
than is presently contained, for in the
language of that bill was contained a
provision for the recovery of an imputed
charge for Federal, State, and local taxes.
That was contained in the original bill.
That is not contained in the language
under consideration.

Mr., WAGGONNER. Of course, we do
not pay Federal, State, or local taxes on
federally owned property. The taxes the
gentleman refers to would only be those
taxes where we have a leased building,
but not for federally owned buildings
that are utilized in handling parcel post.

Mr. HANLEY. I described it as an im-
puted charge.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr, PURCELL. In an attempt to an-
swer the question the gentleman has
asked, I would say that the item you have
referred to will be computed in the cost
of parcel post and all other classes of
mail when the postal service becomes
fully self-sustaining and operative.

The point of the amendment by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania—a point
that I support and others support—is to
not pick out parcel post now to be han-
dled differently than other classes of
mail.

Mr. WAGGONNER. That is exactly
my point. I do not see why we apply these
guidelines and these stringent rules to
parcel post now and to other classes of
mail later, It seems to me unfair in the
instance of parcel post to do this.

Mr. PURCELL. The only thing to be
accomplished by not having this amend-
ment become law would be to force the
public to look to these independent car-
riers to earry their parcels. Many of those
carriers are efficient, but they do not
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cover all of the counfry. You would put
parcel post at a deliberate disadvantage
at this time if this amendment should
fail.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. DERWINSKI. May I reemphasize
that point.

The real effect of the language of the
bill, unless we accept this pending
amendment, is that when we take note
of the constantly diminishing volume of
parcel post and keep in mind the rela-
tionship the volume of each class of
mail must bear to the demonstrably
related costs within the postal service,
the effect of retaining the committee lan-
guage is to force higher rates on first-,
second-, and third-class mail as fourth-
class mail fails to draw the necessary
volume to meet its share of the use of
the facilities.

This amendment would give the nec-
essary flexibility to provide rates by
which through volume fourth-class mail
would not only be provided service but
would be bearing a very effective share
of its relationship to the overall costs.

There is no reason to single out fourth-
class mail for specific restrictions from
which first-, second-, and third-class
mail in this bill are excluded.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. McCLURE. It perhaps might be
helpful to have some figures furnished
to the Committee dealing with fourth-
class parcel post under the general zone
rate.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Will the gentle-
man cite the source of those figures?

Mr. McCLURE, These are from the
Post Office Department, Bureau of Fi-
nance and Administration. They show
revenues of $704.2 million of which $442.7
million have been assigned to the de-
monstrably related costs and $281.5 mil-
lion are their contribution to institu-
tional costs.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr, McCLURE. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I just want to complete
the statement on these cost figures so
that the Recorp might be complete.

Of the $704.2 million—that was the
revenue—the total cost, the fully allo-
cated cost, of providing that service dur-
ing the last fiscal year was $808.6 mil-
lion. The cost recovery therefore was
about 87 percent of the total cost of pro-
viding these services.

That is the reason why under existing
law there is some adjustment of parcel
post rates now being made to get that up
to at least 96 percent—under the man-
date of existing law.

The committee language in effect
merely continues the law which is in ef-
fect now and the amendment would
change the law which is in effect.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr, JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. I
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would like to reply to the gentleman from
Louisiana who posed the question to me.

As I understand the present law, I un-
derstand that fourth-class mail must
meet its costs. The word “costs™ is not de-
fined in the statutes. Therefore, it is
operating costs.

Under this bill, the ratemakers must
first of all provide for the demonstrably
related costs, and they are defined as
operating expenses, debt service, depre-
ciation and reasonable allowance for con-
tinuancies.

But this amendment that we are talk-
ing of, that we are trying to strike out,
went even further so far as fourth-class
mail is concerned and says in addition to
all these other cost factors, they must
bear the portion of other costs that are
applicable. That is what is unreasonable
about it. Fourth-class mail is singled out.
I am speaking now for the rural people in
my district who are fortunate to have the
ability to send parcels out every day and
get them back, and for the rural carrier
to tell them tomorrow what it cost them
to mail those packages out. I say that if
this goes through, we will start losing our
fourth-class mail in rural districts, and
the people of my district are among those
who will suffer. I am in favor of striking
this out and will stand up to the rate-
makers. Let them say what is fair for
parcel post in rural districts.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. JOHNSON).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAGGERS: Page
244, strike out line 4 and all that follows
down through page 245, line 2.

Page 245, line 3, strike out “(b)"
insert in lieu thereof *(a)".

Page 245, line 6, strike out “malil” and
insert in lieu thereof *'persons, property, or
mail”.

Page 245, strike out line 21 and all that
follows down through page 246, line 23.

Page 246, line 24, strike out “(d)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(b)".

(Mr. STAGGERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, be-
fore 1938 there occurred in this land a
great to-do about corruption, eronyism,
bribes, and what-have-you, connected
with the airlines. At that time the Post-
master General had the authority that
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service is seeking to get again in order
to bring back the same conditions—to
negotiate contracts with the airlines
without letting the proposals out for bid
so the people of the country will know
what is going on. The business will be
carried on behind closed doors again.
There will be contracts let “under the
table,” and money transferred in differ-
ent ways. This should not be permitted.

The then chairman of Post Office Com-
mittee, Mr. Mead of New York, said at
that time that this practice should stop.
He appeared before the proper commit-
tee and said we should have unified con-
trol and administration of these rates.
The then Postmaster General, James

and
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Farley, appeared before the committee
and said that this kind of thing should
stop in America.

Now it is proposed that we go back-
ward, and we would do so if we should
leave this provision in the committee bill.
We would go backward to those days
when these practices were happening.

In the hearings Chairman DULSKI
himself asked the Postmaster General if
it would be all right to go back to the
original law and take this provision out
of the bill. By his intimation, he wanted
to do that, and let the proper committee
that had jurisdiction take hold of it. The
Postmaster General did not answer one
way or the other. It seemed to me like
he sort of evaded the issue. The ranking
member of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee made the same
suggestion.

I would take the time to read that
testimony but I shall not do so because
it is in the record. The Postmaster Gen-
eral again refused to make any comment
on it. The Postmaster General never
came to our committee. It was suggested
to him that he come to our committee
and present what was needed and we
would consider his proposals. I have al-
ways said that we would consider them.

The supplemental airlines of America
are doing a good job today. But before
the act of 1963 this was not true.

Our committee held hearings and we
said that only those that were safe were
allowed to run, and only under certain
conditions which we laid down.

As a result, some of the supplementals
were not able to meet the conditions.
The others were, and are doing a good
Jjob.

I am not saying they should not be
allowed to carry the mails. I say the
proper committee should make that deci-
sion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
in the well be allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, as I said yes-
terday, I do not mind small extensions
of time.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from West Virginia be allowed to pro-
ceed for 3 additional minutes.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I have
no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
West Virginia is recognized for three
additional minutes.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
compliment the gentleman from West
Virginia on the position he has taken.

The Subcommittee on Military Opera-
tions held extensive hearings on this
same subject matter. I agree whole-
heartedly with the gentleman, and if I
could be recognized some time between
now and midnight, I would like to speak
on this in favor of the gentleman’s
position,
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Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from California.

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

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

Mr. GRAY, Mr, Chairman, I compli-
ment the distinguished chairman of the
House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce for his amendment.

I would like to say I, too, have been
waiting here for a long time trying to
get some time to talk about the com-
mittee usurping the prerogatives of other
House committees.

I want to ask the gentleman from West
Virginia one question. Was the gentle-
man called before the House Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service and
asked to express his views concerning the
taking away of this jurisdiction of his
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce?

Mr. STAGGERS. I was not.

Mr. GRAY. I can say that neither was
any member of the House Committee on
Public Works. We have seen 21 commit-
tee amendments adopted here today,
with 15 more pending, and we have seen
the exclusion of 400 other Members of
the House who also feel that Members’
rights ought to be protected.

Mr, Chairman, I commend the gentle-
man for offering his amendment, and I
support it.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say the Post Office has problems too in
giving service in some areas. For in-
stance, in Montana there are not sched-
uled lines that would move the mail
around in Montana, and there is not
rapid service fransporation, so the air
taxi is the service they are using, and they
put it out for bid. In any event we are
getting service that way now. Would
that service be eliminated by the gentle-
man’s proposal?

Mr. STAGGERS,. Not at all.

Mr. OLSEN. The only other item I
have in mind is that we get service on a
space available. The Post Office is hav-
ing to pay 19 cents a ton-mile while
other users of the same service on a
space available basis only pay 9 cents a
mile. Is the committee of the gentleman
prepared to have hearings on such a sub-
ject as that and given the Post Office De-
partment some kind of equal treatment?

Mr. STAGGERS. Certainly we would.
I would like to say that according to
actual airline receipts per ton-mile by
type of transportation the airlines realize
the following revenues:

|In cents per ton-mile]
Passengers
Express
Priority mail
Frelght
Nonpriority mail

Thus, even under CAB fixed rates, air-
lines get less for transporting nonprior-
ity mail than they do for transporting
mail.

Mr. STAGGERS. In closing I should
like to ask the gentleman from Montana
ibrmhe will support my position on this

il112
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Mr. OLSEN., I support your position.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man,

I should like to make a statement be-
fore I close,

Our committee has had hearings on
a similar bill to this. When we found
out the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service was in the business, we
stopped. If they go ahead and pass this,
we will have hearings and will bring it
to this floor and ask the House to pass it,
in the interest of the public service of
America. We should provide equality for
the passengers and the cargo that is
carried over these lines. We have these
airlines for people, too, we must remem-
ber, and we are concerned with their
safety.

The Post Office Department has no
safety department. The CAB does. If they
are interfered with they cannot have
equality.

We try to make it equal to run these
airlines for the safety of the people of
America and also to give service to the
mails.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. We are holding hear-
ings and did hold hearings on H.R.
16789, which was to set up a tariff
system.

The present law reguires that the air-
lines carry people and property, that they
provide for the national defense, and
that they provide for the postal services.
At the present time the Postmaster can
demand that any certified airline carry
mail to any point on its route. He has
a whole series of hours they can fly.

If we put this provision in we are going
to see contracts with the supplementals,
as the chairman mentioned, between
New York and Chicago, and between Chi-
cago and Los Angeles, and then he will
have to come in with a bill that will say,
“You are going to unhinge the postal
service entirely from the airlines, because
the airlines are required under Civil
Aeronautics Board regulation to make a
profit or to break even.” They cannot
break even carrying four or five or 10
letters to a small town, so they will have
to stop.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE
FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
STAGGERS

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
substitute amendment for the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoNTE as a
substitute for the amendment offered by
Mr. STAGGERS: On page 229, at line 11, delete
chapter 8 and everything thereafter through
line 10, at page 248, and substitute therefor
the following chapter 8:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Postal Service is authorized to pur-
chase, by contract or otherwise, the trans-
portation of mail by rail, highway, air, water
or any combination of these modes at the
lowest practicable cost consistent with the
best possible service, and any person from
whom such transportation services are pur-
chased is authorized to provide such serv-
ices.”
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Mr. BURTON of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield fo my
friend from Utah.

Mr. BURTON of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr, Chairman, it has long been obvious
that there is a pressing need for genuine
postal reform legislation. I support such
efforts.

However, I am deeply concerned over
one major aspect of the bill now before
us.
One of the fundamental prineiples
upon which this Nation was founded was
that of the basic rights of indivicuals.

In this Nation, we have always stressed
the rights of citizens. We have the Bill
of Rights, the right to vote, the right
of a free choice, moral rights, civil rights.
Always the word “right” is used. It has
become an integral part of our heritage.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss
another one of our “rights” here today—
the right to work for one’s own Govern-
ment without having to pay dues to a
private organization.

The Post Office is a public service. It is
now, and will be under this bill, financed
in part by taxes. I do not believe that it
ought to be subject, directly or indirectly,
to rule of labor unions.

The right of a citizen to work for his
own Government approaches an absolute
right. It should not—it cannot—be con-
ditioned upon payment of union dues.

It is this question that has delayed
this legislation for so long. If the right
of the postal employee “without fear of
penalty or reprisal, to form, join, and
assist a labor organization or to refrain
from such activity” had been incorpo-
rated in this bill originally, the measure
would probably have become law by now.

Only the desire for compulsory union-
ism of the 750,000 postal workers has
blocked passage of this legislation.

If this bill were to deny the right of
the postal workers to join a union, it
would also be wrong, and an amendment
would be in order. Therefore it is equally
just for us to retain the amendment to
the bill to protect the right of the postal
worker not to join a union.

In my mind, there can be no doubt
that the amendment of this bill to pre-
serve the right of freedom of choice by
the postal worker is in the best interest
of responsible unionism.

A responsible union will attract new
members, An unresponsive or misman-
aged union does not deserve our help
to increase membership. A responsible
union does not need that assistance.

The concept of a union shop in public
employment has been repudiated by
President Kennedy, by President John-
son, and by President Nixon. The right
of a postal worker to not be forced to
join a union was protected by an Execu-
tive order issued by President Kennedy
in 1962. It was supported at the time by
Arthur Goldberg, then Secretary of La-
bor, who once told a labor convention,
and I quote:

I know you will agree with me that the

union shop and the closed shop are inappro-
priate to the federal government.

This right to refrain from union mem-
bership was preserved for postal em-
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ployees through the Johnson adminis-
tration and was endorsed by the Re-
publican Party in its 1968 platform,

Now, in this legislation, we are forced
to answer some basic questions—ques-
tions of basic rights, Shall the support
of union leaders for compulsory union-
ism take precedent—through action of
Congress—over the rights of the work-
ers? Should the postal worker be the
first in a chain of Federal employees to
feel the sting of compulsion?

Let us not be fooled. If this measure
is passed without protection of the free-
dom of choice of the postal workers, other
Federal employees will then be in line for
similar treatment. And after that, State,
county, and local public employees will
lose their right to voluntary unionism.

This has been made quite clear, in
editorials in the AFL-CIO News, and in
the words of George Meany, who said be-
fore the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee that:

We in the APL-CIO hope to be back before
this committee in the very near future, urg-
ing adoption of a measure that will insure
genuine collective bargaining for all aspects
of employment for all civilian workers of the
government. We think this bill is only a be-
ginning.

Mr Meany's goal is plain. He is not
one to mince words.

This postal bill already does more for
unions in the Government than any leg-
islation until now. It officially recognizes
unions as spokesmen for their members;
it sets up a system for dealing with
wages, working conditions, and griev-
ances. Since it permits completely volun-
tary unionism, the section which permits
compulsory unionism is neither needed
nor good business.

I would like to add a comment which
appeared in a newspaper in my home
State of Utah. In the Deseret News, an
afternoon newspaper in Salt Lake City,
it states:

As the House Post Office Committee opens
hearings this week on President Nixon's plan
to set up a new U.S. Postal Service, it needs
to keep in mind that the cure must be bet-
ter than the disease. That the Post Office
Department is long overdue for reform is well
documented.

Letters mailed to an address fewer than
100 steps away take days to deliver; news-
papers and magazines too often arrive days
and even weeks after publication date; pack-
ages are often bruised and broken. . .

One area of postal reform which has
aroused considerable concern is the drive to
deny postal workers protection against com-
pulsory unionism. Postmaster General Win-
ton Blount raised a storm of criticism last
year when he suggested that the originally-
proposed postal corporation be unionized.
And he has declared that one of the four
essentials for true postal reform is collective
bargalning between postal management and
employes to determine wages.

Mr. Chairman, the Deseret News edi-
torial then goes on to state:

Certainly the Post Office Department must
he removed from politics If it is to allow for
continuity of management. And it must
drastically update its method of mail dis-
tribution by better methods and modern
machinery. But no one has yet proved that
taking away a government workers' right to
either join a union or refrain without co-
ercion will improve his efficiency or make the
Post Office Department run smoother.
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My mail is heavy on this issue. People
are concerned. And they have every right
to be.

The union shop—compulsory union-
ism—should not be negotiable for public
employees. No worker should be forced to
pay dues to any association in order to
work for his government.

Mr. Chairman, may I summarize my
feelings on this amendment.

Under the present law—a bipartisan
policy which prevailed under Presidents
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon—Federal
employees have the right to join or re-
frain from joining a union without any
fear of penalty. Without the Henderson
amendment, postal administration of-
ficials and union leaders can negotiate
contracts which would include compul-
sory unionization of postal workers.

The proposed amendment, which I
urge that we retain, would merely retain
the status gquo—permit retention of the
freedom of choice of postal workers with
regard to union membership. I urge all
of you to give sincere consideration to
the justice of this amendment.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, when
Larry O'Brien appeared before our com-
mittee in 1967, Chairman STEEp asked
him the following question:

Mr. SteEp. General . . . would this be a
fair summary: that at the present time, as
the manager of the Post Office Department,
you have no control over your workload, you
have no control over the rates of revenue, you
have no control over the pay rates of the em-
ployees that you employ, you have very little
control over the conditions of the services of
these employees, you have virtually no con-
trol, by the nature of it, of your physical fa-
cilities, and you have only a limited control,
at best, over the transportation facilities that
you are compelled to use—all of which adds
up to a staggering amount of “no control” in
terms of the duties you have to perform. . . .

Mr, O'BrIEN. Mr. Chairman, I would have to
generally agree with your premise .+ . tThat
is a staggering list of "no control.” I don't
know |[whether| it has ever been put that
succinctly to me. If it had been at an appro-
priate time, perhaps I wouldn't be sitting
here.

After reading the transportation sec-
tion of H.R. 17070, I do not think we will
be improving the area of “no control” of
the Postmaster General at all in the area
of transportation. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission will still be setting
the rates the Post Office has to pay for
rail and truck transportation. The Civil
Aeronautics Board will still be setting
rates for air transportation. As a matter
of fact, the Civil Aeronautics Board will
be called upon to disapprove air trans-
portation rates which would, in the terms
of the bill, conflict with the orderly de-
velopment of air transportation.

H.R. 17070 incorporates by reference
practically all of the entire Civil Aero-
nautics Code and the regulations under
it—sections 1301 to 1542 of title 49, as
appears at line 14 of page 243 as section
856. That section of the bill would ham-
string the Postmaster General and would
prevent him from negotiating, and pri-
vate shippers too, for air transportation
at the lowest cost.

We have recently passed legislation
which gave the airlines millions in new
user charges. The Post Office should not
serve as a means of financing the air-
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lines. And certainly we ought not to be
including higher transportation costs in-
to H.R. 17070 in the name of postal re-
form.

The public interest, the taxpayers’ in-
terest, and better mail service will best
be served by cutting postal transporta-
tion costs, by not hamstringing the Post-
master General and subjecting him to
ICC and CAB jurisdietion.

I propose a very simple amendment
which, in my judgment, will accomplish
postal reform in transportation, save the
taxpayers money, and help the post office
operate efficiently. That amendment sim-
ply deletes the entire transportation sec-
tion which begins on page 229 at line 11
and ends at line 10 on page 248 and sub-
stitutes therefor the following:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Postal Service is authorized to pur-
chase, by contract or otherwise, the trans-
portation of mail by rail, highway, air, water
or any combination of these modes at the
lowest practicable cost consistent with the
best possible service, and any person from
whom such transportation services are pur-
chased is authorized to provide such services.

Now, what can be wrong with such a
simple, logical, economical, feasible ap-
proach in the interest of the taxpayers of
the United States?

A vote for this amendment is a vote
for better postal service and economy. To
vote against this amendment is a vote for
postal transportation at higher prices.
We are asking the Postmaster General
to operate the Post Office economically,
but when we include page after page of
special interest transportation language
which ties his hands and does not give
him the control Larry O'Brien said he
needed when he appeared before our
Committee, we are defeating the purpose
of postal reform. '

I urge adoption of the substitute
amendment.

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

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

Mr. ADAMS. In answer to your ques-
tion, you have put your finger on pre-
cisely what the problem is and why we
of the Interstate Commerce Committee
are here debating the point. )

You have a series of regulated mdus\
tries. In these regulated industries the
postmaster is the shipper like anybody
else and should be treated accordingly.
If you put him in a special category of
being able to contract, you will have him
on a different basis than any other ship-
per in the Nation. We ship now by having
tarifis for each regulated carrier. You
go in and the regulatory agency sets the
tariffs in the public interest; then the
shipper buys it and he gets his trans-
portation, and it is all over. The post-
master now receives this treatment plus

\ha.ving a series of special prerogatives. /

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman has expired.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support Chairman STAGGERS’
amendment to delete sections 853 (a)
and (¢) regarding the air transportation
of mail from the postal reform legisla-
tion, This section is the cause of much
concern to members of the House Inter-
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state and Foreign Commerce Committee.
It should also be cause for concern to all
Members of Congress, Each of us has a
vital stake in the fostering and develop-
ment of a sound, viable, dynamie, air
transport system—one responsible to the
needs of our constituents and the overall
public interest. The scheduled airlines
represent ~ne of our most important
public utilities. It must be protected.

Responsibility for fostering and de-
veloping a sound air transport system
rests solely with the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, and since
the passage of the Civil Aeronautics Act
of 1938, the Nation’s air transport system
has served this country in outstanding
fashion under the regulatory system de-
vised by the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee. This Nation’s
scheduled airlines have made remarkable
strides and progress. We are most de-
pendent upon this system. We must con-
tinue to foster its development.

Today, via the recommendations of a
committee which does not have primary
responsibility for protecting the economic
stability of the scheduled airlines, legis-
lation has been proposed which—if per-
mitted to pass—could jeopardize an air
transport system which has been care-
fully developed to serve the needs of this
couniry.

Simply put, the Postmaster General
desires to have the broad authority to
contract with scheduled and nonsched-
uled carriers for the carriage of mail—
at rates lower than those established for
good and sufficient reason by the Civil
Aeronautics Board.

The Civil Aeronautics Board, since
1938, was directed and empowered to fix
fair and reasonable rates of competition
for the transportation of mail by air car-
riers. This regulatory rate system was
enacted because of the rate wars which
were rampant in the late thirties when
the Post Office Department had the au-
thority to award airmail contracts to the
lowest bidder. Chaos resulted. Cutthroat
competition was the order of the day.
The net result was that the economic
stability and health of the Nation’s air
transport system was drastically im-
paired. If the pending legislation is
passed by this Congress, authorizing the
Postmaster General to contract for mail
transportation by air, I can assure you
that this will ultimately lead to a re-
sumption of the cutthroat competition
which this Congress found detrimental
to the air transport system and the pub-
lic interest in 1938. There is absolutely
no question that the rate aspects of sec-
tions 853 (a) and (¢) contain the seeds
for the introduction, once again, of un-
economic conditions into the air trans-
portation industry—an industry which
already faces great economic difficulties.

Congress has been down this road be-
fore. The Postmaster General, once
again, seeks the contract authority he
once had with the scheduled airlines. The
Postmaster General, once again, seeks to
exert substantial economic control over
the airlines. This should not be per-
mitted to happen. This is a disastrous
path to take,

If the air earriers are forced into a
competitive contract situation, earriers
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will be under extreme pressure in order
to get this needed business, to price its
mail service at less than full cost in order
to underbid competitors. In doing so de-
creased mail revenue will mean increased
cost to other classes of traffic in order to
recoup revenue losses. Under the regula-
tory system inaugurated by the House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, the Civil Aeronautics Board has
jurisdiction over all classes of traffic and
has the responsibility of maintaining a
balanced revenue system with regard to
passengers, freight, and mail. The Post
Office Department, by law, does not have
this responsibility nor will it under the
proposed postal reform legislation. It only
seeks the authority to find a way to cut
costs of the transportation of mail by
air—regardless of the outcome to the air
transportation system.

If the Post Office Department is par-
ticularly desirous of seeking change re-
garding the air transportation of mail
then such change must be sought
through the advice and counsel of the
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee so ably guided by Chairman
StaceErs. Legislation which plants the
seeds for further uneconomic conditions
in the air transport industry and which
could have far-reaching ramifications
must not be permitted to pass without
having been reviewed in depth by the
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee. The House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee has done a re-
markable job in this massive postal re-
form bill. However, reform of the overall
air transport system is not the main
thrust of the bill, nor is it a necessity. If
there is a need to change the Federal
Aviation Act, then the House Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee
stands ready to change the Federal Avia-
tion Act to meet those needs. The Federal
Aviation Act and its well designed regula-
tory procedures is designed to stabilize
the air transport system; any legislation
which would go outside this system,
usurping the Civil Aeronautics Board’s
authority or the authority of the House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee would do just the opposite.

Mr. CONTE. If the gentleman will
yield, is it not also true that if the
passenger fares charged are too low, and
do not carry their fair share of the load,
then the mail users are being taxed
for it?

Mr. SPRINGER. That is not true. They
have always set the rates for passengers
at a compensatory rate. They have al-
ways set the mail rates the same.

Mr. CONTE. Your airmail, or the users
of the air?

Mr. SPRINGER. That is correct; they
have had control, they have had the
right to set the rates for both, but if you
take either one of them away from them
then they have to put it on the other one.
That is exactly the way it works. It is
mandatory, it is in the law, they have
to do it. That is the reason they have
to have control of the mail rates, they
had to be sure the mail was earried at
a rate that is commensurate with break-
ing even.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
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gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StacceErs), and in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE).

Mr. Chairman, I think that a bit of
understanding on ratemaking, on the
ratemaking structure, and what these
two amendments do would be helpful
here.

I rise in support of the amendment
offered by my friend and chairman, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
STAGGERS), and I rise in vigorous opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by my
good friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr, CONTE).

You know, we have worked a long time
to build up a structure of sound regula-
tory agencies in this country which
would assure that all persons, Govern-
ment, corporate users, passengers, and
other system of transportation, be
treated fairly and be treated alike.

/ Our Committee on Interstate and For-*
/eign Commerce has worked for years to
assure that this system be as fair as pos-
sible, and to see to it that nowhere in
the regulatory structure is there a place
where an economic giant ecan come in
and can destroy the rate structure and
force rates down for his own benefit to
the detriment and hazard of other users
and to the detriment and destruction of
\ the carriers. /
. The committee bill is very simple on
these points. It says to the giant U.S.
Post Office, one of the largest if not the
largest shipper in the country, will be
able, henceforth, to go in and use its
bargaining power and the enormous lev-
erage of the U.S. mail to force carriage
and the cost of carriage of airmail down.

The Conte amendment is even a little
broader. It says you can take the U.S.
mail, if you are the Postmaster Gen-
eral, and use the terrifying bargaining
power the mail contracts afford you to
force down rates on all carriers for the
carriage of the U.S. mail in your dealing
with all carriers, via air, water, and land.
That is very simply what it says.

What happens under the committee
bill is that the carriers will not be hurt,
because you have the regulatory struc-
ture which is going to take up the slack
and raise other rates to keep up their
profits. Under the CAB law the regula-
tory structure has got to come in and
to make the other kinds and other users,
passengers, freight shippers and other
users pick up the slack and pay the ad-
ditional cost.

So if the committee bill goes through,
you can be sure that the third-class
mailers, and the Postmaster General,
and the first-class mailers are going to
get a break. :

But you can be absolutely certain that
the passengers, the freight shippers, and
other users of the airlines are going to
get it right squarely in the neck, and be
compelled to pay for mail shipment
preference extorted by the Postmaster
General on behalf of the mail users
through the mail contracts.

If the Conte amendment goes through,
you can be sure the users of any of our
transportation systems including the
airlines, water carriers, railroads, truck
and business, are going to get it in the
neck; and the U.S. Government is going
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to go in and seek preferential rates at
their expense.

If you want to look at a bad system,
look at section 22 preferences which are
extended by the railroads to the Gov-
ernment in a similar situation. You will
find it affords a widely used opportunity
for rate preferences, for beating down
the rates, and for getting highly prefer-
ential treatment for the Federal Govern-
ment at the expense of other users.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I now yield to the gen-
tleman; the gentleman wants to defend
the committee bill and I think he ought
to be afforded the opportunity. It is a
bad bill but he should be given a chance
to defend it.

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman does not
want to leave the impression that some
giant airline can come in and offer a
cut rate without any control by anyone.

Mr. DINGELL. No, I said the Post-
master General could come in and start
dickering between the airlines to get the
best possible situation—and he would
get it.

But the transportation users would get
it in the neck unless the Staggers
amendment is adopted.

I yield further to my colleague.

Mr. UDALL. Would the gentleman not
agree that in the bill at page 244 every
one of these negotiated contracts would
have to go to the CAB and be disapproved
if not in the public interest.

Mr. DINGELL. In a most remarkable
fashion. These are not approved or con-
sidered in the standard fashion. These
are simply given to the CAB after the
deal is cut. Then the CAB gets a 90-day
look at them to see whether or not they
are in the public interest.

The CAB is a tremendously overworked
institution. It does not have the time to
handle these things on an ad hoc or
case-after-case basis. It has an orderly
procedure for assuring that the public
interest is considered and the safety of
the airline facility is fully provided for
and to assure that rates for all classes of
users are set at a fair and proper level
under the law.

The commitiee bill would expressly
negate this requirement of the law with
regard to the CAB and would return to
the highly obnoxious situation that per-
tained in the airline industry when we
used to allow the Postmaster General the
same power to extort, and I use the word
advisedly—to extort highly preferential
and extremely unfair rates on behalf of
the Postmaster General and the Post
Office to the detriment of other airline
users,

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee,

Mr. BLANTON. Would it not in fact
if we do not adopt this amendment allow
the Postmaster General not only to cre-
ate new airlines and completely avoid
CAB control but also allow him to create
new trucklines and rail routes?

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot be as diplomatic as the gentle-
man who just addressed the House. But
this is really an ambush of the bill. With
all due respects to the gentlemen on the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, I wish they would approach this
with a bit more objectivity than merely
maintaining committee jurisdiction. We
are not processing postal reform to ir-
ritate the members of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee. We are
processing postal reform in the interest
of all the citizens of the country.

I would suggest that the gentleman
from Michigan who just spoke in effect
gave us the answer by which we should
defeat the Staggers amendment. In an-
swer to the gentleman from Arizona, he
pointed out the reason that the 90-day
provision would not be satisfactory is
that the CAB had such a tremendous
overload but, we were told, for the last
30 years this committee has looked after
the CAB and protected them.

What sort of job have you done? You
have created a bureaucracy that could
not function within the 90 days we en-
vision under the bill. So I would suggest
that the Members of the committee
straighten out the CAB so they can pro-
vide service and then properly serve the
postal service.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MOSS. I would observe that the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce has done at least a better
job than has the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service. We are not here
asking for a total reorganizaion of the
area under our jurisdiction.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The reason for that
is that the gentlemar. has no intention
of giving up any jurisdiction. I realize
our committee has been at a great dis-
advantage in not having the gentleman
serve with us, but we have been trying
to overcome that.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MOSS. I served 4 years upon the
committee upon which the gentleman
serves, I believe with some degree of
distinction. I know the problems the
committee has. But I also know that
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, one of the great com-
mittees of this House, does not have to
apologize to the gentleman nor to any
other Member of this body for the leg-
islative record he has achieved or the
oversight in his exercise.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Let me emphasize
that I have the highest regard for your
committee, I was merely quoting a state-
ment that pointed out that the CAB
was not in a position to effectively work
within the 80-day period that our bill
would provide.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. 1 yield to the Chair-
man of the committee.

Mr, STAGGERS. In my presentation
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I do not believe I spoke too much about
committee jurisdiction. I spoke primar-
ily about the public interest of this Na-
tion. That is what I wish to emphasize.
It would cut out something we have
done. Let us rescind the language in the
bill for the safety of the men and wom-
en who will fly on the airlines,

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, the
language of the bill is that—

Each such contract shall be filed with the
Civil Aeronautics Board for approval and
shall become effective unless the Board,
within 90 days after filing, disapproves the
contract upon a finding that it is not con-
slstent with the public interest.

If the term “consistent with the pub-
lic interest,” as provided by the law is
not sufficient, the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee can amend it. We
do not know exactly what the term
“public interest” means, but we are will-
ing for the contracts to be disapproved
if they are not consistent with the pub-
lic interest. We do not know what else
we could do with this provision.

Mr. Chairman, in order to make legis-
lative history I would point out that sec-
tion 853(a) of the new title 39 contained
in H.R. 17070 would authorize the Postal
Service to contract with certificated air
carriers for air transportation of mail
between points between which the car-
rier is authorized by the CAB to engage
in air transportation. This provision
holds the promise of important flexi-
bility in mail transportation and would
contribute significantly to overall econ-
omies in postal service. Section 853(a)
would require that each such contract
be filed with the CAB for approval and
that such contracts would become effec-
tive unless the Board, within 90 days
after filing, disapproves the contract
upon a finding that “it is not consistent
with the public interest as provided by
section 1302 of title 49 of the United
States Code.”

The standards thus prescribed for CAB
disapproval are not as clear as they
might be. Accordingly, it is important
that the legislative history of this sig-
nificant provision include eclarification
of just what we have in mind as criteria
for the Board to follow in reviewing
such contracts.

Section 1302 of title 49 sets forth very
general guidelines for the Civil Aero-
nautics Board to follow in the exercise
and performance of all its various powers
and duties. Section 1302 refers to the
“encouragement and development of an
air-transportation system  properly
adapted to the needs of the United
States,” to the regulation of air trans-
portation so as to “foster sound economic
conditions” and “to improve the relations
between air carriers,” to “the promo-
tion of air carrier service without unjust
discriminations or undue preferences,”
to “the promotion, encouragement, and
development of civil aeronautics,” and
so forth. Many of these guidelines—
which as I have already noted, apply to
all the various functions that the Board
performs—will obviously have only mar-
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ginal significance when it comes time for
the Board to determine whether particu-
lar contracts for the air transportation
of mail under 39 U.S.C. 853(a), as con-
tained in H.R. 17070, should be disap-
proved. The primary focus of the Civil
Aeronautics Board's inquiry should be
on the qguestion whether contracts en-
tered into pursuant to section 853(a)
are compensatory to the carrier, It is im-
portant that the Board be empowered to
veto noncompensatory contracts be-
cause this power will permit the Board
to insure that air carriers do not make
contracts at prices below their out-of-
pocket costs. Such contracts could re-
sult in losses on mail business indirectly
resulting in charges against passenger
and freight traffic, and that would be
manifestly improper.

The Civil Aeronautics Board, in testi-
fying on the postal reorganization bill,
expressed concern over the possibility
that cutthroat competition among air
carriers might result from a provision
authorizing the Postal Service to con-
tract with such carriers, with the result
that mail costs might be shifted to other
classes of traffic. Under H.R. 17070, the
CAB would have jurisdiction to prevent
such below-cost contracts; and that is
the purpose for which the authority
vested in the Board by § 853(a) should
be exercised.

As I have said, section 853(a) holds the
promise of significant contributions to
improvements in mail service, conjoined
with overall economies in mail service.
It is not intended that contracts freely
entered into between air carriers and
the postal service under this section
should be overturned by the CAB on the
basis of some vague apprehension that
such contracts might not “preserve the
inherent advantages” of air transporta-
tion, or might not be conducive to “the
promotion of civil aeronautics,” or
might not otherwise jibe with some gen-
eral preconception of the Board. Rather,
we would expect Board disapproval only
if it is clearly and definitely shown that
a specific contract would be noncom-
pensatory to the air carrier or demon-
strably inconsistent with the publie in-
terest in some other definite and objec-
tively provable respect. In short, we
would expect CAB disapprovals of these
contracts to be extremely rare. The
basic decision to enter into these con-
tracts is that of the air carrier and the
postal service—not that of the CAB—
and I make these remarks to be sure
that the “legislative history’” makes this
clear to all.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I wish to reem-
phasize that we do not wish to invade
the jurisdiction of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, but
merely to provide “postal reform.”

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman and my distinguished
colleagues, I like this combination of
“Dingell to Derwinski to Dulski.” I do
not know how it will turn out.

After hearing some of this debate, I
feel rather like a usurper, that our com-
mittee is trying to usurp some other com-
mittee’s job. I am pretty sure our com-
mittee is as jealous of its prerogatives as
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is the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. I am sure the members
of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee are here expressing their
views.

But I wish Members would appreciate
the great complexity of the task and the
bill that has been before our committee.
I stand here before you and I make no
apologies for section 853. I did not vote
for the section in the committee, but I
felt it was the wish of the President of
the United States, as the Postmaster
General testified before our committee.
In his testimony he explained the need
for flexible authority to obtain trans-
portation of the mail. As the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. ConNTE)
said, the Postmaster General’s hands
were tied on many things such as financ-
ing and others.

So we thought it would be in the best
interests of the public to have something
in the bill to give flexibility to the Post-
master General. I am rather disap-
pointed with some of the Members on
the other side of the aisle who want
postal reform, and I am saying I respect
every Member of this House, but we have
to realize that in order to have this flex-
ibility, we have got to relax some of the
powers.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment high-
lights yet another instance of postal
problems resulting from the present divi-
sion of authority among various agencies
and committees which adversely affects
the postal service.

I understand the value of the general
public policy embodied in the Federal
aviation laws and the desirability of im-
proving air transportation facilities for
the public at large.

However, I do not believe that the
postal service—and especially the rapid
and economical transportation of the
mails—should or need be sacrificed in
carrying out that policy.

The committee bill in no way damages
our national air transportation policy.
But it does revise the postal laws so as
to reconcile the overruling need for im-
proved mail transportation with our
general air transportation policy.

The general mail transportation con-
tracting authority in section 853(a), on
page 244 of the committee bill, grants
the postal service only the minimum au-
thority to contract with air carriers that
it must have to perform its duty to pro-
vide efficient and economical mail service
to the public at large.

The final sentence of the subsection
gives the CAB ample power to disapprove
any contract proposed by the postal serv-
ice if the CAB finds that the contract is
not consistent with the public interest
under section 1302 of the Federal Avia-
tion Act.

This provision was placed in the bill
by an amendment adopted in our com-
mittee by a 16-to-7 vote. With this lan-
guage, the public necessity in terms of
both general transportation facilities and
efficient transportation of the mails will
be served.

On the other hand, the amendment
now before us would wipe out the most
important postal transportation reforms
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recommended in the public interest by
the President of the United States and
approved by the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

I urge that the amendment be voted
down.

Mr, Chairman, those are my views.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto end at ex-
actly a quarter to 6.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

MOTION OFFERED BY ME. DULSEI

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on this amendment and
all amendments thereto end at 5:45.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, a point of
order. The gentleman from New York
has just addressed the Committee for
5 minutes. He was recognized for that
purpose and not for the purpose of mov-
ing a limitation of time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may
make a motion whenever he gets the
floor.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my motion.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment illus-
trates much of what is wrong with the
present postal operation. Everyone stirs
the soup.

The Postmaster General cannot move
the mail. He is controlled and hedged
and surrounded by so many restrictions
he cannot really give us the kind of
efficient postal service we need. This is
an example.

I should like to see the Postmaster
General have approximately the same
flexibility that any other large com-
mercial operation has for the moving of
his product.

If one is working for AT. & T., for
Sears Roebuck, or for Woodward &
Lothrop, and one has to get some boxes
to Philadelphia, he shops around and
asks, “Is there a truck going? Is there
an airline? A railroad? A boat?” And he
makes the best deal he can get.

So what did we do in the committee
bill? We gave the Postmaster General in
this new operation a choice of all the
different options that he might get. We
have said to him, in the airlines section,
“Take your pick. You can go to the air-
line and demand, as a certificated car-
rier, that they move the mail, or you can
go to that airline and you can ask what
kind of a deal they will give to you. You
can tell them that you have mail to
move and ask them what they bid. If
the airline agrees voluntarily to that
negotiated contract, that contract then
goes to the CAB and it must be sent
there for approval.”

We are not taking the CAB out of the
picture. We leave the CAB in the pic-
ture.

In fact, philosophically I agree with
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
ConTE) and the gentleman from Okla-
homa, (Mr. STeep) who perhaps know
more about this subject than any other
Member in the House. I believe it is ex-
tremely significant that the gentleman
from Oklahoma is waiting recognition
to support the Conte amendment.
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The Confe amendment would enable
the Postmaster General to ignore the
CAB and to ignore any provision of law
regarding railroads, and simply go out
and contract for the carriage of mail in
the best and cheapest way.

I emphasize this point: It is strange to
me that this same contract authority to
go out to shop around with the airlines,
to see the best deal he can get for the
public, for the mail users, has been ex-
tended by law to the railroads for the
last 30 years. The committee wrote in
the provision and gave him the same
contract authority for trucks.

Now the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce comes in. They do
not object to this contract authority for
the railroads. Not a whistle is heard
about this confract authority for the
trucks. But they come in and say, with
respect to the airlines, it would be very
bad to have this for the airlines, to al-
low the Postmaster General flexibility to
go out to contact with the airlines, to
see what he can do, even though he must
come back to the CAB to get approval
for that contract.

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

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

Mr. ADAMS. I want very quickly to
state to the gentleman that under the
airline legislation, which is what we are
dealing with here, there is no option for
any type of contract or any kind of car-
rier, and the Postmaster General is in
precisely the same position as any major
shipper in the United States. He can
select the route. He will get the same
price for it. If the price is above what he
thinks is right, he has a special right to
go to the CAB to see if he can knock
it down.

Mr. UDALL. Why does the gentleman
object to letting the Postmaster General
shop around to get a favorable contract,
when the CAB will determine whether
it is in the public interest?

Mr. ADAMS. Because what will hap-
pen is that then he will go out and make
a contract with a supplemental carrier
on the heavy route between New York
and Chicago.

Mr. UDALL. Why should he not have
authority to make such a contract, and
then let the CAB disapprove it if as
much of this occurs as the gentleman
suggests?

Mr. ADAMS. Because the CAB would
have to say to the airlines that they are
no longer required, as they are now, only
with the mail, to take it every place they
land in the United States.

Mr. UDALL. No one looks out for the
Post Office, but every one looks out for
the airlines, everyone looks out for the
United Parcel, everyone looks out for the
people who deal with the Post Office. No
one wants to give the Postmaster Gen-
eral the power to do the kinds of things
anyone would want to do in a commer-
cial operation.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS, I believe we are try-
ing to look out for the people, not just
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the mail. I have emphasized time and
time again that we are trying to look out
for people. We believe the lives of people
are a little more important than the
mail.

Mr. UDALL. I agree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. STAGGERS. In 1948 the Honor-
able Lyle H. Boren, a member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, said that some bids had been
opened by the Post Office Department.
Some of them bid 30 cents, and some of
them bid 1 mill. He said that the 30
cents was honest and that the 1 mill was
not.

Mr. UDALL, The Civil Aeronautics
Board can turn down the cheap bid.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, yesterday when we had an
amendment offered by the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WricHT) I
said that that was the solution to the
worst can of worms that has ever been
presented to this Congress, and that what
we should do is give the postal employees
an 8-percent raise and make it retroac-
tive and forget about it.

Now, we have been standing here all
day today debating on matters which
have just shown how bad this bill is. If
this committee would have done the
proper thing, having invaded the juris-
diction of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, they would have
had the common courtesy to send this
bill and that portion of it over to that
committee, and ask them for their com-
ments and their support. But, no, they
do not do that; they completely dis-
regard the rules of the House. They com-
pletely disregarded every rule of ger-
maneness, They have just come in here
and taken what they thought was neces-
sary.

The gentleman from West Virginia has
said what we are interested in in his
amendment is people. It just shows we
have an interest in people. Now let us
support this amendment offered by the
gentleman from West Virginia and de-
feat the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from  Massachusefts (Mr.
CONTE).

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. I thank my friend for
yvielding and merely point out that the
Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee did the same thing with the Com-
mittee on Public Works as they did with
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

Mr. UDALL, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. Yes. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. UDALL. How in the name of
heaven can you write a total postal re-
form if you do not take in the whole sub-
ject of the Post Office? We have a labor-
management section which goes into the
field of the Labor Committee. We have
dealt with veterans’' rights here, which
goes to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. We have dealt with appropriations,
which goes to the Appropriations Com-
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mittee, and we have dealt with matters
of finance, which go to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

Mr. SAYLOR. You have had your say.
One of the reasons why you stood up
here saying that you wanted congres-
sional reform is that when a Member
comes in the House he becomes an expert
in a certain field dependent on the com-
mittee to which he is assigned. You on
the Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee have in this case and in this bill tried
to become experts on everything. We
have people in the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor who are experts in their
field. We have people in the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce who
are experts in their field. We have people
on the Veterans’ Committee that are ex-
perts in their field. You have ignored the
Appropriations Committee, the Commit-
tee on Public Works, the Committee on
Banking and Currency and their ex-
pertise. And you ignored them. You, Mr.
Upary, have ignored the very principle
you are gaining national attention on
your views on congressional reform. You
have a hodgepodge in this bill, and the
more amendments there are offered to it
the more it proves how bad the entire bill
is. The whole thing ought to be voted
down. You ought to have taken the
Wright amendment in the first instance.
But if you must have a bill please adopt
the Staggers amendment.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Staggers amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the distinguished
chairman of the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, which
would strike section 853 from the bill.

Section 853 dealing with contracts for
transportation of mail by air, would in
effect amend the Federal Aviation Act of
1958, and would make it impossible for
the Civil Aeronautics Board to properly
perform its regulatory responsibilities
and impleéement the commercial air
transportation policy laid down by the
Congress in its mandate to the Civil
Aeronautics Board under that act.

Although under section 853 the Civil
Aeronautics Board would still have some
limited surveillance authority over con-
tract rates to be established by the postal
service for the transportation of mail by
air, the CAB would be powerless to pre-
vent the diversion of mail to nonsched-
uled air carriers which are not now
authorized to carry mail, and which have
no responsibility otherwise to serve the
daily requirements of commerce and the
public convenience and necessity, by pro-
viding regularly scheduled services over
any route.

Any air carrier could perform the ne-
gotiated contracts proposed under sec-
tion 853, with any kind of obsolete equip-
ment, leased or otherwise. Such a policy
controverts and does violence to our na-
tional objective of developing the most
modern airlift capability possible to serve
the requirements of commerce and the
national defense.

The entire spectrum of CAB responsi-
bility and regulatory authority for the
development of adequate civil air trans-
portation in the United States, would be
seriously disrupted by the airmail con-
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tracting authority proposed for the
postal service in the bill now before you.
The CAB overview and ability to provide
constructive competition and proper de-
velopment of all types of services on air
routes, to best serve the public interest,
should not be crippled by permitting the
postal service to indiscriminately divert
mail to air carriers which are not au-
thorized by the Civil Aeronautics Board
to transport mail, and whose prineipal
business is to conduct military charters
and irregular charter services for occa-
sional shippers, or for groups on
vacations.

In considering the merits of permit-
ting the now unauthorized nonscheduled
carriers to carry the mail, attention may
be directed to the fine record which these
carriers, like other U.S. carriers, have
made in participating in military air-
lift operations, and in the Civil Reserve
Air Fleet. My Subcommittee on Military
Operations has since 1958 made a com-
prehensive and continuing study of mili-
tary airlift policies, and of the need for
developing civil airlift capacity, as a nec-
essary reserve for the military in war-
time emergencies. I compliment the non-
scheduled supplemental air carriers on
their cooperation in this effort—but, I
believe it is very important to point out
at this time that by far the major de-
pendence of the military for civil airlift
in wartime must rest on the scheduled
air carriers of the United States—of the
approximately 371 long haul jet aircraft
now in the Civil Reserve Air Fleet, that
would be available to the military in a
fully activated national emergency, 332
of these aircraft would be provided by
the scheduled earriers. Included in these
aircraft are 195 critically needed long-
range jet cargo and convertible cargo
aircraft, of which 156 would be provided
by the scheduled carriers. The three
scheduled all-cargo carriers alone, would
provide as many of these long-range car-
go aircraft to the military, as would all
of the supplemental carriers combined.

I understand that the nonscheduled
supplemental air carriers have commit-
ted all of their jet aircraft to the Civil
Reserve Air Fleet—subject to call by the
military in emergencies. This is most
commendable, and it also puts these car-
riers in a betiter competitive position to
receive a larger share of available mili-
tary peacetime business, than would
otherwise be possible under the incentive
formula for such awards which has been
established by the military contracting
authorities. Having this 100-percent
commitment from the supplemental car-
riers is of some advantage to the military
authorities in planning for wartime
emergencies—however, this would be a
decided disadvantage to the mail service
in a wartime economy. Mail contracts
with supplemental air carriers must be
subject to cancellation in mnational
emergencies, and the mail involved in
any such complex would have to be
dumped back on the scheduled carriers,
who in the meantime would likely have
been forced to reduce their capacity to
adequately handle the mail under such
circumstances.

Last year, the U.S.-scheduled air car-
riers recorded their greatest decline in
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earnings in their history, when net in-
come for these scheduled carriers fell to
$55.3 million, from $216.1 million in 1968.
Their rate of return on investment was
3.3 percent in 1969, compared with 5 per-
cent in 1968. This unhappy trend has
continued in 1970. The scheduled airline
industry is currently committed to a
$6.6-billion reequipment program, and if
the low level of earnings continues, these
airlines may be forced to reevaluate
their equipment purchase plans—and
perhaps make some cancellations. The
scheduled air carrier industry has been
hurt by major increases in operating
costs, the repeal of the investment tax
credit, reductions in mail rates, and
growing competition from foreign air-
lines. This seems to be a most inappro-
priate time for the Government to pro-
pose and for the Congress to enact legis-
lation which would authorize and en-
courage the diversion of U.S. mail from
these carriers.

It would seem reasonable that the new
postal service should have as a primary
concern providing fast, dependable trans-
portation of mail by air, at as reasonable
rates as can be obtained consistent with
sound air carrier operations—and as are
so determined by the appropriately quali-
fied Government agency which has been
designated by the Congress in the Fed-
eral Aviation Act to make such deter-
minations.

Mr. Chairman, section 853 of this bill
cuts squarely across the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and the Civil Aeronautics
Board. This section could seriously im-
pair national air transportation policy,
and should be stricken from the bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, I want to comment primarily
at this time because of the comments
made by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania a moment ago.

Yesterday, as well as today, the gentle-
man has made fun of this bill. He has
called it a “can of worms.” I want you to
know that this is a very complex bill; it
has been worked on for a long time, and
it is not a ecan of worms, but it does make
some drastic changes.

I want to tell you this: it is no laughing
matter. If this bill is not passed tonight,
and then speedily passed by the Senate,
you are going to have the worst strike
that you have ever had in the history of
this country in the mail service.

I say again it is no can of worms.

I am not going to talk about the
amendment that is pending because I
am a member of both the Post Office
Committee and the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, but I will
say we have members on our Post Office
Committee who are on other committees.
We have members who are on the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor—Mr.
Wirriam D. Forp is one. We have mem-
bers on the Veterans’ Committee. We
have members on various committees
other than the Post Office Committee.

But I implore you to take this debate
seriously because you are treading on
thin ice at this moment. If you do not




20466

take this seriously you will regret it.
What we are doing is removing from
the President’s Cabinet a Cabinet posi-
tion. We are making drastic changes that
must be made if we are to avoid a com-
plete breakdown in our postal system.

So there are going to be tempers
raised and there are going to be people
who are trying to make fun and laugh
off some of the problems that they are
not familiar with, but that the members
of this committee are familiar with. So
I say to you in all candor and honesty,
please give this bill your honest con-
sideration. I am not going to beg that
you vote one way or the other, But do
not say that this is a can of worms, be-
cause it is not—it is complex—that is
true. But we are making a major depar-
ture from past procedures, and naturally
there is going to be some confusion on
the part of some Members of the House.
If you do not pass this bill, and if it
does not speedily pass the other body,
you will regret the day that you ever
voted against it.

Mr., STEED. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word and rise in sup-
port of the Conte amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of the
Conte amendment.

I think my colleagues will admit for
one thing the adoption of the Conte
amendment would certainly end this
disagreement here about the jurisdiction
of committees.

My purpose in making these remarks
is that I believe while this discussion is
very important and very interesting, we
may be getting a little bit off of the
track.

It seems to me what we are concerned
with here today is the program that
will permit the Post Office Department
to collect and deliver mail to the Ameri-
can people.

This transportation section deals with
probably the most difficult and the most
critical part of the work of the Post
Office Department in performing their
duties.

I have been connected with the budget
of the Post Office Department longer
than any other Member of this Congress
save one, and I think I have been involved
in postal problems as long as most Mem-
bers of the House.

Year after year one of the most diffi-
cult things we have had is to try to help
the Post Office Department to meet the
very complicated problems that come up
in the field of transportation.

Let us see what we are talking about
here. The bill this coming year for postal
transportation is just a little $630 mil-
lion. We are going to have in the postal
budget next year a little deficit of
$2,500,000,000 and maybe $2,800,000,000.

Do we want the Postmaster General
to collect and deliver the mail or do we
want to have him subsidize the trans-
portation system of America?

Why should he not be given the free-
dom that he needs to meet the very com-
plicated types of transportation prob-
lems that he has to meet?

He has to collect 84 billion pieces of
mail and to distribute that mail through
over 30,000 distribution points to people
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who live in 56 million different places— chaos of the unregulated airline industry
and he needs every kind of transporta- of those days which had to be corrected,
tion facility that we have and some that and which was corrected in the law.

we do not have. All this amendment would do, the

Unless we think a bunch of rascals are Staggers amendment, would be to pre-
going to be placed in charge of the Post serve the present law. And what does
Office Department, it seems to me the that law do for us? It gives us some
sensible thing for us to do in a ball game semblance of order in the setting of
as important as this is, to give these rates.
managers of the Post Office Department Every time we pass a construction bill,
a free hand to go into the field of trans- every one of us votes in favor of adding
portation and to make the best deals the Davis-Bacon provisions to it, which
that they can in the public interest and say that prevailing wage rates shall be
to try to get the mail delivered to the paid in Federal construction. Every sin-
American people. gle one of us never loses an opportu-

No one wants anybody fo do business nity to vote for prevailing wage rates
with the Post Office Department or any- and prevailing labor practices. We expect
body else at a loss. I do not believe that the Federal Government to pay what it
the responsible people who will be run- costs to do business today. Why should
ning the Post Office Department are the Post Office Department be an excep-
going to be rascals and charlatans who tion? These rates are set not for the
are going to go out and try to destroy our profit of an individual company. They
airmail system, our railroad systems, or are set in the public interest. If you dis-
anything else. turb the ratio or the balance which exists

Responsible people, if we keep putting today, you are going to restore the chaos
them in a straitjacket as is proposed here which gave us the airline subsidies, so
on many of their problems, will not be obubtxious to the American taxpayer.
able to do the job that postal reform has /;6 suggest that CAB certification and
been planned to do for the people of this* CAB regulation is in the public interest,
country, and which we hoped it would and if we chip away piecemeal, as we
do. Just remember one thing, my friends. would do in this bill, we are ta.l?hlg a
As big as the problem is now and as cost- step away from the protection of the
1y as it is now, it will never get any less. public interest. We are inviting fiy-by-
The projections for the next 10 or 20 night operators who would buy an air-
years are staggering. If there ever was a craft held together with baling wire,
time when our postal managers willneed so to speak, and who will probably go
elbow room and freedom to cope with broke before completing a contract.
their problems, many of which have not This is a thing we should not toy with.
vet been vmuali_zed. now is the time that I respectfully urge that we do not change
we ought fo give them that authority the basic law under these circumstances,
here, and the Conte amendment would and that we let the appropriate commit-
do that. I believe that this is just good tee study it carefully and come up with
commonsense, if we are more interested its recommendations. Remember, this
in delivering the mail than we are in try- only preserves the present law; the com-
ing to subsidize some other type of op- mittee bill would emasculate it.
eration. Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I point

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I move out the gentleman has touched exactly
to strike the requisite number of words. on the point, that the Federal Govern-

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening ment is expected to pay for the services it
to this debate with great interest, and I gets. For example, if we take mail from
for one feel that the Post Office and Civil New York City to Chicago to the west
Service Committee has done an honest coast, we have many little towns in be-
job in attempting to bring about much tween. At the present time the Postmas-
needed postal reform. I think their mo- ter General can select the route. He has
tivation in presenting the section of their a flat ton-mile rate throughout the
bill currently in controversy has probably United States. He pays for what he gets.
been to provide the most efficient and If we go to this proposal we will have a
low-cost service the Postmaster General contract from New York to Chicago
can get. where everyone will want to bid on it, but

But I believe the committee has over- it will unhinge the others. The rates from
looked the old lesson contained in the New York to small towns will go up, and
story of “Robbing Peter To Pay Paul,” or then pretty soon we will find the small-
taking money from one pocket and con- town service will deteriorate or will be
veying it to another. nonexistent. :

Let me explain what I mean. Just a  Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
few moments ago I had a conversation strike the requisite number of words.
with the ranking Republican member of Mr. Chairman, I point out this is the
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 23d amendment to be considered in 2
Committee, the gentleman from Illinois days. It is the second to be offered by a
(Mr. SPRINGER). He told me that, when nonmember of the Post Office and Civil
he came to this Congress, almost every Service Committee. It is being offered to
trunk airline in this nation was sub- this committee by the express direction
sidized. As of today not a single trunk of the members of the Committee on
airline is subsidized by the taxpayers of Interstate and Foreign Commerce. There
the United States. He said that one of Wwas no dissenting vofe cast in directing
the reasons this has happened was the the chairman of that committee to offer
very law which would for all practical this amendment.
purposes be repealed by this section of The Conte amendment would do even
the committee bill. It was the jungle, the more violence to the orderly regulation
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of the common earriers and of transpor-
tation than would the committee amend-
ment, but the committee amendment
goes far beyond anything that should be
considered by us here today under the
conditions which prevail.

For one thing, it is quite faulty in its
drafting. I do not know whether the
CAB in considering a contract within
this 90-day period would be required to
give any notice or afford opportunity for
hearing. The bill is silent on that. I do
not think there is anyone who could tell
us what the procedure might be that
would be employed by the CAB in econ-
sidering these contracts, but I do know
that if the consideration was not com-
pleted in 90 days and the full impact
measured upon the air transport service
of this Nation, the contract would be-
come effective.

I think it is extremely important in
this House, if we are to have orderly leg-
islative processes, that we respect the
jurisdiction of the committees estab-
lished by the Congress to handle the
business of the Congress. The Commit-
tee on Interstate and Poreign Commerce
in two instances this year has encoun-
tered legislation which did impinge upon
the jurisdiction of other committees.
The first was the automobile and high-
way safety legisiation, and in that in-
stance the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce conferred with the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Public
Works, and an agreement was worked
out which did in no way impinge upon
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Public Works.

When we had the airways legislation
before us, it became necessary that we
consider revenue measures. We did not
undertake the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, but a sepa-
rate section was added to the bill, a sec-
tion which was considered and written
and reported by the Committee on Ways
and Means.

That is the way we maintain the in-
tegrity of the jurisdiction of committees
of this House and it is the way we pre-
vent violence being done to institutions
of Government which have been care-
fully and thoughtfully put together be-
cause of experience gained when they
were not operating.

The CAB has its imperfections, but it
does a fine job overall of regulating an
extremely complex transportation sys-
tem, one which is growing at an astro-
nomical rate. To throw this sort of
barrier or roadblock into the orderly de-
velopment of commercial air transpor-
tation is to do great violence to the
board.

I hope first the committee will vote
down the Conte substitute, and then
adopt the Staggers amendment, and get
on with the business of writing a postal
bill, and leave transportation to the
committee with the appropriate juris-
diction.

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

Mr. MOSS. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. One question which
has not been answered today by the
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Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice is why the Federal Government
should be treated in any manner differ-
ent from any other shipper.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, in order
to get some sentiment with respect to
time, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on section 102 of the committee
amendment and all amendments thereto
end at 7:30 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
section 102 of the committee amend-
ment and all amendments thereto end at
8 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York,

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ADAMS. Under the usual rules of
the House, only those Members standing
at the time a request is agreed to or a
motion is made are later recognized for
debate. This request, I understand, covers
the whole remaining portion of the bill.
Would that rule be in effect at the time
of the request?

The CHAIRMAN. Members who are
observed standing are considered to be
giving evidence they desire to be heard
on the amendment, and are heard. This
does not preclude a Member from offer-
ing an amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. TIERNAN. I should like to know
whether or not the request by the chair-
man would cut off debate for all portions
of the bill at 8 o'clock.

Mr, DULSKI. No.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under-
stands the request relates only to section
102.

Mr. DULSKI. Which ends on page 293.
Then we would consider section 103 of
the bill.

Mr. TIERNAN. It would cover all other
matters in the bill except pay, and debate
would be concluded at 8 o’clock.

Mr. DULSKI. That is correct.

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I ask how
many amendments are pending at ihe
desk? I believe fundamental fairness de-
mands that Members be given consider-
ation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that there are 12 amendments at the
desk.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I would suggest to
the gentleman that he seek a limitation
of debate on the amendments as they are
offered. I believe that is a more orderly
way to proceed. There would be a very
unequal division of time, I suspect, if this
request were agreed to.
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Mr. DULSEKI. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my request.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the necessary
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, as a former member of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service and as a present member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce I believe I can see both sides
of this question.

The basic question is whether or not
the Civil Aeronautics Board will be able
to continue to regulate all economic fac-
tors revolving around air transportation.
It is absolutely essential that the CAB
do this if we are to have a sound, safe
air transportation system. The Civil
Aeronautics Board is charged with this
duty and responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly recognize
the desire of the Post Office Department
to transport mail at the lowest possible
rate, but you must bear in mind there
are also other agencies and other de-
partments that would like to have the
same privilege. In fact, there are many
in the private sector that would like to be
able to bid individually and separately
with each airline for the transportation
of their goods or their personnel. We
have a large air express operation pri-
vately operated. Now, who establishes
the rates for air express? The rates for
air express are established by the CAB.
They do it in order to maintain a stable
economic situation within the airlines.
If we are going to erode in this one area
the authority of the CAB to maintain
economic stability, then I think you are
going to find there will be pressures in
other areas. Certainly, with the many
governmental agencies and the number
of personnel traveling, why would it not
be logical for the Veterans' Administra-
tion, for example, to be able to go to each
individual airline and contract on an in-
dividual basis for the carriage of their
people as they travel throughout the
United States? They could probably sa‘y
some money in doing so.

But I think that the gentleman from
Washington, a member of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
made a very telling point when he
pointed out that the carriers, when they
enter their bids, if they are going to bid
on a competitive basis for mail service,
are going to bid on the best routes. They
are going to take the cream off the top.
In those other areas no one will want to
bid. Your long hauls are the ones they
will want. If your airlines had a free
choice today, they would not serve many
cities in this country but would fly from
Washington to Kansas City or from New
York to Los Angeles or the long hauls, for
example. They would not want to serve
the small cities because it is a losing prop-
osition for them to provide this public
service. However, in order for them to
provide a public service, the Civil Aero-
nautics Board has established uniform
rates which are not just on passengers
but are uniform rates on cargo and uni-
form rates on the carriage of mail. If we
are going to carry airmail letters into
Bradford, Pa., for example, we will have
to have the CAB establish a rate which
is fair to all concerned, because few car-
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riers want to bid just on that particular
segment. They would rather bid on the
long hauls between here and Chicago
and Los Angeles.

So, Mr. Chairman, basically we are
dealing with a matter of whether it is
wise for the CAB to maintain the eco-
nomic stability of the airlines by having
complete jurisdiction over all revenue
matters that the airlines need and by
which they derive their revenues.

Mr. Chairman, there is, of course, a
jurisdictional question involved here. I
regret that the chairman of the Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committee did not
work with the chairman of the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. StacceErs) and
all amendments thereto end exactly at
6:10 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PICKLE) .

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Chairman, the rate-
making authority of the CAB has never
interfered with the ability of the Post
Office Department to improve the effi-
ciency of our postal service. The provi-
sion which provides for the special ap-
peal within a limited period of time, that
is, 90 days after the contract had been
executed by the Postmaster General,
merely creates another administrative
burden for this regulatory agency.

We asked the question, in the hear-
ings, of the representative of the Post
Office Department if he felt that the CAB
had been derelict or had failed to carry
out the responsibilities either in the rate-
making process or in the delivery of mail,
and the Post Office representative said
no, not particularly.

We asked the Chairman of the Civil
Aeronautics Board if there was any con-
troversy or whether the Post Office had
raised forms of complaints about their
handling of the mail, and the chairman
said no, he had not been advised of any
controversy except of normal matters.

So there is no real controversy. Even
the Post Office representative said that
if jurisdiction did lie in this particular
committee, the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, then they had as-
sumed it should have been routed to our
particular committee. It was not.

And what we really will do if this
amendment is not passed, is that we will
delay the process. We will say to the CAB
that they have got to, within 90 days,
either say nothing, or go through the
long administrative process under title
V. This will delay the service of mail
rather than improve it. The people have
come to expect quick, efficient air mail
service, and this amendment offered by
our chairman will help keep it that way.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
ApaMs),

Mr. ADAMS. Mr, Chairman, I take this
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time to put into the Recorp some facts
so that there is no distortion as to what
the airlines are getting, and what is
going on in their relations with the Post
Office Department.

In the first place, the cost of carry-
ing mail has dropped from 42 cents
per ton/mile in 1958 to 22 cents per
ton/mile today. Out of the 10 cents that
is paid for an airmail letter, do you know
how much of this is allotted to the air
transportation companies? Out of the 10
cents for a stamped letter, the trans-
portation industry gets 0.6 cent. On a 6-
cent stamp 5.85 cents goes to the Post
Office, and 0.15 cent to the airline.

There are air freight rates, that are
uniform throughout the entire United
States, and in addition the Postmaster
has a series of particular powers which
allow him to go to any airline and if he
does not like the way it is being carried
he can go to the CAB and require them
to carry it in a better fashion; he also can
require any airline to take a letter to
any point on some certified airline. He
can go outside the certified airlines if
he does not like the service and if there is
an emergency he can go to a supplemen-
tary airline any time and contract with
them. If he does not like what they do
on service to a particular area he can
hire an air taxi. At the present time there
are 3,500 air taxies bLeing used by the
Postmaster General to supplement air-
line service.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CoNTE).

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I, at the
outset, want to state that when I of-
fered my substitute to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. Staccers), I did not realize
that I was getting into a jurisdictional
dispute. I certainly apologize if I have
disappointed any members of that most
important committee. I have nothing but
the highest regard for them.

But I happen to sit on both the Treas-
ury-Post Office Subcommittee and the
Transportation Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, I think I
have dual jurisdiction here.

I have heard Postmasters General
from Summerfield to Gronouski, Day,
to O'Brien, and Blount before our sub-
committee complaining that their hands
were tied and that they could not move
the mail the way they wanted to.

I would also like to point out how
difficult it is to save the taxpayers any
money in this body, whether it be the
case of farm subsidies, rail subsidies, or
what have you.

If you are for the mail users in the
United States and for the taxpayers,
then vote for my substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Montana (Mr.
OLSEN) .

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to have the attention of the chair-
man of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

In a case of carriers not having a
route to a particular locality, would the
Postmaster General, without this au-
thority in the bill, be able to contract out
for a service in that instance?
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Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, he would.

Mr. OLSEN. So if franchised carriers
would not or could not give him a sched-
ule to move the mail out of his post of-
fice, he would be able to contract out in
that instance?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right, But
the scheduled airlines must carry the
mail if the Postmaster General wants
them to do it—that is part of their cer-
tification.

Mr, OLSEN. And they cannot leave the
mail at the airport?

Mr. STAGGERS, No, sir; they cannot.

Mr. OLSEN. I thank the gentleman
and I look with favor on his amendment.

Mr, STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man very much for his kind support.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UbALL) .

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, these ju-
risdiction fights are always 'a little bit
hair raising but I hope the Members will
decide this issue not on whose jurisdic-
tion is invaded or whose feelings are
hurt, but on the merits.

This bill involves, if we are going to
have real postal reform, spending hun-
dreds of millions of dollars.

An important economic interest, as the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
CoONTE) says is involved. In nearly every
instance, all are for postal reform, That
has been the history for a year and one-
half in our committee—all are for postal
reform but they have to have one little
amendment. This is to make sure that in
any postal reform they have their own
position protected and they have an ex-
tra advantage. I suggest that we have
just as much jurisdiction in this field as
any other committee.

After all, this is $600 million in trans-
portation and this is all the Postmaster
General's transportation jurisdietion.

This is only a small part of the juris-
diction of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce and it is only 1
percent I am told—1 percent of the air-
line revenues that are involved in this
thing—but 100 percent of the Postmaster
General's transportation problem that
you are dealing with and the Conte
amendment really ought to be approved.

If you cannot approve it, you ought to
defeat the Staggers amendment and let
the committee language stand.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DERWINSKI) .

Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Chairman, I
echo the statement just made by the
gentleman from Arizona and I would
wish to reemphasize, at the risk of sound-
ing innocent; remember, we are working
on postal reform.

If we had parceled out this legisia-
tion to every committee that could have
had any jurisdiction, we could never put
the pieces together.

In order to have a total, comprehen-
sive, effective, and manageable postal
service, we hope to maintain the bill we
have brought to the floor.

I do not see how anyone could argue
with the Postmaster General for trying
to get the type of service from the air-
lines that the mail user is entitled to.

Let us keep in mind that every house-
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hold in the country is a customer of the
postal service. Therefore, we are serving
every citizen of the country through
this bill, but we never can through
fragmentation.

I suggest in the interest of legitimate
postal reform and in the interest of com-
mensense legislation, that we maintain
the committee bill at this point.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
DuLsk1) to close the debate on the pend-
ing amendment.

Mr. DULSKI, Mr, Chairman, I think
that anything that anybody could say
on this subject has been said. I wish to
reiterate what I said before. We are not
trying to usurp the rights of anybody’s
committee., We are up here trying to
present a good postal reform bill. As I
stated before the Rules Committee, and
I am stating again, this bill is in the best
interests of the public, and I urge that
both amendments be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) as
a substitute for the amendment offered
by the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. STAGGERS) .

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

The question was taken: and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Upair) there
were—ayes 94, noes 60.

So the amendment was agreed to.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DULSKI

Mr. DULSKI. Mr, Chairman, I move
that debate be limited to 10 minutes on
each amendment to section 102 of the
committee amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. GRAY

Mr. GRAY, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr;. Gray: Page 166,
line 20, immediately before “The” Iinsert
“(a)™.

Page 168 after line 8 insert the following:

“(b) Notwithstanding paragraphs (56) and
(6) of subsection (a) of this section, or any
other provision of this title, or of the Postal
Reorganization and Salary Adjustment Act
of 1970 (including the amendments made by
that Act) neither the United States Postal
Service, the Postmaster General, nor any
other officer, employee, or agent of such Serv-
ice, or of the United States, shall expend any
money from the Postal Service Fund estab-
lished by section 1003 of this title to con-
struct, alter, or acquire any building, facility,
or other improvement, the construction, al-
teration or acquisition of which immediately
prior to the date of enactment of the Postal
Reorganization and Salary Adjustment Act
of 1970 would have been subject to the Pub-
lic Buildings Act of 1959, unless such con-
struction, alteration or acquisition has been
approved in accordance with such Public
Buildings Act of 1959.”

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of his amendment.

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Chairman, getting
time to speak on this bill reminds me
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of my childhood days when we had so
many folks in the family that by the
time we got the last one to bed, it was
time to get the first one up. There has
been so many committee members of-
fering amendments to try and clean up
this bill that no one else can speak.

All this amendment does is to say to
the new postal corporation, you can go
out and select a site for a post office
building, or an alteration or moderni-
zation project. Work your will but sub-
mit to the Congerss a prospectus which
can be looked over by the Members of
this House and tell us whether or not
the project is needed.

In 1959, when President Eisenhower
was in the White House, we passed the
Public Buildings Act of 1959. This has
worked well. There has not been one
single request of one Member on either
side of the aisle that has been denied
the authorization of a publie building in
his distriet.

But if the committee bill is adopted in
its present form, all congressional con-
trol will be taken away for post office
buildings. Let me give the Members one
quick example of an incident that hap-
pened last week. There was a $194 million
project requested in authorization from
the Post Office Department to build two
facilities in the city of New York. When
Larry O'Brien was Postmaster General
the Post Office Department acquired the
property and moved the people out of
this area; taxpayers spent $3'2 million
for this site, which has been allowed to
lie dormant almost 4 years. Now the
Postmaster General says he does not
want to build a new building there at all,
but he wants to go to New Jersey for the
mail-handling facility. The gentleman
who represents that district brought this
matter to our attention. We held up the
prospectus because the Post Office De-
partment did not want to give back to
the residents of New York the land taken
from them. By having control we were
able to work out a compromise to help
the people of New York and the Post
Office Department. This all took place in
less than 1 week. When we approve a
project, we will call the Member so he can
make the release.

We know how it is with Commissions
like the FCC, ICC, and FTC. We find out
about a decision several days after it is
made. I want the Members on both sides
of the aisle to have something to do with
the postal facilities in their districts.

I rise here today for 435 reasons—for
each Member of this body. Our com-
mittee retains jurisdiction over all other
Federal buildings, including courthouses,
combination Federal buildings that house
post offices, and other Government build-
ings.

That is all my amendment does. It says
this new corporation can do what it
wants to, but on post office projects it
submits to the House Committee on Pub-
lic Works and the Senate Committee on
Public Works a plan for approval. That
is all it does. I ask my friends on both
sides of the aisle to protect their own
interests.

I have built all the post office buildings
I need in southern Illineis. It is your
interest that is at stake. I realize you
want reform, but this is no way to get it.
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Costs of construction will double if you
lose control of these projects.

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

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

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman makes a good point, but can he
tell me how to keep a post office building
from being built now?

Mr, GRAY, If this committee bill be-
comes law, no prospectus can be in-
spected and we will have no control. If
my amendment is not adopted, the gen-
tleman’s point is well taken, and we
would have no control.

Mr. COLLIER. There is no real differ-
ence, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to oppose the amendment. I will be
brief and I will lay it on the line. This is
a pork barrel amendment. It is the most
brazen amendment that has been offered
to this bill, All this amendment would do
is perpetuate the pork barrel mentality
in the construction of post office build-
ings. I do not think this House at this
time wants to go on record as perpetu-
ating the pork barrel approach. If the
Members want proper postal reform, they
will not accept this amendment.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, does the gentleman not
feel that all my amendment does is to
maintain the law as it is today?

Mr. DERWINSKI. That is exactly why
I make the statement I did, because the
reason the postal service is in such sad
shape is that too many people have their
hands on it, and what we want in the
postal service is the administrative flexi-
bility we envision, and if we are to be
clear through the Public Works Com-
mittee, we will have it back in the pork
barrel days again.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, let me say nothing il-
lustrates more the need for postal re-
form than this amendment. I love the
gentleman from Illinois, and he has been
very kind to me, but when the Demo-
crats were in power and they built a
post office in my town, they called and
asked who I wanted the architect to be.
This was fine and I made some political
friends.

I used to have my hand in as to where
the post office was going to be located
and then made all kinds of recommenda-
tions as to who ought to be assistant
postmaster and supervisor,

The idea of this whole business is to
get the politicians out of the business
and to set up essentially a commercial
enterprise and to let them move the mail.

Under this bill they have a provision
which will allow them to go out to sell
bonds and to build the kinds of new post
offices they need, such as in Chicago at
O’Hare Field instead of downtown where
the trucks cannot get. Who will buy the
bonds if the politicians have to approve
the buildings? Who will get into the kind
of management we need if we have this
kind of restriction?

I seriously hope that this amendment
will be defeated, because it detracts
from one of the most important aspects
of postal reform, the need for postal
facilities.

Let us permit the committee of the
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gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Gray), to
go ahead with all Federal buildings,
with all other kinds of buildings, but
let us keep this separate as a quasi-com-
mercial kind of operation designed to
move the mail.

Let us change the existing order at
least with regard to post office build-
ings.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
merely wish to reemphasize that if the
Members want the postal service to move
the mail they will reject this amend-
ment. If they want to keep the postal
service stagnant they will accept the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
on this amendment has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois.
(Mr. GRAY).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Gray) there
were—ayes 54, noes 80.

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Gray and
Mr. DULSKI.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes 61,
noes 89.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Scorr: On page
170, line 26, strike out the word “and".

On page 171, line 2, strike out the period
and insert in lieu thereof *; and”.

On page 171, following line 2, add a new
paragraph (6) to read as follows:
“i(g) mll provisions of title 5 governing

appointments in the competitive civil
service.”

On page 173, beginning with line 3, strike
out all of line 3 and all that follows down
through the period in line 9, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“*(a) The Postal Service may appoint and
promote, in accordance with the provisions
of title 5 governing appointments in the
competitive clvil service, such officers, at-
torneys, agents, and employees and vest
them with such powers and duties as it
deems necessary. All positions under the
Postal Service (other than any position re-
ferred to In section 103, 105, 106, 108, or 110
of this title) shall be in and under the com-
petitive civil service and shall not be re-
moved or excepted from the competitive civil
service.”

On page 192, immediately after the period
in line 9, Insert the following: “No such
agreement shall contain any provision which
excepts or removes from the competitive
civil service any position placed in the com-
petitive civil service by section 201(a) of
this title.”

Mr. SCOTT (during the reading). M.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection,

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment makes applicable to the
Postal Service all provisions of law gov-
erning appointments in the competitive
civil service. It states that appoint-
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ments and promotions in the Postal
Service of officers, attorneys, agents, and
employees shall be made in accordance
with the title V of the United States
Code governing appointments in the
competitive eivil service. It further
states that all positions under the Postal
Service shall be in and under the com-
petitive civil service and shall not be
removed or excepted from the competi-
tive civil service. It provides that col-
lective bargaining agreements cannot
affect the rights or the benefits of em-
ployees that they have under the civil
service laws.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are creating
& quasi-governmental agency. Some-
times we call it a Service and sometimes
a Corporation. It is sort of a hybrid
thing. However, it seems to me that over
the past 50 or 60 years we have built up
a civil service merit system which is
used as a pattern for many States and
localities, I believe we should preserve
the eivil service merit system. One-
quarter of all Government employees
work for the Post Office Department and
they would lose the legal protection now
afforded them in the event this measure
is adopted.

In effect, this bill would remove from
the protection of civil service laws one-
fourth of all Government civilian work-
ers. I feel that that is the wrong thing
to do. And the purpose of my amend-
ment is to assure that the civil service
rights of Government employees will be
protected.

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in oppesition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am appreciative of
what the gentleman from Virginia seeks
to do here, but I would point out that
this amendment was considered by our
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice. We recognized that we are creating
a new postal service; that the civil serv-
ice competitive system for appointments
in the future, once the new service is
established, is just not the best way to
manage the people and manage the
postal service.

Again I come back to the point that I
made earlier in debate today, that we are
establishing a new postal service, and in
that we are setting up collective bar-
gaining. Once collective bargaining is
established within the Postal Service,
then these issues would be settled be-
tween the parties in their negotiations.

The problems in personnel with the
Department today to a great extent have
evolved around the civil service rules and
regulations as they pertain to the em-
ployees, and prevents merit promotions.
Once collective bargaining is established
then the management and the employees
can best solve the problems of the em-
ployees.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, in order
that the Committee will have full knowl-
edge of this amendment and the provi-
sions of this bill insofar as it relates to
employees, would the gentleman agree
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that under the new system the Postal
Service can make appointments, deter-
mine working conditions, and hire and
fire as they please, subject only to col-
lective bargaining action, with free play
between management and labor?

Mr. HENDERSON, The gentleman is
right. I think the issue is a clear one. I
know the gentleman would like to pre-
serve the civil service system. And, of
course, the gentleman understands that
as a member of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee I have mixed emo-
tions about this, but I think the House
will agree in working its will, that the
service needs to have free collective bar-
gaining in the true sense of the word,
and I think that has been made the ma-
jor thrust of the legislation.

Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, I would point
out that the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. Scort) represents a district adja-
cent to the Washington area, and has a
great number of civil service employees,
and the gentleman very ably represents
them, and if he were to support the bill
as it is now drawn it would be inconsist-
ent with the interests of his constitu-
ents.

But in this collective bargaining we do
set up proper provisions and I believe
that the representatives of the union
will certainly not negotiate away the
basic benefits of the employees. As they
transfer and certainly under no condi-
tions will the employees of the Postal
Service be any less secure in their posi-
tions than they are now.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
further on that point, what we envision
here is that the new management of the
postal serviee, as I have indicated, would
be willing to negotiate on these matters
and perhaps even they can improve the
conditions, rather than us writing it into
the law, and otherwise tying their hands.

We know that the employees will want
certain pay and fringe benefits, and
these are, as I understand, very reason-
able objectives, and we do not want to
take away from the management the
flexibility to bargain or to get certain
concessions from the employee organi-
zations.

I can say in all fairness that the ma-
jor employee organizations would not
like to see an amendment adopted that
would hinder the negotiations in the col-
lective bargaining process.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. Scorr),

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GonzaLez: On
page 267, immediately below line 2, insert
the following:

“{(f) Notwithstanding any provision of
this title or of any other law, the rate of
postage for each single postal card and for
each portion of a double postal card, includ-
ing the cost of manufacture, and for each
post card and the initial portion of each
double post card is 1 cent until otherwise
provided by law. For the purposes of the
preceding sentence—
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“*(1) a postal card is a card supplied by
the Postal Service with a postage stamp
printed or impressed on it for the trans-
mission of messages, orders, notices, and
other communication, either printed or writ-
ten in penecil or ink; and

*“4(2) 2 post card is a privately printed
mailing card for the transmission of a mes-
sage, and not larger than the size fixed by the
Convention of the Universal Postal Union in
effect, and of approximately the same form,
quality, and weight as a postal card.”

Mr. GONZALEZ (during the reading).
Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consenf
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the REcORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, GONZALEZ, Mr, Chairman, this
amendment merely provides for the res-
toration of what is commonly known as
the “penny postcard,” the 1-cent postal
card.

The bill that has been called a reform
bill here—and after hearing all of the
discussions and all of the descriptions
of this bill, I came to the conclusion that
it is touted to everything from resolving
the problem of slow mail to resolving all
of the personnel conflicts that have
plagued the Post Office and to strong
hints of even curing carbuncles and may-
be even fallen arches.

But this in all seriousness really un-
derlines and brings to our attention the
distressing fact that the postal service
little by little has been permitted to get
away from the common man—the plain
common man.

Let me give you a little history about
this penny postal card.

This is not to say that their use will
take away from the sale of any other
stamps.

The penny postal card was established
in 1872 by an act of Congress. The Post-

master General, Crestwell, was very
pleased because they would help meet
the public demand. Appropriations
were made the next vear and the cards
issued on May 1, 1873. The penny postal
card had the stamp imprinted and the
price paid for it covered its cost of
manufacture, The 1873 annual report
of the Post Office Department clearly
showed their popularity. The first 2
months the number of cards bought was
over 31 million, and the entire year's
estimate of 100 million was more than
realized.

The 1-cent postal card lived on until
1952, except for the World War I years
when the rates went up to 2 cents. The
year of 1951 marked its peak year for
sales, during which over 4 billion
postcards were purchased. It was the
following year that the rate was in-
creased to 2 cents; in 1959 it was in-
creased to 3 cents, in 1963 to 4 cents, and
in 1968 to 5 cents. As the rates increased,
naturally the consumer was driven away
from purechasing them as freely. Dur-
ing 1968 only a little over 1 billion cards
were purchased and in 1969 the number
dropped considerably to approximately
800 million.

The initial reason for issuing the
postal cards was to supply a public
want and this is the reason why I want
to reinstate the penny postecard. In com-
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paring the total number of postage
stamps issued in 1968—almost 35 bil-
lion—to the number issued in 1969—ap-
proximately 27 billion—you will note a
marked decline in purchases. Admittedly,
the higher rates would seem to have kept
some consumers from communicating
through the mails. In view of the rising
rates in postage, I am sure that the pub-
lic want for a 1-cent postal card is and
will continue to increase. This is not to
say that their use will take away from
the sale of other stamps, of course, be-
cause their utilization is limited, but at
least their use will be more accessible to
the common man who needs and wants
to communicate and who wishes to just
drop a line to a friend, his government
officials, or some businesses, to a son in
the service, and so forth.

In an age in which communication is
emphasized, let us encourage it; in an
age in which special interests seem to get
all the breaks, let us give the average
man a break; in an age in which op-
portunity is a key word, let us give the
people an opportunity—and option—to
use this form of communication. In order
to assure the last vestige of service that
will come as close as is possible to grant-
ing the American people the franking
privilege and the type of service that
should symbolize the postal service, I
urge you to restore the penny postcard.
Public demand clamors for at least a
small break for the average man.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Arizona is recognized.

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman’s amend-
ment fills me with nostalgia. No one
would like more to bring back the penny
postcard than I. In fact, I am in favor
of the $20 suit, the $5 shoes, and the
nickel beer. I wish we could bring all of
them back.

But the net impact of this amendment
would be drastic and disastrous in two
or three respects. The present rate is
5 cents for a penny postcard. It costs the
Government almost a nickel to handle
and deliver it. Five cents just about covers
its cost. By cutting the price of the card
to 1 penny, $80 million in revenue would
be wiped out, and we would have a post-
card which could be used by anyone.

Let me tell you the first thing that
would happen. You do not like junk mail?
Now the junk mailer has to pay 5 cents
to mail an advertising circular, and we
barely break even on that. If the amend-
ment were agreed to all they would have
to do would be to put their sales message
on a penny postcard. So if you are wor-
ried about subsidizing advertising cir-
culars sent in third class, I say there
would be no more third-class mail. Why
should they pay the third-class rate when
they could send first-class a penny post-
card?

We are talking about losing $80 mil-
lion in revenue. We would be opening a
door so that all third-class mail and
other classes of mail could simply shift to
posteards, and you will have a deficit in
the Post Office that will curl your hair.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. The gentleman talks
about the calamity that would take place
if we were to restore the penny post-
card. In effect, we would afford an op-
portunity to the plain citizen to move
his mail freely, to communicate with a
serviceman or some religious organiza-
tion.

Is it not true that you now have avail-
able presses that could turn these cards
out at the rate of 250,000 an hour? Is
that correct?

Mr. UDALL. I think that is correct, but
that is not the problem. It is the cost
of delivery.

Mr. GONZALEZ, One other guestion.
You talk about the cost of delivery. What
about the really large item of $630 mil-
lion that you are paying now each year
just for transportation?

Mr. UDALL. Part of that goes to most
postcards, and if the postcard were a
penny—and I do not oppose an $80 mil-
lion subsidy for soldiers, widows, and
sons to write their mothers and all that
sort of thing—but what I am afraid of
is that if we legitimize the penny post-
card, everyone who wants to send a mes-
sage, even the local utility company
which sends out a bill, will use the penny
postcard.

Mr, GONZALEZ. What is wrong with
that?

Mr. UDALL. Because the subsidy will
not then be $80 million. It will be $580
million or something else. Everyone
would move to penny postcards.

Mr. GONZALEZ. The gentleman has
touted this bill as bringing efficiency to
the system and reducing rates.

Mr. UDALL. I believe it will.

Mr., GONZALEZ. Then we can use
that efficiency and the new technological
know-how that will come with the bill,
if enacted, in order to provide that kind
of service.

Mr. UDALL. You cannot cut 80 per-
cent out of the cost of an item in this
bill and expect to come out in the cost.

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

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I hate to take is-
sue with my colleague from Texas, but I
think we are underestimating what the
subsidy required would be if we reinsti-
tuted the 1l-cent posteard. The shift
from first-class mail and airmail back
to postcards would make the present
estimated loss for the present volume of
postcards—which you estimate to be $80
million—look like chicken feed. It might
result in $300, $400 or $500 million just
in subsidies in the instance of postcards.

I, like the gentleman from Arizona, am
not opposed to subsidies. I believe that
there ought to be, to some extent, a sub-
sidy for the users of the mails. But I
think we are exaggerating it here.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GONZALEZ) .

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT

Mr. SCOTT, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows.
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Amendment offered by Mr. ScorT: On page
186, following line 25, add a new subsection
(e) to sectiom 209 to read as follows:

*“*‘(e) The Postal Service shall appoint
rural carriers in the postal career service by
one of the two following methods which sghall
be applied in the following order of prece-
dence:

#¢(1) by selection (A) of a qualified ca-
reer employee from within the postal career
service, or (B) if no qualified career em-
ployee is available for, and willing to accept
such an appointment, of a qualified substi-
tute rural carrier who has at least three
years of satisfactory service as a subsiitute
rural carrier at the post office where a vacancy
occurs, who shall acquire postal career service
status upon being appointed as a rural car-
rler; or

“*(2) if no qualified employee serving in
the Postal Service is available for, and willing
to accept, appointment by the method de-
scribed in paragraph (1), by procedures in
accordance with section 201 of this title.”

Mr. SCOTT (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the REcorD.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this has to
do with the appointment of rural car-
riers. In the event there is no career
postal worker available to fill a vacancy
in a rural carrier’s job, it permits con-
sideration of a substitute rural carrier
who has had at least 3 years of service.

In my own neighborhood there was
a carrier who had been a substitute for
17 years in which a vacancy occured. He
was not eligible to be considered when
the regular rural carrier became sick and
was unable to continue in his position.
I have talked with other Members of this
body, and they have cited instances in
which there have been substitute rural
carriers for as long as 25 years. Even
after this long period of service these
substitutes are not eligible to be consid-
ered in the event of a vacancy in the reg-
ular rural carrier job for which they have
been a substitute.

This amendment provides that after 3
vears of qualified service as a substitute
rural carrier and, in the event there was
no qualified permanent employee to be
considered, the substitute would be con-
sidered without having to take an exam-
ination for the job.

I think frankly, Mr. Chairman, it does
justice to the substitute rural carriers.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania,

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman for introducing this
amendment. I wish this had been the
law long ago. There has been a great deal
of injustice to individuals, so I am very
much in support of the amendment.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. Chairman, might T say that in the
committee when we were marking up
H.R. 4, which is not before this body, but
was a previous similar bill, the commit-
tee agreed to an identical amendment.
It is not a part of the present bill, how-
ever, and I do ask for favorable consid-
eration.
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Mr., UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I am not
sure the amendment does any particular
harm. The gentleman from Virginia is
correct in stating it was adopted in con-
nection with a previous bill, HR. 4.
However, in connection with the pending
bill the committee rejected it by an over=-
whelming vote, as I recall. It seems to
me that once we set up this new system
of collective bargaining, the kinds of
problems the gentleman raises here will
not be involved to any great degree. I
think in the light of this the amendment
ought to be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr, ScorT).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ECEHARDT

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. EckHARDT: On
page 187, line 17, strike the word “provisions™
and add the words “other sections.”

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is simply to prevent a conflict
between subsection (a) and subsection
(b) of section 222 of subchapter II of the
proposed act and to prevent the one from
delimiting the other.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Forp).

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I support the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. HENDERSON. Is it true that the
effect of the gentleman's amendment
would be to negate the action of the
House yesterday in adopting the amend-
ment I offered, that would give the em-
ployees the right to join or not to join
an organization?

Mr. ECKHARDT. The gentleman ex-
pressed that as the purpose of that
améndment. I also stated yesterday that
I felt that section (b) did nothing but
restate section 7 of the Labor Act. Sec-
tion 7 of the Labor Act is in almost the
same language that the gentleman’s
amendment is in. In section 8(a) (3) of
the Labor Act which is incorporated
here, there are certain ameliatory pro-
visions. I do not know what the gentle-
man was doing with his amendment,
but I think if this amendment is adopted,
it will be quite clear what the act does.
It gives everybody in the postal service
the same kind of rights that everybody
in industry generally has.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman agree if the
amendment were accepted that a union
shop could be negotiated or brought
into under the compulsory arbitration
provisions of the bill?

Mr. ECKHARDT. I think that might
be so, but I think that might be so under
the present structure of the bill.
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Mr. HENDERSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

I would point out to the Members of
the House that the effect of the adoption
of this amendment would be to abso-
Iutely reverse the action the House took
overwhelmingly yesterday to write into
the bill a new section as to the right of
the Federal employees in the postal sery-
ice to join or not to join an organiza-
tion, to have the right not to have to
pay dues to hold a job in the new postal
service,

It is my opinion and the opinion of
counsel that the adoption of this amend-
ment would have the opposite effect as to
that of my amendment of yesterday.
It would provide that the labor-man-
agement relations laws as originally
brought out in the committee bill would
be in effect, and the amendment adopted
yesterday would be to no effect.

I know the House does not want to
reverse the action of yesterday, and I
urge defeat of the amendment.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. May I remind the
Members that until we passed the Hen-
derson amendment yesterday the issue of
right to work was so intense that it ob-
scured our consideration of postal re-
form. Certainly we do not want to again
reimpose this overriding issue. We have
done a fine job this afternoon under
difficult circumstances in moving along
postal reform. I suggest, in the interest
of expediting the procedure, that we re-
ject the amendment.

Mr. HENDERSON. I believe the gen-
tleman will agree with me, and I believe
the gentleman from Iowa, to whom I will
yield, will agree with me, that the adop-
tion of this amendment would have the
effect of killing postal reform.

Members will have an opportunity in
a few minutes to vote to do that if they
want to. This is not the way to do it.

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

Mr, HENDERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. :

I do agree that everything the gentle-
man from North Carolina has said is
completely accurate. This amendment
would, for all practical purposes, gut the
amendment which the gentleman from
North Carolina was successful in having
approved yesterday.

Mr. HENDERSON. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HENDERSON. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. WILLTAM D. FORD. I find my-
self in a position of not disagreeing with
what the gentleman is saying in terms
of the effect it would have if the lan-
guage already adopted by the House did
what he says it did. It clearly does not.
The amendment did not go to the lan-
guage of the National Labor Relations
Act that would have to be amended to
change section 7 of that act. The amend-
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ment adopted by the House is not incon-
sistent with that act.

At least the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr, ECKHARDT)
would make it clear one way or the other.
The Eckhardt amendment makes legis-
lative sense, because one can read that
amendment and tell what part of the
law is being amended.

The language we have adopted does
not specifically amend any part of the
National Labor Relations Act.

Mr. HENDERSON. I understand the
gentleman.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I want the
legislative history of this bill to show
that many of us believe it does not con-
stitute a so-called right to work provi-
sion at this time.

Mr. HENDERSON. I understand the
gentleman takes that position, but I be-
lieve by the action of the House yester-
day the intent was clear. The language
which was adopted yesterday was clear.
Of course, there is always doubt to be
resolved by court action. I do not be-
lieve, from the advice I have, there is
any doubt as to the result of the action
on the language taken up by the House
yesterday.

I desire to advise Members that if they
adopt this amendment they will be re-
versing the clear intent of the House
yesterday.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRANE

Mr. CRANE, Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CranNe: On page
283, strike out line 1 and all that follows
down through the period in line 9 on page
284,

Mr. CRANE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the REcORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is probably the simplest,
most readily understandable one that
will be offered in the course of debate on
the postal reform bill.

It repeals the present ban on the pri-
vate carriage of first-class mail. It also
removes the accompanying criminal
penalty for the private carriage of first-
class mail.

On Thursday, March 26, 1970, I took
the well of the House to speak on the
subject “why not competition for the
Post Office?” In that speech I outlined
what I considered to be the desirable ef-
fects of my bill, H.R. 16691. Today, I am
introducing that bill as an amendment
to the postal reform bill.

Since making that speech, I have given
a great deal of further thought to this
entire question. I have corresponded with
the Citizens Committee for Postal Re-
form; I have examined the report of the
Kappel Commission; and I have closely
studied the pending legislation.

Let me take a moment to discuss each
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of these three areas: On April 27, I wrofe
Messrs. Morton and O'Brien, the co-
chairmen of the Citizens Committee for
Postal Reform concerning their position
on postal reform. Unfortunately, they
were both out of the city; but the execu-
tive director of the committee, Mr.
Claude J. Desautels, did respond prompt-
1y to my letter.

Permit me to quote a question that I
asked Messrs. Morton and O'Brien:

Perhaps you can enlighten me: How ex-
actly would this (their recommendations for
postal reform) have prevented a strike?

The committee’s response to this ques-
tion was, in essence, that because “postal
employees have been getting the short
end of the stick for many, many years,”
a reform bill will improve their lot and
make them less likely to strike in the
future. As I pointed out in my letter, I
do believe very firmly that postal reform
is essential. But the postal reform must
be meaningful. The current proposals
would do little to improve the ineffi-
ciency of our postal service. It is no re-
form merely to transfer the postal bu-
reaucracy from the Cabinet to an inde-
pendent agency; it is no reform to raise
postal rates while not improving services.
And it is certainly no reform to permit
postal employees to be required to join a
union, or to allow them to strike against
the public good.

One of the most needed reforms is to
permit private competition with the Post
Office, so that the innovative talents of
the free enterprise system can be brought
to bear on the problem of providing fast,
efficient, and dependable postal service
at the lowest possible cost. That is the
purpose of this amendment.

I assume that some of my colleagues
will raise the possibility that private car-
riers might indulge in “cream skimming”
in the high-volume, high-value segments
of the post office market. I do not believe
that there is any validity to this concern
for the following two reasons:

First. Some mail is simply not profita-
ble. Let me specifically mention the case
of “book rate” from Puerto Rico to
Alaska—a service on which the Post Of-
fice loses money. Mr. Chairman, if the
Congress determines that the shipment
of books is a public service that should
be subsidized by the taxpayer, let us have
the courage of our convictions and vote
to subsidize that category of our mail,
whoever the carrier.

Second. It should be pointed out that
under present arrangements, when a
“common carrier,” such as one of the
private companies which deliver parcels,
is authorized to serve a certain territory,
they can be required to serve all points
within that territory, not just those
which are the most lucrative.

Another major point I wanted to make
is that I have studied the report of the
Kappel Commission, which is the basis
for the entire postal reform movement
and which suggested “the new approach”
which we so desperately need for our
postal service. The section of the Kappel
report which deals with “the postal mo-
nopoly"” is certainly one of the most su-
perficial examinations of this question I
have seen. In two hasty pages, the Com-
mission concluded:
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The postal monopoly provided by the Pri-
vate Express Statutes should be preserved,
although not necessarily in its present form.
(Page 129, “Towards Postal Excellence,” the
Report of the President's Commission on
Postal Organization, 1968.)

No case is made for that conclusion;
indeed, the evidence against it is scarce-
ly examined.

Mr. Chairman, I have also studied
carefully the successive postal reform
measures which have been introduced
over the course of the 91st Congress.
This includes H.R. 4, the original l;ill;
H.R. 17070, the committee-passed bill;
and H.R. 17966, the Udall-Derwinski sub-
stitute. All three of these measures have
included in them a proposal for a 2-year
study of the private carriage of first-class
mail—a section that calls for “further
study and evaluation in the light of
changes in modern communications.
The postal service is directed to submit
to the President and the Congress a re-
port within 2 years of the enactment of
this act for the modernization of these
provisions of the law.”

Thus, it is clear all of these bills recog-
nize that this area is one where change
will be needed. Yet all three bills would
have us delay the enactment of that
change for at least a period of 2 years.

The Post Office Department has shown
itself to be close-minded and unrespon-
sive by its refusal to consider support for
this approach to postal reform. Let me
point out that the Post Office has not said
there is anything wrong with my pro-
posal. It has not said anything at all,
despite the fact that the distinguished
chairman of the Post Office Committee
(Mr. Dursk1) has asked for its views of
my bill. This is a request which I have
repeated on several occasions myself.
Apparently it is against departmental
policy to consider any new approaches to
postal service, even where no concrete
objections can be made to a proposed in-
novation. I do not see how genuine reform
can possibly result from an attitude that
forbids consideration of new ideas.

This amendment does not address it-
self to the union shop argument. To those
who share my view that the Nation can-
not tolerate another postal strike, I would
point out that the mere existence of alter-
native services will act as a deterrent to
those who would violate the law—either
existing or proposed—and withhold their
services from the Government Post
Office.

The postal strike showed us a number
of things: For example, it showed us that
the private sector, with little notice, could
rise to the challenge of providing a new
service. During that period, literally over-
night, many different methods of deliver-
ing written communications developed.
Some of them, admittedly, were of a
makeshift nature that the participants
would not desire to use again, but others
indicated that the private sector will
respond when given the opportunity.

I know that some of my colleagues will
say that we cannot measure the impact of
my amendment on the bill at this time,
“Give us a chance to study it for the next
2 years, and then, perhaps, a change
will be implemented,” they say.

To this line of argument I must respond
that no one can accurately foretell what
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the real impact of any part of this bill
will be. Certainly we do not know what
will result when the rest of this bill is
enacted into law, if in faet it is.

I would further respond to any who
raise this guestion that a sensible ap-
proach might be to try my amendment
for a certain trial period—say 2 years—
and determine if it is indeed conducive
to better service to the public, or not.

I welcome the support of my colleagues
for this amendment, and insert in the
REecorp a number of items:

}From the Christian Science Monitor,

Apr. 24, 1970]
POSTAL REFORM
To TEE CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR:

In the wake of the first strike in the 200-
year history of the post office, you undoubt-
edly have been examining its causes and its
significance. We, too, have been doing some
evaluating. We have concluded that the self-
supporting postal eorporation-type of orga-
nization recommended by the Kappel com-
mission would have prevented the strike,
which was the consequence of an antiquated,
inflexible postal system.

Especlally in metropolitan areas where the
cost of living is high, postal workers are frus-
trated by inadeguate wages, by non-existent
and obsolete equipment in high density mail
centers, and by the futility of trying to earn
promotions. A postal career is a dead end.
There is no way for postal workers to nego-
tiate their problems with management. Their
leaders must resort to lobbying scores of con-
gressmen and senators.

These are some of the frustrations that
led to the illegal strike,

Complete postal reorganization along the
lines of the Kappel commission would not
only prevent strikes, but would in fact save
the mail service from catastrophe.

LAWRENCE F. O'BRIEN,
THRUSTON B. MORTON,
Citizens Committee for Postal Reform,
Ine.
WASHINGTON.

ApriL 27, 1970.
Hon. THRUSTON B. MORTON,
Hon. LawneNce F. O'BRIEN,
Citizens Committee for Postal Reform, Ine.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Messgs. Morton and O'Brien: I have
read with interest your letter to the Editor
of the Christian Science Monitor (April 24,
1970), in which you state that a reorganized
postal corporation, along the lines recom-
mended by the Kappel Commission, would
have prevented the recent postal strike.

Perhaps you can enlighten me: How, exact-
1y, would this have prevented a strike?

It is unfortunate that the reform advocat-
ed in HR. 4 and now in HR. 17070 does not
effectively “'solve' the problem of strikes by
postal employees, any more than existing
legislation effectively prohibits government
employees from taking part in illegal strikes.

Nevertheless, it is quite true that postal re-
form Is essential. I believe it would be far
more effective to repeal certain sections of
Titles 18 and 36 of the U.S. Code, removing
the prohibitions on the private carriage of
first class mail. If this were done, it would
permit postal employees to seek alternative,
and possibly more lucrative, sources of em-
ployment where they could utilize their
skills and tralning outside of the monopoly,
whether a government or quasi-government
organization. In addition, the repeal of the
specified sections of the U.S. Code would of-
fer the individual American citizen the op-
portunity to select the form of mail delivery
service best suited to his needs and his budg-
et, rather than being forced to use the serv-
ices of the existing or reorganized postal
monopoly.
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I would appreciate your comments on my
bill (HR. 16691), a copy of which is en-
closed for your ready reference.

Cordially,

PaLte M. CRANE,
Member of Congress.

CrTizENs COMMITTEE FOR
PostAL REForM, INC.,
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1970.
Hon. PHILIP M, CRANE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR ConNGREsSSMAN: In the absence from
the city of our National Co-Chairmen, I am
taking the liberty of acknowledging receipt
of your letter of recent date relative to H.R.
17070, the Postal Reorganization and Salary
Adjustment Act of 1970.

As our National Co-Chairmen have stated:
“The frustrations that have been bugging
the postal workers are due to the system
under which the Post Office is run.”

And the solutions to the problems are
found in the labor-management provisions
of the O’'Brien-Kappel-Johnson-Nixon-
Blount Postal Reform proposals.

Let's face it, postal employees have been
getting the short end of the stick for many,
many years.

Their wages are below the levels where, in
all conscience, they should be.

They cannot bargain collectively with the
management of today's Post Office, while
the right of collective bargaining has long
been enjoyed by nearly all America's workers.

The conditions under which postal em-
ployees work, in many instances, are deplor-
ably antiquated, and much of the equip-
ment they work with is archale, wasteful
and inefficient.

The labor-management proposals of the
Eappel Report are carefully designed to give
postal workers the rights they want and de-
serve.

Among these rights as spelled out by these
very important provisions:

1. Postal workers are guaranteed the right
to bargain collectively with the postal man-
agement on wages and conditions,

2. In the event of a deadlock between the
postal workers and the postal management,
the workers are given the right to demand
binding arbitration by a third party.

3. New opportunity for training and rights
of advancement for qualified postal workers.
Example—letter carriers or clerks could be-
come postmasters on merit.

This kind of postal reform, as envisioned in
the O'Brien-Eappel-Johnson-Nixon-Blount
Postal Reform proposals is long over due. It
would remove forever the possibility of a
bitter stalemate which has lead some postal
workers to desperate and illegal measures.

We appreciate you sending us your bill
H.R. 16691. Although we are not familiar
with its provisions, you may rest assured that
it will receive our careful consideration.

With kind regards.

SBincerely yours,
CrLAUDE J. DESAUTELS.

[From Newsweek, Oct. 9, 1967]
TaE PosT OFFICE
(By Milton Priedman)

Complaints on postal service sent to the
Postmaster General are directed to the wrong
address—that is like berating a dog for bark-
ing Instead of purring. The Post Office is both
a monopoly and a government bureau—so
it should occasion no surprise that it is
costly, inefficient and backward.

Even Postmaster General O'Brien has rec-
ognized this fact. He has proposed that the
Post Office be converted into a nonprofit gov-
ernment corporation, But that would change
only the form not the substance. As a mo-
nopoly, it would still be costly; as a govern-
ment organization, it would still be inefficient
and backward.
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There is a simpler, more modest, yet mors
effective solution. Let Congress simply repeal
provisions of the present law which prohibit
private persons from competing with the
U.5. Post Office (presently, private persons
may provide mail service, but only if the
letters also carry U.S. stamps).

WHY MONOPOLY?

The tyranny of the status quo leads most
of us to take it for granted that the postal
service must be a government monopoly. The
facts are very different. There have been
many private ventures—including the storied
Pony Express, which falled when the tele-
graph line (also private) reached California
and provided an even faster service. Many
others succeeded—which was precisely what
led postal officials to foster, over many dec-
ades, a successlon of Congressional enact-
ments to outlaw private mail delivery.

It will be objected that private firms would
skim the cream by concentrating on first-
class mail and especially local urban de-
livery—on which the Post Office makes a sub-
stantial profit—while leaving to the Post Of-
fice the mail on which it loses money.

But this is an argument for, not against,
competition, Users of first-class mall are now
being overcharged (taxed is the word we use
in other contexts) to subslidize the distribu-
tion of newspapers, periodicals and junk
malil, Similarly, local delivery subsidizes mail
for remote areas.

If we want to subsidize the distribution of
such material, we should do so openly and
directly—by giving the originators of such
mail a subsidy and letting them buy the
services of distributing it as best they can.
And we should finance the subsidy in ac-
cordance with the general canons of taxa-
tion, not by a special levy on the users of
first-class mail.,

Nonetheless, the argument is politically
powerful. It explains why many a newspaper
and periodical—even some staunch defend-
ers of free markets in other connections—
will defend the Post Office’s monopoly. They
will defend it because they favor subsidizing
dissemination of information and educa-
tional matter—but doubt that they can per-
suade the public to do so directly and openly.
They will be overimpressed by the impor-
tance of the subsidy to their pockets—be-
cause they will not allow fully for the im-
provements that competition would bring. It
would be expensive for them to pay the full
cost of the present inefficlent delivery serv-
ice—but the cost will be cut sharply by the
more efficlent service that would spring up.

In any event, I see no reason myself why
readers of newspapers and periodicals, and
distributors of junk mail, should not bear the
full cost of distribution, whatever it may
turn out to be—and I, for one, hope that it
does not turn out to be so low as to encour-
age still more junk malil.

WHY NOT COMPETITION?

One obstacle to introducing competition is
a lack of imagination. Our minds are not
fertile enough to envisage the miracles that
unfettered enterprise can accomplish, in mail
service as in other areas—rapid delivery with-
in a city by pneumatic tubes and between
cities by facsimile wire, much more exten-
sive use of traveling post offices instead of
monuments to the political pull of the Post-
master General and the local congressman,
and so on ad infinitum.

A more important obstacle to introducing
competition is the nature of the political
process. Competition would benefit the gen-
eral public. But the general public has no
effective lobby. It would benefit men and
women who would find new business and em-
ployment opportunities. But few of them
have any idea that they would be benefited,
s0 they have no effective lobby. Competition
might harm postal employees and big users
of subsidized mail. As concentrated special-
interest groups, they are well organized and
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do have an effective lobby. Their special in-
terest, not the general interest, i1s therefore
likely to shape the course of postal legisla-
tion. An oft-told tale.

[From the Indianapolis News, Apr. 2, 1970]
WHY Nor A PRIVATE PosT OFFICE?
(By John Chamberlain)

My friend Leonard Read, who runs the
Foundation for Economic Education at Irv=
ington-on-Hudson, New TYork, was telling
us 20 years ago that the U.S. Postoffice
should be liquidated and the job of carry-
ing the mail turned over to private enter-
prisers. Many of us laughed at him, but
we are laughing no longer.

If his advice had been taken, we would
have been spared the postal crisis. Undoubt-
edly there would have been many entries
into the postal service fleld, a few doing
fast special delivery jobs, others catering
to the delivery of publications, a handful of
A.T. and T.s of the business sticking pri-
marily to first-class mail, and a residue—
the scrap-iron dealers of the trade—han-
dling stuff that has no particular urgency.

There would have been competition, of
course, for labor among the private carriers.
Quite possibly there would have been several
unions, Before the rage for co-ordinating
bargaining hit us, one or two of the unions
would have negotiated good wage agree-
ments with individual employers.

The wage level throughout the whole in-
dustry would have tended to rise; instead
of a paltry £6,176-a-year beginning salary
for a letter carrier, which is the figure that
Congress in its infinite wisdom had never
bothered to change as inflatlon galloped
ahead, competition would surely have set
the minimum at $8,600 or thereabouts way
back in President Elsenhower's or Jack Ken-
nedy’s day. And surely veterans of the postal
services would have been earning up to $12,-
000 or $15,000 a year under private auspices.

All this can be sald with perfect assur-
ance because it is what happened in a hun-
dred other service industries that require
no more and no less intelligence, endurance
and ingenuity that is demanded of postal
workers.,

The reason the letter carriers never got
their just due is that Congress is, to put it
quite frankly, utterly incompetent to act as
an employer, especially when it is trying to
run something at one remove. A public pos-
tal corporation would be better, for it would
not have a thousand things ranging from
the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution to the in-
vestigation of subversive activities on its
mind. But if the public corporation is to be
a protected monopoly, which is what Pres-
ident Nixon wants, it will still have a hard
time judging what a mailman is worth in
the market.

If Leonard Read's counsel had been fol-
lowed 20 years ago, who knows what tech-
nological marvels might have been developed
in the area of postal service? The electronic
age was only in its infancy in 1950.

Instead of malling checks to suppliers and
employes, companies might use a chosen
communications company to signal the
transfer of funds to individual accounts in
a selected list of banks,

Maybe an ingenious enterpriser would
have figured out & way of putting corre-
spondence on tape, for instant transmission
to receiver stations miles away. Our son, in
distant Vietnam, keeps us informed of his
experiences by speaking into a tape recorder
and maliling us the results to be listened to
in our living room. Is it impossible to visual-
ize a time when the spoken word might go
out over 8,000 miles, via a bounce-off satel-
lite, to be taped instantaneously in a local
“postoffice” in one's own home town?

I do not know whether I am dreaming or
not, but I am sure that if such things could
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be made a reality it won't be done by a gov-
ernment monopoly.

Politically, a competing number of pri-
vate mall corporations would be good in-
surance against revolution. When the letter
carriers went on strike, they flouted the law
which says that Federal employes must seek
other means of publicizing their grievances.
The law, when the postal crunch came, was
meaningless.

‘Well, if uniformed employes in one branch
of government can strike with impunity,
then other men in uniform, the police,
the army—might draw thelr own conclusions.
When the Czar's army struck, Lenin walked
in. My conclusion is that the fewer men in
uniform the less the danger of a revolution-
ary force against the state.

[From Newsday, Mar. 24, 1970]

PRIVATE Man. CORPORATION CoOULD SOLVE

PosTtar. WoEes

(By Jeffrey St. John)

“There is no kind of dishonesty,” observed
the founder of the U.S. postal system, Ben
Franklin, “into which otherwise good people
more easily and frequently fall than that of
defrauding the government.”

The politicians who have been running the
U.S. Post Office as if it were a personal pay-
off system have been defrauding the govern-
ment and taxpayers these many decades,
Now, the first postal workers strike in the
service's history 1s generating officlal dis-
honest claims that the strike is solely over
“poor pay for postal workers.” The growing
deterioration of mail service in recent years
could cause some to conclude that postal
employes are overpaid.

The fires of government-created inflation
are at the heart of the strike; it's not difficult
to understand how postal workers barely
make ends meet. But behind the rhetoric are
the troublemaking militants within Man-
hattan and Bronx Branch 36 of the National
Association of Letter Carriers. In recent years
both boroughs have shown a marked increase
in agitation by black militants who were
given jobs as political payoffs.

THEY LIT THE FUSE

Some of these finally managed to use real
low wages to light the fuse that set off the
wildeat walkout. Branch 36 militants man-
aged to Intimidate the wunion leadership,
which had requested the postal workers to
go back to work. The militants have been
working for a long time to pull off this strike,
which they reason could spread to the en-
tire city and then to the nation, striking a
crippling blow at “The System."”

Politics in the postal system is nothing
new; Andrew Jackson introduced the spoils
system in 1829, and successive presidents have
made it a dumping ground for incompetents
and individuals in search of a soft touch or
a featherbed. It takes $7.5 billion a year to
keep the politically powerful government
agency from breaking down entirely. The
Nixon administration’s recent attempts to
create a public postal corporation to run the
system like a business has met with unprece-
dented lobbylng pressure from the postal
union. Nixon’s attempts for reform are going
to fail unless he abandons his current efforts
for a simple solution. What is required is
competition from a private postal system to
serve individuals and industry willing to pay.

THE PONY EXPRESS

“Were the postal system being started to-
day,” says the Keppel Commission that spent
15 months probing post office pitfalls, “it
might well be operated by a privately owned,
regulated corporation, not unlike the com-
panies which operate communications and
transportation systems in this country.” The
last time the U.S. postal system allowed com-
petition was the Pony Express and it did such
a superb job that the government introduced
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competitive transcontinental service, lost
money and passed a law, still standing today,
that forbids anyone else but the government
from moving first class mail.

The strike and chaos In the postal system
should move Congress to repeal this prohibi-
tion and allow private postal systems to oper-
ate. The Independent Postal Systems of
America, based in Oklahoma City, is a cur-
rent model that could be expanded. It is
handling much of the so-called “junk mail”
from business that the government says is
contributing to a deficit operation.

Economist Milton Friedman has pointed
out in arguing for a competitive private post-
al system: “Competition would quickly set
modern technology to work in the transmis-
sion of the mail, and simultaneously lower
the cost to the consumer. The government
system would have to shape us or ship out.”

Those who find the profit motive in private
enterprise distasteful must now choose he-
tween profit or postal politics that will con-
tinue to create chaos and paralysis,

AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE GOVERNMENTAL
POSTAL SYSTEM

(By Yale Brozen, professor of business eco-
nomics, Graduate School of Business,
University of Chicago)

It is, of course, un-American to think of
any alternative to a governmentally operated
postal system. After all, Ben Franklin, a great
patriot, was a founder and supporter of this
governmental enterprise. Anyway, what sen-
sible American would want to go into a bus-
iness which loses as much money as the Post
Office.

Believe it or not, a good many Americans
seem to think that the postal business is
worth entering. The Post Office investigates
thirty to forty cases a year where it suspects
that its monopoly is being infringed. It prose-
cutes fifteen to twenty cases a year.

First class mail is profitable for the U.S.
Post Office and it is in this class of mail in
which it has a legal monopoly. It has never
bothered obtaining a legal monopoly of other
classes of mail since it believed that it lost
money on other classes and was glad to have
anyone take these over who wished. But, of
course, who would want to get a plece of a
money losing business?

A number of people have evidently been
anxious to move in on this money losing
business—and some have done so. Tom Mur-
ray started a service in Oklahoma City where
he offered to deliver third class mail for $25
a thousand, much less than the $43 a thou-
sand the Post Office charged, and to guar-
antee that delivery within a specified time.
The Post Office’s hablt of frequently deliver-
ing such mall after the event had already
occurred that was being announced of course
created many customers for Tom Murray, giv-
ing him the opportunity to lose even more
money than the Post Office since he was
charging less and giving better service. To
everyone's amazement, he is making money.
Others find the opportunity to compete with
the P.O. on these terms so attractive that Mr.
Murray has now franchised operators or is
operating in sixty other cities under his In-
dependent Postal System of America banner.
His 1500 bonded carriers are serving 70 mil-
lion people in these sixty cities in the U.S.
and Canada, and he appears to be making
money.

In the parcel post area, United Parcel Serv-
ice is competing with the Post Office. Its
service is enormously superlor to that of the
U.8. Post Office and its rates are lower. Where
the Post Office charges $1.17 for a 10 1b. pack-
age mailed in San Francisco and delivered
in Portland in eight to ten days, United Par-
cel charges 98¢ and delivers in two days.

Now these are services on which the Post
Office claimed to be losing money, yet private
operators are providing better service at less
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cost. Think of what private operators could
do for first class mall service—which has
deteriorated to the point of being ludicrous.
The service is so poor that many companies
pay the postage they are required to pay by
law for first class mail but never let their
mail get near a U.B. Post Office. They
deliver the mail themselves rather than lose
the time involved in letting a U.S5. postal em-
ployee get his hands on their messages.

If we wish to improve our mail service and
reduce its costs, we don't need to sell the
Post Office. All we need to do is repeal the
law monopolizing the carriage of first class
mail for the U.8. Post Office and the law
monopolizing the use of a householder’'s mail
box. The would be competitors who are now
being prosecuted for violating the law could
operate. Also, the alternative services that
would become available would greatly reduce
our vulnerability to a postal strike.

At present, a large portion of the monopoly
power in the hands of the U.S. Post Office
accrues to the interest of the postal unions.
The result has been that postal workers in
the last ten years have been winning wage in-
creases outstripping those of industrial work-
ers. From 1969 to 1969, postal wage rates rose
by 4.7% per year while industrial wage rates
rose by 449% a year. You might never sus-
pect that listening to the complaints of New
York postmen. Given their recent success,
a continuation of a monopoly Post Office is
going to result in postal wage rates rising
even more rapidly in the future. Simply set-
ting up a U.S. Postal Service will not cure that
situation, as has been demonstrated by the
transportation unions. With competition
from potential entrants to the common car-
rier transportation industry barred by the
necessity to obtain a certificate of public
convenience and necessity, the unions in the
industry have a monopoly position which has
enabled them to win wage increases well in
excess of those won by other workers—and
they win them at the expense of other work-
ers. The Brotherhoods, the Teamsters, and
the Air Line Pilots Association are a labor
aristocracy engaging in wage setting activi-
ties which depress the wage rates of workers
in other industries.

The alternative to the present proposals for
reform of the Post Office, proposals which will
do nothing to improve many aspects of the
situation—is simply to repeal the law monop-
olizing the carriage and dellvering first class
mail and the law monopolizing the use of
the householder’s mail box.

[From the Dixon (Ill.) Telegraph,
Apr. 15, 1970]
COMPETITION URGED To CURE Post OFFICE
ILLs

WasHINGTON.—Efficient, dependable postal
service at reasonable cost can be achieved
only if the prohibitions on private competi-
tion with the Post Office are removed, Con-
gressman Philip M. Crane, Republican of Illi-
nois, has said.

Crane introduced legislation to repeal the
legal prohibitions on private mail carriers,
calling for an end to the government’s mo-
nopoly of the postal service. ‘“Private car-
riers should be permitted to enter into com-
petition with the Post Office,” Crane stated,
“so that the carrier who provides the most
efficient service at the most reasonable price
may prevail.”

“I believe it is time for the Congress to act
to improve our postal system by providing
for the Post Office the same stimulant that
has brought American business and industry
to its high peak of achievement: competi-
tion,” the congressman continued.

Rep. Crane, whose district includes the
northern Cook County suburbs of Chicago, a
city hard hit by the recent wildeat walkout
of postal employes, charged with neither the
present system nor the proposed postal cor-
poration can adequately guarantee improved
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mail service, He stressed the necessity of
bringing the innovative abilities of the
American private enterprise system into play
to develop new and more efficient techniques
for postal service. The widespread and im-
mediate response of business and industry,
he stated, to the urgent need for alternatives
to the Post Office during the recent strike,
indicates that the private sector is willing
and able to meet the challenge that would
be presented by this legislation.

Crane pointed out that the federal mo-
nopoly of the postal service is inconsistent
with our national anti-trust policy. “Why,”
he asked, “should the government continue
to exercise a monopoly over the area of post-
al service, when it would not permit private
enterprise to exercise monopoly power over
any other area of the economy?"

In response to the charge that free compe-
tition for mail service would leave to the
U.S. Post Office only that portion of the mail
unprofitable for private carriers to handle,
Crane stated that "“basic economics would
dictate that we determine the real costs of
those services, and see that individuals, busi-
nesses or other users are held responsible for
paying them.”

In introducing his legislation Crane called
upon members of congress of both parties to
put aside political and ideological differences
and join in support of constructive change
that will improve the mail service available
to every American,

“This legislation,” he sald in summation,
“will constitute an important step toward an
efficient postal system, a system that will
bring into play the energies and technologi-
cal expertise of our dynamiec private sector
and permit the Iree, competitive market to
operate: insuring for us all that our mail
can be delivered with the maximum feasible
speed and accuracy at minimum cost."”

[From the Chiecago Tribune, May 11, 1970]
Mam SystEMm NEEDS COMPETITION: CRANE

Improving the nation's postal system can
best be accomplished by introducing com-
petition, Rep. Philip Crane [R., I11.] said last
night during the Manion Radio Forum.

He discussed the reasons why he intro-
duced a bill in the House of Representatives
which calls for repealing United States code
provisions that prohlbit private carriage of
mall.

“Passage of the bill would permit any cor-
poration to compete for a share of the ‘mail
market' with the result that carriers provid-
ing the most efficient service at the most
reasonable price would prevail,” he said.

TECHNIQUES UNCHANGED

The present system as a monopoly does not
allow for new, sophisticated techniques for
delivery, Crane said, and “with the single
exception of the ailrplane we are still using
basically the same technigues used a cen-
tury ago. The innovative talents of private
enterprise could provide rapid development.”

New handling methods would create,
rather thrn eliminate, jobs, as automation
has done, but if present methods are not
improved, the demand for postal workers will
far exceed the supply, he said.

With a free market to set their own postal
rates and wages, private carriers would pay
salaries greater than those of government
employees, he said, and thus the major com-
plaint that led to the recent strike would
not exist.

“Further, if a strike of government postal
workers did occur, the nation’s economy
would not be brought to a virtual standstill
because private carriers would continue to
operate,” Crane sald.

TRANSFERS MONOPOLY

“This assumes there would be no industry-
wide union which is compulsory in the ad-
ministration’s current postal corporation
proposal, This proposal merely transfers the
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monopoly from an existing governmental
agency to a newly created quasi-government-
al body. The monopoly and its natural inef-
ficlency would still exist,” he added.

This I8 not a scheme to “sell” the post
office or to abolish it, Crane said, but merely
to provide alternatives to it.

“The government agency would continue
to exist, either in its present form or as a
postal corporation. If by chance the private
sector did not rise to the challenge, the post
office would still be there to do the job it
does now. But I believe that private enter-
prise would respond vigorously.”

[From the Freeman, Jahuary 1970]
PrivaTE MAL Courp BE A Pusnic Boon
(By Melvin D. Barger)

The postman is figuratively ringing twice
in & number of American cities these days,
One of the rings could be sweet music to
citizens angered by the growing problems of
the Federal postal system.

The new courier on the scene is the Inde-
pendent Postal System of America, making
its appointed rounds now in many cities and
soon to open services in more. IPSA, estab-
lished in February, 1968, is an upstart in the
communications field and an infant among
corporations, But it has made a sensational
start and has all the earmarks—or perhaps
postmarks—of being the right idea at the
right time.

One man who obviously thinks so is its
Tounder, 42-year-old Tom Murray, who al-
ready pictures IPSA jetting ahead into the
billlon-dollar class. Murray, a restless, entre-
preneurial type, could be accused of exag-
geration, except for several interesting facts.
One, IPSA has already landed enough sales to
produce $1 million in profits during its first
year of operation. Two, the potential mar-
ket is there; postal services run into billions
and could go much higher in the years ahead.
Three, public opinion is turning bitterly
against the U.S. Post Office Department, and
the times are right for constructive change.

The last item may turn out to be a mat-
ter of considerable importance to IPSA's fu-
ture. Until a few years ago, the public ac-
cepted the government postal monopoly as a
fact of life; some people even seemed to be-
lieve that only government had the com-
petence to carry mail. A suggestion that pri-
vate corporations could handle postal serv-
ices with greater efficiency and economy was
often hooted down; it was like suggesting
that a private cornpany take over the Wash-
ington Monument or the U.S, Coast Guard.

But a number of things have made a pri-
vate mail system more acceptable in the pub-
lic mind. Postal service seems to be deteri-
orating, or at least not keeping up with the
noticeable advances in other services (such
as the telephone system). The yearly postal
deficits are always well-publicized, causing
people to wonder frequently “why the Post
Office can’t at least pay its own way.” There
have also been the annoying rate increases
and raging legislative battles over proposed
rate boosts for different classes of mail. At-
tempts to raise third-class rates have en-
raged business malilers, and efforts to change
the admittedly low rates for publishers has
probably contributed something to the bad
press the Post Office has been getting.

There may also be some disillusionment
over the frequent crusades to make the Post
Office more businesslike, an effort that seems
to be relieved with each change of adminis-
tration. There was honest hope that Arthur
E. Summerfield, a successful Michingan busi-
nessman, might succeed in this when he
Jjoined the Cabinet in 1953 as President Ei-
senhower’s Postmaster General Summerfield
did make some needed improvements in us-
ing private capital to provide for new post
office building construction, but he also in-
curred the hostility of the postal unions and
faced considerable political opposition to
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many of his plans. Summerfield's reign at
the Post Office proved that the Department’s
problems couldn’t be solved simply by put-
ting an astute businessman in the head
chair.

THE KAPPEL PROPOSAL

The lastest ploy in the attempt to buck
up the faltering Post Office was the proposal
by the Kappel Commission to put the De-
partment under a government corporation.
Mr. Kappel, the retired board chairman of the
glant American Telephone and Telegraph
Company, was doubtlessly chosen to study
the Post Office because of his own impressive
career in a related communications field.
The Kappel proposal now has the endorse-
ment and active backing of President Nixon,
but it faces stiff opposition in Congress and
from the postal unions. Right now the Eap-
pel plan appears dead. If organized along
lines suggested by Mr. Kappel, the Post Office
might conceivably become better adminis-
tered, with less interference from Congress
and more control over its own operations.
However, the Kappel recommendation is es-
sentially an attempt to remedy the short-
comings of a socialistic enterprise by con-
verting it to another organizational form; it
still rests on the delusion that socialism can
be made to work if only the right combina-
tion of management and organization can
be found.

The question of private ownership of the
Post Office did get an airing by Mr. Kappel,
who dismissed the idea of selling the Post
Office because, with the Post Office’s deficit,
liabilities, and investment needs, '"you
couldn't sell it to anybody.”

The fact that the question of “selling™ the
Post Office was even asked shows that there's
growing interest in a private postal system.
Mr. Eappel's answer revealed the philosoph-
ical limitations of a man who has spent
his own lifetime in a monopolistic enter-
prise, albeit a highly successful one. He did
not seem to be thinking of the possibility
that postal services could be supplied by
new organizations, not just the one now in
existence. He apparently could not bring
himself to the point of proposing that any-
body ought to be allowed to carry any class
of malil, that mail deliveries should not be
a legal monopoly of either a public or a pri-
vate organization.

FROM BELLBOY TO MAILMAN

Against this background of mounting dis-
satisfaction with the Post Office, Tom
Murray's Independent system has come into
existence. Murray had no previous postal ex-
perience and would have had trouble get-
ting a minor position in the Federal Sys-
tem. An Irish immigrant, he came to Amer-
ica in 1950 and began his business career as
a bellboy in a Detroit hotel, Before long,
however, he had become manager, and after
that his rise was spectacular. The Mayor of
Detroit actually proclaimed a "“Tom Mur-
ray Day” in 1955, in recognition of Murray’s
outstanding service in community affairs.
He was soon hotel owner as well as man-
ager.

Murray's interest in hotels eventually
took him to Oklahoma City where a conver-
sation over a cup of coffee finally nudged
him into the malling business. A local busi-
nessman, Darrell Hinshaw, was complain-
ing about his own growing difficulties with
postal services. This was nothing new. But
the complaints went a step further. Murray
soon had some calculations and surveys
which indicated that a private company
might be able to carry third-class mail at
lower rates than the government and still
make a profit!

The figures fired Murray’s imagination,
particularly the business potential involved.
Hotels and motels, as everybody knows, work
in a field of flerce competition, with top
limits on the growth that even the most
successful firm can achieve. But here in the
mailing field the potential field alone was
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in the billions. If a private company could
break into the field and establish its own
position, it could not only share this market
but also participate in future growth of
breathtaking proportions.

A LOOPHOLE FOR DELIVERIES

But how could a private firm enter the field
when legislation prohibited it? Private mail-
ing companies had actually fluorished in
early America, but by the middle of the last
century had been driven out of business by
the Federal Private Express Statutes. How
could Murray work his way around statutes
that had barred other businesmen from the
mails for so long?

His door of entry was third-class mail,
which has been shrilly condemned as “junk
mail” in recent years and at times has been
held responsible for many of the Post Office
Department’s problems. There's a fine line
between *“third-class” mail and circulars. A
business firm for example, has the legal right
to deliver printed material to residences,
but not to use the mailboxes. Murray dashed
off to a Third-class Mallers' convention, and
listened to their gripes and problems, and
also found them receptive to the idea of a
private delivery system.

“I felt that the Third-class Mailers had
made a major error in permitting their prod-
ucts to be labeled "junk,” Murray says.
“Third-class mail isn't junk, and it deserves
its rightful place in the area of commerce.”

Certain by now that he was on track, Mur-
ray found a group of backers who could put
up $50,000 immediately and underwrite an
additional $2 million for later expansion. By
January, 1968, he had incorporated IPSA,
opened offices in Oklahoma City, and an-
nounced plans to begin service in February.
Deliveries would begin in the city, and then
fan out to nearby states, with the long-range
goal of becoming nationwide. As if to empha-
size the nationwide goal, Murray chose an
outline map of the U.S. for the system's
trademark and insignia,

DISPOSABLE MAILBOXES

Announcement of the daring venture cap-
tured the public interest; yet it also seemed
a too-risky exercise In audacity. Newsweek
magazine called it & “showdown™ with the
Post Office, and hinted that Murray would
be blocked by Federal authorities. Reporting
that Murray had already signed delivery con-
tracts with a rubber firm and an insurance
company, Newsweek also cited a Post Office
Department legal counsel's opinion to the
effect that Murray’'s operations were illegal,
that nobody but the Post Office has the right
to carry any class of mail. The magazine also
suggested that Murray would be courting real
trouble when he began making delivery In
home mailboxes,

If there was any showdown, nobody in
IPSA’'s headquarters ever noticed, because the
Independent System swung into operation on
its announced starting date and was soon
making almost routine coverage of most of
Oklahoma City. Murray wisely avoided chal-
lenging the Post Office Department ruling on
use of home maillboxes, and developed an
attractive plastic container which can be
suspended from most doorknobs. The con-
talner not only protects the mail and other
articles, but one side also serves as an ad-
vertisement for the Independent System.
The other side has been sold as an advertise-
ment for other firms, actually making the
plastic container a profit item instead of an
additional cost burden. IPSA would still like
to use private mailboxes and is currently
trying to get approval of a dual-compartment
type, but the plastic bag is doing very well
for the time being.

Murray’s customer list multiplied almost
meagically, and by the end of the first year
the system had served more than 100 clients
and was operating in every major Oklahoma
city as well as communities In Texas, Mis-
souri, Ohlo, Arkansas, Alabama, Mississippi,
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Illinois, New York, and even Canada. The
company was expanded rapidly by selling
franchises, and received hundreds of in-
quiries from private individuals seeking their
own postmasterships. At the same time, IPSA
was getting remarkable press attention, al-
most all of it favorable. Newsweek’'s follow-
up article after IPSA’s first year was largely
a success story and other publications such
as Saturday Review and Nation's Business
saw a bright future for the Independent Sys-
tem, the latter calling it a possible end to
the "130-year-old Postal mess.”

GUIDED BY THE MARKET

Surprisingly, however, many of the Inde-
pendent System's operations seem to be sim-
ilar to those of the Federal department. The
couriers still travel on foot, and use vans
closely resembling U.S. Postal vehicles. IPSA
deliverymen and U.S. mailmen wear almost
identical uniforms, walk the same routes,
and are often chased by the same dogs.
What innovations have given the Independ-
ent System an edge, allowing it to take busi-
ness away from the government mails?

One advantage has been price. Generally,
IPSA has been able to dellver third-class ar-
ticles at about 90 per cent of the Federal
rate, A 2, ounce item, for example, can be
delivered by IPSA for 3.3¢ versus 3.8¢c for
the U.S. rate. More important, IPSA can guar-
antee a specific delivery date, which many
business mailers such as local retailers must
have in publicizing special sales and other
events, The Independent System has no
“first-class” mail taking precedence in em-
ployees’ minds, and hence all mail is given
the same attention.

Beyond that, IPSA's businesslike approach
to problems may be winning them some
clients. IPSA salesmen are making regular
calls on large business mailers, such as Sears
Roebuck, making it clear that their patron-
age is wanted and appreciated and offering
to make service as attractive as possible.
Until now, it has been the business mailer
who has had to go hat-in-hand to deal with
Postal bureaucrats and to be reminded of
his product’s inferior status in Post Office
operations. It must be refreshing to most of
them not to hear the term *“junk” any-
more.

Is IPSA actually handling third-class mail
more economically than the government?
Probably, although nobody can prove it be-
cause the Federal system has no systematic
approach to its own costs and cannot say for
certain that any class of mall is profitable
or unprofitable. As a politicalized institution,
the Post Office has simply carried the mail
at rates established by Congress, then ap-
pealed to the same Congress to make up its
annual “deficit.”” Even the deficit has been
something of a myth, however, because the
Department doesn’t follow customary ac-
counting practices for its overall operations
and cannot really be compared with a cor-
poration of similar size. For one thing, capi-
tal expenditures for the Post Office have
been intolerably low almost every year and
there are no indications that Congress will
be willing to make them any higher.

THE UNCERTAIN FUTURE

Where will it all end? Will Murray's In-
dependent System continue to flourish and
grow until it replaces the Federal Post Of-
fice? Or will the two systems continue to
operate side-by-side, with Murray's orga-
nization specializing in “third-class” and the
U.S. Post Office carrying the rest of the mail?

Most likely, IPSA's growth and success will
turn out to be a source of embarrassment
to the Federal mail carriers. In time, the de-
partment might conceivably want to restrict
IPSA's operations. But this would bring it
into collision with public opinion, which
wouldn't support favoring the government's
Goliath at the expense of Murray's David.
If anything, public opinion may veer in the
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direction of permitting Murray or anybody
to haul all classes of mail. If so, this would
be a tremendous victory for free enterprise,
and would finally give libertarians a chance
to prove on & wide basis what they have
always contended: that private businessmen
can deliver the mail for a profit and give
the consumer the same efficlent service he
gets in the delivery of other items.

Some persons believe that a private com-
petitor may cause the Federal system to be-
stir itself to more efficiency. But don't look
for it. The faults with the U.S. Post Office
are the basic shortcomings of a soclalistic,
politicalized bureaucracy, and the officials
and others working in the system, even if
somehow they could know what ought to be
done, are powerless to make the necessary
changes. They simply can’'t make and carry
out the day-to-day adjustments and deci-
sions necessary to a good business operation.
That's no surprise; it is the nature of so-
cialism to centralize authority, to distort the
price signals of the market, to discourage in-
dividual incentive, and to subsidize incompe-
tence. Ironically, most of the schemes for
correcting socialistic excess—such as the
Kappel plan for the Post Office—really in-
volve creating some of the conditions that
prevail as a matter of course In private,
profit-minded corporations.

It is also unfortunate that most people
think it will take Acts of Congress to give
us better mail service. We could have it
right now if Congress would only repeal some
of the Acts it has already passed. We simply
need the freedom to let anybody earry mail.
Right now, Tom Murray seems to be doing
a great job with the “junk” mail the U.8.
Post Office doesn’t want to handle. He might
do even better if he could carry all classes
of mail. And suppose a few other private
carriers also got into the mail-carrying busi-
ness? Who knows? Even Murray might do
better under the lash of competition!

[From the Dixon (Ill.) Telegraph,
Mar. 25, 1970]

Wire TO FEDERAL OFFICIALS
President Ricmarp M. NIxXon.
The White House,
Washington, D.C.
Senator RarrH TYLER SMITH,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
Senator CHArRLEs H. PERCY,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
Representative JouN B. ANDERSON,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.;

Allow the post office department to pay
what the union demands, The Postal Depart-
ment should charge whatever is necessary to
cover its cost of operation. Do not give the
Post Office Department any subsidies to make
up for their losses.

It is important to pass a law annulling the
government monopoly on the delivery of
mail. This is necessary if you are interested
in cutting taxes and holding down inflation,

Allow anyone to deliver mail at whatever
charge they desire. You will be surprised at
what free enterprise will accomplish and
the taxes it will save the people.

BEN T. SHAW,
Dizon Evening Telegraph.

The above telegram was sent today. It
would help if many citizens would send a
similar telegram, or, better yet, one express-
ing their own opinion.

The postal union leaders clalm their mem-
bers in the larger cities (Chicago, New York,
etc.) need higher pay because living condi-
tions in large cities cost more. Is pay based
on living costs or one's ability to produce or
a combination of both.

In reality the men working in the Dixon
Post Office are much better educated and ac-
complish more than the employes in Chicago
and New York.
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Last summer the Readers Digest carried
a frightening article on the waste and law-
lessness of many of the post office employes
in the city of New York. They probably are
way overpald now.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Mar. 28, 1970]
COMPETITION FOR THE Post OFFICE

Illincis’ new Republican congressman,
Philip Crane, has introduced a bill to repeal
the monopoly now enjoyed by the United
States postal service. The bill would sub-
ject Jhe post office to the same free competi-
tion which the government itself insists
upon to keep other businesses on their toes.

The proposal is hardly new; it has popped
up periodically ever since 1843, when rising
postal rates [6 cents a letter] and bad service
spurred the growth of private express coms-
panies and aroused a clamor to abolish the
government's “odious monecpoly.” Instead,
Congress was persuaded to reinforce the
monopoly with new laws against competi-
tion. The public, meanwhile, was appeased
by imposing a statutory limit on the rate of
postage. This willingness to subsidize the
mails, plus normal bureaucratic inefficiency,
has condemned the post office department to
an almost perpetual defleit.

Mr. Crane’s proposal comes at a more aus-
picious time than the earlier ones, however.
The support for a government monopoly is
weaker today than ever. The administration
itself proposes to set up the post office as an
independent agency, to be run like a business
corporation—so why shouldn't it be subject
1o the same competitive pressures as a pri-
vate corporation? After all, it is the con-
sumer who benefits most from competition.

Nor is Postmaster General Blount in a
good position to defend the government
monopoly. As former president of the United
States Chamber of Commerce, he was a
champion exponent of the benefits of free
enterprise and competition, and a stead-
fast critic of blg government.

As for the postal workers, they angered
a good many of their voting customers by
their recent illegal strike. And by violating
their pledge as federal employes not to strike,
they would also seem to have forfeited what-
ever claim they may have had, as federal
employes, to protection from competition.
Indeed the emergence of private competitors,
presumably earning a profit, might well push
up the wages of postal workers everywhere.

So Mr. Crane’s proposal ought to be taken
seriously. Not because we expect private en-
terprise to run the post office out of business
very soon |[the enormous investment in
buildings and equipment gives the existing
establishment an almost insuperable advan-
tage] but because the stimulating effect of
private competition would keep the post-
office on its toes. If service should slip, if
rates should go too high, if politics should
interfere, some private entrepreneur would
be ready to move in—and the customers
would be the beneficiaries, just as in the
1840s.

If the purpose of post office reorganization
is to improve the efficlency of the service
available to the public, Mr. Crane’s proposal
should be part of the package.

[From the Indianapolis News, Apr. 3, 1970]
PosSTAL REFORM

Rep. Philip M. Crane of Illinois has in-
troduced a bill amending U.S. postal regu-
lations which could head off a recurrence of
the recent crisis in the mails.

Crane's bill would eliminate provisions in
the Federal law which prevent private car-
riers of malil from entering into competition
with the Postoffice. This could be accom-
plished quite simply by repealing certain
passages In two titles of the U.8. Code and
by making slight amendments elsewhere. By
a few strokes of the pen, Congress could re-
store sanity to our postal system in com-
paratively short order,

June 18, 1970

As Crane observes, the essential problem
before us is that postal service is by and
large a monopoly, and monopolies are in-
efficient. Insulated from competitive pres-
sures of the market, they produce neither
improvements nor quality service. Their pro-
tected status makes it impossible to deter-
mine appropriate rates for the services pro-
vided or fair compensation for their em-
ployes. And when the machinery stalls, there
is no service at all.

“Private carriers should be permitted to
enter into competition with the Postoffice,”
Crane says, “so that the carrier who provides
the most efficient service at the most reason-
able price may prevail. I believe it is time
for the Congress to act to Improve our postal
system by providing for the Postoffice the
same stimulant that has brought American
business and industry to its high peak of
achievement: competition.”

The Illinois legislator goes on to note that
support of monopoly goes counter to the
professed ideas of the U.S. system. “Why
should the government continue to exercise
& monopoly power over the area of postal
service,” he asks, “when it would not permit
private enterprise to exercise monopoly
power over any other areas of the economy?
Basic economics should dictate that we de-
termine the real costs of those services and
see that individuals, businesses or other
users are held responsible for paying them.”

If the monopoly status of the Postoffice
were broken, competitors could insure that
situations like last month's paralysis do not
happen again. Innovations and improve-
ments of service such as have occurred in
countless other fields could be expected.
Rates would be kept in line by the pressure
of alternatives, while improved performance
by more efficient methods would allow better
compensation for employees.

Crane’s proposal would benefit everyone
concerned, the general public most of all.
The only losers would be those who want
to keep as many functions as possible under
compulsory control, We urge Hoosier con-
gressmen to support his bill.

[From the Milwaukee Sentinel, Apr. 4, 1970]
EnND MoNOPOLY

The terms of the proposed settlement of
the postal workers' strike merely confirms
the belief we have held from the beginning.
The government should end its monopoly
over the delivery of malil.

The case for allowing private enterprise
to compete in offering mail service is made
all the more compelling by President Nix-
on’s proposal to increase the cost of mailing
a first class letter by 6624% to 10 cents.

This increase, Mr. Nixon says, is needed
“to contribute to the efficiency of the postal
system.” That's a laugh. The first class mail
rate has been railsed before in the name of
improved service, but postal efficlency re-
mains something that is only promised, never
delivered.

Moreover, if things are worked out as
planned, the Post Office Department 1s go-
ing to become & monopoly within a monap-
oly. It appears that the postal unions are
going to get something federal employe
unions have never had—the right to com-
pel a worker to join a unlon In order to
hold his job.

Compulsory unionism is bad enough in
the private sector, depriving as it does an
individual of his freedom of cholce. It is
even worse in the public sector. A govern-
ment of the people, by the people and for
the people should be supreme. It is not su-
preme when a labor union with monopoly
power has the right to strike against that
government and to bargain with it.

The people—you, the consumers—should
not be lulled into thinking that the postal
mess is going to be cleaned up by the ac-
tions being arranged by the labor union
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bosses working with—or
gress and the White House.

Instead, the people ought to demand that
they get something in return for giving the
postal unions monopoly powers and for hav-
ing to pay higher taxes. That something in
return could be a tradeoffl—repeal of the
government's monopoly on the private car-
riage of letters in exchange for the proposed
whopping price increases to be brought
about by the pay hikes and alleged re-
forms. This trade could be made simply by
passing a bill introduced by Rep. Philip M.
Crane (R-IIL.).

If allowed to compete, private enterprise
would, we believe, soon show that it is
capable of providing more efficient mail serv-
ice at a more reasonable price than the
government can.

In fact, with the price of a first class
letter at 10 cents, private enterprise may
well prove it anyway, as the people find
and use other ways to communicate,

is it on?—Con-

[From the Dixon (Ill.) Telegraph, Apr. 15,
1970]
THE U.S. Post OFFICE

Who pays for it? Who pays for repairing
the buildings and delivering the mail? The
taxpayer does and yet our congressmen use
it for their personal benefit. About 10 mil-
lion dollars a year in free mailing privileges
is just one of their many abuses.

President Richard Nixon has proposed the
Post Office charge 10 cents for a first class
letter. He also advocated reforms so that
the postal department could be run as a
business.

Democratic senators and representatives
continue to throw roadblocks in the way.
They now say that second and third class
mail should carry its fair share of the ex-
penses and demand a price increase on these
items instead of increasing first class mail.

The boys In the rare atmosphere of Wash-
ington do not know what is going on. For
instance, the Dixon Telegraph prints an
advertising supplement to be mailed out
through the local post office at 3.8 cents each,
or nearly $400 per week. There is also addi-
tional expense to the paper in hauling and
delivering 1t to the post office and various
forms to be made out.

An independent service In Sterling says
they will deliver these papers for 3.3 cents
each and pick up at our plant. That's a
saving of % cent per paper. This company
states they will be ready to go as soon as
they can get a little additional business in
this area. The company is now operating in
the larger cities, such as Rockford.

Give free enterprise a chance and we will
be amazed at what free people can accom-
plish.

It would be & good thing if the government
would raise the prices on mail to take care
of all expenses. Perhaps people would be so
indignant at the additional expense that
they would back Phil Crane, Republican
Representative from Illinois, who has pro-
posed a bill in Congress to annul the mo-
nopoly our government now has on the de-
livery of mail. This would give anyone who
desires to deliver mail the opportunity to
do so.

The government says it is illegal for
anyone else to put material in your mall
box. Well, did the government buy and in-
stall your malil box? No, you did, and yet
the government claims jurisdiction as if it
was its personal property.

The Senate Democratic Policy Committee
unanimously adopted a resolution barring
an increase in first class mail. Now what
will this actually accomplish? It means large
business will receive the advantage of send-
ing quantities of mail at a cheaper rate than
if they had to pay the 10 cents postage on
each letter. The government will have to pay
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the deficit created by this foolishness. They
will not increase taxes for this deficit—there-
fore we will have more inflation. It is the
people who are hit the hardest by any infla-
tion.

Mr. UDALL. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, at the present time and
under present law the Post Office De-
partment has a monopoly on sealed first-
class mail.

This amendment would rescind that
statute and would permit private compa-
nies, especially in the big cities, to go
into competition with the United States
mail, This is appealing on the face of it,
but the fact is that the high-volume,
low-cost mail, would be peeled off by
the private carriers, and the Govern-
ment would be left with the unprofitable
business.

Also, as the gentleman from Illinois
noted in his presentation a few months
ago, the postal service recognizes that
some day we may want to move in the
direction of liberalizing this field of mail
service under certain conditions where
competition for sealed letters could be
handled by private carriers. On page 294
of the bill there is a directive to the
postal service by the Congress that re-
quires the postal service to go ahead and
make a study and to come back within
2 years with recommendations. That is
the way to decide this, not at this late
hour of the day in this hasty fashion.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the re-
jection of the amendment.

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

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I might
refer first of all to the point the gentle-
man raised that the reason for justifying
the carrying of the mail by the postal
service is to guarantee the delivery of
the mail. I say that this is done through
the United Parcel Service to remote areas
as well as to the urban centers. And I
think that settles that question.

So far as the question the gentleman
raises about the volume and the high
margin of the better paying mail being
carried by the private carriers and the
Post Office being left with the undesir-
able mail, let me state that if any private
carrier is going to go in competition with
the postal service that he will not enjoy
that high volume, if he could not im-
prove and compete by providing better
service, and at a lower cost, and pay taxes
on top of that, and do it with a reduced
volume, then if he can, I suggest we
ought to examine the present efficiency
of the Post Office Department,

Mr, UDALL., Mr. Chairman, as I say,
I have sympathy with the gentleman'’s
purpose.

I think that we should have a study
made and then let the Congress form
its judgment rather than here at this
late time.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania,

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and T agree
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with the gentleman 100 percent that to
adopt an amendment like this at this
time when we are starting on a whole
new postal reform system, would in my
mind be highly dangerous and most dis-
advantageous. When we get this law
passed and operating, and the studies are
completed, then that would be time
enough for this committee to prepare a
draft of legislation like that.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the amend-
ment be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr, CRANE) .

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MATSUNAGA

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MATSUNAGA:
Page 178, line 2, after the period insert: “It
shall be the policy of the Postal Service to
pay cost-of-living allowances to employees
stationed outside the continental United
States or in Alaska which shall be not less
than the cost-of-living allowances generally
applicable under section 5941 of title 5 of
the United States Code for employees sta-
tioned in the same area."

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which I offer merely seeks
to correct an inadvertent omission in
the bill. It would merely continue exist-
ing law as it pertains to cost-of-living
allowance for postal employees stationed
in Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands.

I have conferred with both the major-
ity and the minority members of the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee and
have been assured of their support of
my amendment.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, we will be very
happy to accept the amendment.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I also find myself
in complete agreement with the gentle-
man’s amendment.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would like to join
my colleague and commend him for
bringing this matter to the floor of the
House. It is of vital concern to the postal
service employees in our State and I urge
its acceptance.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleagues for their generous
remarks and support. I urge the adop-
tion of my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA) .

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON OF
ILLINOIS

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSON of
Illinois: On page 258, after line 25, insert the
following paragraph to section 1008(c), at the
end thereof:

“The Postal Service is directed to promote
modern and efficient operations and notwith-
standing any other provision of this law; to
refrain from expending any funds, engag-

ing in any practice, or entering into any
agreement or contract which restricts the use
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of new equipment or devices which may re-
duce the cost or improve the quality of the
postal service, except where such restriction
is necessary to insure safe and healthful
employment conditions.”

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I realize that we have arrived at a
stage of the proceedings where the merits
of an amendment are largely judged by
the brevity with which the author can
present his proposal.

But I would seriously hope that my
amendment would be accepted with the
same alacrity as was the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr, MATSUNAGA) .

The purpose of this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, is to reform the postal system. The
gentleman from Arizona a few minutes
ago when we were discussing the Gray
amendment said that the great need of
the Post Office today is for new tech-
nology, new facilities, and new equip-
ment; you cannot accomplish a reform
of the postal system if you have restric-
tive work practices and continue to use
all outmoded equipment that might pos-
sibly be required if we got the wrong
kind of collective bargaining agreement.

Let me point out that the postal serv-
jce, because this bill in its present form
would incorporate the National Labor
Relations Act, it follows that the service
will be required to bargain with the post-
al unions about any management deci-
sion with respect to any modernizing that
affects wages, hours, and working con-
ditions.

Then if an agreement, as I under-
stand it, cannot be reached through the
collective bargaining process, the dispute
must be settled through arbitration.

All that I seek to do with this amend-
ment is to assure that neither labor nor
management will expend funds or enter
into a contract or agreement that would
have the effect of restricting the intro-
duction and use of new equipment and
new materials and of new devices that
would bring about the efficiency which
everyone says that we need if we would
truly reform the postal system.

If there is anyone here this afternoon
who thinks that this particular amend-
ment is designed in any way to be an
antilabor or an antiunion amendment,
let me disabuse you of that idea right
away by quoting to you very briefly from
a speech that was delivered back in 1962
by a former distinguished Secretary of
‘Labor, Arthur J. Goldberg, when he
spoke in New York on March 3, 1962,
before the United Federation of Teach-
ers.

This is what he said then and I think
it bears repeating on this section:

The influence of employee organizations
must never be used to block or impede meas-
ures designed to improve the efficiency of
government operations, whether it is by the
introduction of new machinery, the transfer
of operations, or their termination. When

such developments take place the proper role
of employee organizations is to look after the
readjustment of the employees affected, but
never to prevent the development from tak-

ing place.

Obviously, with the adoption of this
amendment, you would have the situa-
tion that the unions would still have
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every right to bargain over any possible
effect of introducing new methods and
new materials and new technology with
respect to the readjustment that would
be required and they would have com-
plete and full bargaining rights, as they
should. We are embarking in a very
real sense, on new and uncharted waters,
as we certify bargaining representatives
for the 740,000 members of postal work-
ers’ unions to sit down across the table
and hammer out by true collective bar-
gaining the terms and conditions of
employment.

It is important at this very crucial
time that we, in the Congress, clearly in-
dicate our intent and purpose that in
these negotiations and in the agreement
that is arrived at that we do not tolerate
and will not countenance an agreement
which will be restrictive so far as new
technology and new methods are con-
cerned. If we did tolerate it, then I think
we would frustrate the very results we
are trying to achieve by this reorganiza-
tion.

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

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinocis. I am
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. You said at the ouiset
that you hoped the amendment would be
accepted with the alacrity that the gen-
tleman from Hawaii had his amendment
accepted.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. CORBETT. I can only make this
contribution: I will do so, and I hope
the chairman will do so, also.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr, EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I ask the gen-
tleman to yield for the purpose of clarify-
ing the intent of the amendment. I would
like to know whether or not it would be
contrary to the spirit of your amend-
ment if an agreement were made which
provided for a period of transition. Let
us say that some new equipment were
devised which would reduce the costs, but
which would also severely affect employ~
ment. Under your amendment would it
be illegal for the negotiation of an egree-
ment which would provide for a period of
transition?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. No, I think
not. In answer to the gentleman’s ques-
tion, I think not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. If the gentle-
man from Illinois would remain in the
well, I should like to ask him a question.
Does the gentleman care to tell us
whether or not he has solicited the opin-
ion of the Postmaster General on this
amendment, and whether or not the
Postmaster General, who has been most
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intimately concerned with this whole
problem, has a position?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. No, I must
confess to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Wizriam D. Forp) that this is a
matter solely of my own initiative. I have
not solicited the views of the Postmaster
General. But I would certainly think on
the basis of every public statement that
he has ever made during his tenure in
office that he is interested in moderniza-
tion of the postal system, and the intro-
duction of new methods and new tech-
nology. His acceptance of the compre-
hensive recommendations of the Kappel
Commission report, which carried the
seeds of this whole movement for reform
of the postal system, has been such that
I cannot foresee he would have any ob-
jection to the language of the amend-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I thank the
gentleman. I think he would have to ob-
ject to it if he is going to be consistent
with the attempts he has made to sell
this package ever since it was intro-
duced about 15 months ago. Every postal
employee has been bombarded with the
faces of representatives of the postmas-
ter on television saying, “You will have
the same rights that people in private
enterprise have. You will not lose any
rights that you presently have. In fact,
collective bargaining will be something
greater than you have ever known it to
be before.”

The promise, the very firm promise
from the beginning has always been
that, “We will take the postal employee
from where he is and improve his condi-
tion and not in any way put him under
any kind of impediment.”

Although the gentleman has said that
he does not intend this to be an anti-
labor matter, the fact is that he would
take away from the bargaining table one
of the principal things that employees
might want to be able to bargain for, be-
cause it will prohibit any kind of con-
tract on the ground that it might in-
terfere with the installation of some
new equipment.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Have I
not made it clear that I think there
would still be every right to bargain over
what the effects of new technology would
be, so if a readjustment of some kind
would be required, the employee would
be taken care of. But does the gentleman
seriously urge on the House this after-
noon the proposition that it is in the
interest of good, solid, sound collective
bargaining, sitting down across the table,
bargaining, and arriving at an agree-
ment that would restrict the introduetion
of new methods, new technology ?

Mr, WILLIAM D, FORD, Certainly I
do not urge it. Let us not get all excited
about restricting new logy. We
also want them to be able to bargain
so they will not have to work under un-
safe working conditions, and that is
where we have a difference of opinion.
The Postmaster General may believe
that a new machine is an excellent way
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to replace people, but it may endanger
other people who are there using it. It
might be the very thing they ought to
question in a union contract.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gen-
tleman did not hear the language of the
amendment, because I specifically in-
cluded language to the effect, “except
where such restriction is necessary to
insure safe and healthful employment
conditions.” There is no attempt to in-
stall the kind of equipment which would
be injurious.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Now the gen-
tleman has me thoroughly convineed that
the amendment is not as harmless as it
first appeared, because if it were, he
would not need the exception or the
proviso the gentleman is talking about to
get safety in the amendment. If the
gentleman needs a proviso to get safety
in the amendment, what is there to it?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illineis. Does the
gentleman want to offer an amendment
to my amendment striking out the pro-
viso, “except where such restriction is
necessary to insure safe and healthful
employment conditions"?

Mr, WILLIAM D, FORD. No, I want to
defeat the amendment if we can possibly
do so.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WiLrLiam D. Forp)
there were—ayes 67, noes 32.

So the amendment was agreed to.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY
MRE. WRIGHT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr., WericHT moves that the Committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the
House with the recommendation that the
enncung clause be stricken out.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order. Has not such a motion already
been introduced and defeated?

The CHAIRMAN. It has been, but
other business has transpired since the
first motion to rise and strike the en-
acting clause. The motion is in order,
and the gentleman from Texas is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the
shape this bill is in, I think, is revealed
in the fact that members on the com-
mittee that brought it to the House can-
not agree among themselves either on
the major provisions of the bill or on the
amendments that have been offered.
There have been some 35 amendments
offered here on the floor. Most of them
have been offered by members of the
committee.

I am advised that in the committee
most of the amendments that were con-
sidered were accepted or rejected by very
close votes, sometimes 12-to-12 and fre-
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quently 12-to-13. I have been further
advised that the entire bill finally was
reported favorably by the committee on
a very close vote, and perhaps I am mis-
taken, but I think it was 14-to-12.

That is not the essential evil of the bill,
however, Mr. Chairman, nor is the es-
sential evil of the bill the fact that it
tramples upon the authority of the other
committees of the House and invades
their jurisdiction. The essential evil of
this bill is that it gives away the author-
ity of the Congress of the United States.

Mr, Chairman, I rather deeply resent,
and I believe every Member of the House
should resent, the implication that the
only way to get reform in Government is
for the Congress to sacrifice its respon-
sibilities to some appointive group in the
administrative branch. I do not believe
that constitutes reform.

I rather deeply resent the implication
that the Congress, the elected officials
directly responsible to the people them-
selves, are more susceptible to unsavory
political influence than some appointive
officials downtown.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the Con-
gress, if it passes this bill tonight, will
live to regret it. I believe most Members
of the House will come bitterly to regret
that we have given away the responsi-
bility of the Congress to control postage
rates, to control hours and conditions of
work, to control salaries for work, and
to promote service.

There is no reason to press this bill
in its present form, unless we adopt the
theory that the Congress, elected Repre-
sentatives of the people, are incompetent
to produce intelligent guidelines for the
efficient conduct of the postal service.
Unless we accept that premise there is
no basis whatever to justify giving away
so much of the authority and responsi-
bility of the Congress.

Is there a man in this House who
really believes that people downtown, ap-
pointed by some administrator, are
going to be as responsive or as receptive
to the needs and the wishes of the Amer-
ican people as he is? If so, he should
vote for this bill.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. I would prefer not to
yield. I have been reasonably quiet today
and have not asked other Members to
yield to me, and I only have 5 minutes.

I will support a postal pay bill, I will
support it today. I will support it retro-
actively. I hope there will be a recom-
mital motion that will permit us to sup-
port those things, and yet not give away
the responsibility of the Congress.

Do Members know that this bill will
permit the very kind of thing that has
been going on as to the denigration of
postal service? That is what the post of-
fice is for, for service to the people. Do
Members know what has been going on?
The administration advocates of this
plan have been discontinuing fourth-
class post offices throughout the country.
That is service, service to the remotest
hamilets in this country. That is the pur-
pose of the post office, and not whether it
makes a profit or not. The question is
whether it serves the people.

Do Members know what has been go-
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ing on? The present administrators
eliminated, as of last year, one daily de-
livery in every business section of Amer-
ica, In July of last year, if I am correctly
informed, they eliminated the ABCD de-
livery system, which guaranteed the same
day local delivery of business mail.

This is all we are asking for if we sup-
port this bill. We are asking for service to
be reduced and for higher rates to be
saddled upon the first-class users, and
we are agreeing in advance that we shall
have no redress to prevent that from
occurring.

Members of the House, if you feel as
I do about this, let us address ourselves to
the demonstrable need for improving
wages and working conditions, and then
let us assume the responsibility the Con-
gress always has had, and let us ask this
committee to bring back to us the kinds
of bills that will permit modernization,
by all means. But let us not sacrifice the
responsibility of the Congress in the
name of the expedient and superficial
appearance of reform.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the preferential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I like all
the Members of the House, have great re-
spect for this body. I do not take the
floor of the House to chastise any in-
dividual Member or any committee.

Having been a two-term Member, per-
haps I do not have enough standing to go
back as long as many, to comment fully
on what has happened to the Post Office
Department in terms of service and the
quality of life it offers its employees.

The Post Office people in the galleries
have been around for a long time. Maybe
they can tell us. Yes, we have done a
great job. That great job we have done
is we have these people starting out at
$6,200 a year and after a big 21 years
they make $8,400. We have 4,000 of them
in New York City getting supplemental
welfare checks, while Member after
Member takes the floor of the House with
slogans saying, “I fight poverty. I work.”
‘Well, they work. Yet when we come on
the floor of the House with a bill that
offers some kind of change and some kind
of hope, all we have to offer to the Amer-
ican publie, is that we engage in niceties
concerning whose jurisdiction we are
invading.

Then one Member took the floor of
the House and even went back a little
further when he said that what we are
doing here is robbing Peter to pay Paul.
What he does not know is that Peter
never had anything to be stolen from
him. That is what the Post Office em-
ployees have—nothing at all.

It is quite fantastic when the gentle-
man in the well, Mr. WricHT of Texas,
talked about the responsibility of Con-
gress. After exercising this responsibility,
we have a $2 billion deficit, poor wages,
poor working conditions, and poor mail
service. What we have before us is the
hope of self-financing better wages, bet-
ter working conditions and better service.
Why do we not give it a chance? All I
hear is argument after argument after
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argument that we should not give the
President or the Postmaster General the
opportunity to choose who a postmaster
in a particular area will be. Well, I will
tell you something. I do not care who the
postmaster in my area will be as long as
he is good and efficient. I do not care
where the post offices in my distriet will
be built or which contractors will build
them as long as they are built and they
serve the American public.

Mr. Chairman, what we have here is
no simple approach and it is a new one.
That is why people resist it. It says to the
American public that we must try to
meet our commitment to them to get
more efficient mail on a self-sustaining
basis and we say to all of the workers sit-
ting here all day and all night that we are
willing to break the economic chains that
we have kept them in for so many years;
that we want to give them a break. That
is the name of the game. I do not think
we are fair with ourselves and the Amer-
ican public when we trifle in this bill over
who should have jurisdiction over the
airlines, the Postmaster General, the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, or the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, or whether the
Public Works Committee should have
everything to say about every building
that is built.

I suggest that none of those things
have worked. I suggest that we should
vote down the preferential motion and
give this bill an opportunity to work and
give the committee and the chairman of
that committee, who worked so hard for
14 months the opportunity to continue
to present this bill so that the House can
consider it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT).

The preferential motion was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, MIKVA

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Mixva: On
page 288, after line 3, insert the following
new section:

*“§ 1407. Privacy of letter mail originating
outside the United States

“Notwithstanding any provision of this
title or any other provision of law, with re-
spect to letter mail in sealed envelopes origi-
nating outside the United States the right
of the people to be secure in their papers
and effects shall not be violated, and no
such letter mail shall be seized or detained
except pursuant to warrant issued upon
probable cause, supported by oath or affirma-
tion, and particularly describing the thing to
be seized or detained.”

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
this amendment to H.R. 17070 to insure
that the traditional right of privacy that
has always attached to citizen mail is
preserved, The concern of this limited
amendment is only with sealed letter
mail originating outside the United
States. Recent developments explain the
need for this amendment. Prohibited,
nonmailable matter originating outside
the country often finds its way into the
course of the mail. As a result, the Post
Office and Bureau of Customs have con-
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cluded that more effective procedures
are needed to detect and seize the con-
traband. The two departments have re-
cently proposed new regulations to allow
seizure and detention of incoming mail,
including first-class mail.

The new regulations, however, would
permit the Post Office to turn over for
inspection by Customs officials, all for-
eign letter mail suspected of containing
nonmailable matter, The Customs Bu-
reau would be empowered to handle
these letters as it does foreign non-
letter mail. That is, officials would be ex-
pected to open the sealed letters to in-
spect their contents for prohibited mat-
ter.

Opening of sealed letter mail is, of
course, a severe invasion of the privacy
of correspondence. The courts have al-
ways sharply restricted Government ac-
tivity in this field. As long ago as 1878
in Ex parte Jackson, the Supreme Court
ruled that letters were immune from any
inspection except as to outward form
and weight. The Court held that sealed
letter mail was to be treated as if it were
retained by the party forwarding it in his
own domicile. Therefore, letters may be
opened and examined only pursuant to
the fourth amendment guarantees
against unreasonable search and seizure.
The Court has always held that this re-
quires a search warrant issued upon
probable cause and an affirmation par-
ticularly describing the thing to be seized.

As the Court pointed out in 1878 and
reaffirmed as recently as last March 23:

No law of Congress can place in the hands
of officials connected with the postal service
any authority to invade secrecy of letters
and such sealed packages Iin the mail; and
all regulations adopted as to mail matter of
this kind must be in subordination to the
great principle embodied in the fourth
amendment of the Constitution.

My amendment, then, will save the pro-
posed new regulations from the courts. By
embodying the firmly established con-
stitutional guarantees, the amendment
will permit the postal service to turn over
to customs suspicious foreign letter mail.
The customs officials will then be allowed
to search the letter for contraband if,
pursuant to this amendment, they obtain
the necessary judicial warrant. If any
other procedure is followed, the new reg-
ulations run the risk of being struck
down as unconstitutional. Moreover, a
fundamental liberty will have been sacri-
ficed for the sake of a misguided expedi-
ency. It is somewhat ironic that Ameri-
cans living abroad in countries where
inviolability of the mails is not taken for
granted have always been able to point
proudly to America as a standard of com-
parison. Unless we are careful, that com-
parison will no longer be so favorable to
us.

Still, it would be unfortunate if the
Post Office were thwarted in its new at-
tempt to police for nonmailable matter
altogether. A Federal court in California
just last September struck down the ex-
isting postal regulations regarding the
seizure of incoming foreign mail. We can
save- the proposed new regulations so
long as a warrant is required to open the
letter. My amendment would do that.
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I urge the adoption of the amendment.

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

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I would point out to the gentleman
from Illinois that, according to Customs
Service operation on our borders that
“they can examine articles that they
deem to be of a suspicious nature. They
do not need to have a warrant to ex-
amine these, and I would ask the gentle-
man if that is not parallel to the right
to withhold a letter from delivery and
allow our postal or customs officials to
examine it?

Mr. MIKVA. Allowing them to exam-
ine contraband and opening a letter are
two different things. They know when
they are searching for contraband, and
that is different from going into one's
private mail without a warrant. They
cannot go into a man’'s house without a
warrant and search. But as to first-class
mail, what are people buying when they
buy this first-class mail other than pri-
vacy? And that is what I am suggesting.

Mr. WHITE. But, they are buying the
postage abroad, and it is coming into our
country. Is not that different from a citi-
zen in our country buying the postage in
this country? Such postal inspection
performed is protecting the people: the
State has the right to protect the peo-
ple of this country by preventing the in-
filtration of materials into this country
that could be harmful to our country.

The police power is properly applied
at that point of entry into the country.

Mr. MIKVA. But for a citizen of the
United States who is exercising his
rights to privacy and is using first-class
mail, I think a warrant should be re-
quired to search his private mail. It is
different as to packages—this does not
apply to packages, I might add, I am
talking about first-class mail which gives
a person the right to privacy, and I am
seeking to protect that right.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, is it not true
that under the amendment the letter it-
self can be seized and held until it is
properly processed?

Mr. MIKVA. That is right.

Mr. ECKHARDT. A car, of course, at
the border could not be seized and held
without great inconvenience. So it is in-
spected before it is permitted to be
brought into the country. The letter,
though, can quite conveniently be held
until constitutional process can be com-
plied with without such undue incon-
venience,

Mr. MIKVA. That is correct. Nothing
requires that letter to be delivered until
customs is through with it, but they have
to seek a proper warrant to open it, thus
protecting the privacy of a U.S. citizen
until the letter can be opened through
a warrant. But before they open it they
ought to have a warrant.

Mr. UDALL., Mr, Chairman. I rise in
opposition to the amendment,

Mr, Chairman, I hope the Committee
will vote down this amendment although
I am in sympathy in general with some
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of the things that the gentleman from
Illinois said.

There have been occasions where the
authorities have invaded private mail
coming in from outside the United States
under circumstances where it was not
warranted.

But our chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. DurLskr) received a let-
ter from the Postmaster General dated
June 1, 1970, dealing with this subject.

The argument made against this kind
of legislation is that it would permit gold,
for example fine gold, to be put in a
first-class envelope—which is now sub-
ject to customs regulation—to be sent
in 100, 200, or 500 envelopes. The same
thing with reference to narcotics. The
same with reference to small jewelry
and similar items.

This is an important subject, but we
are dealing here tonight with postal re-
form. What is the major structure of
the new postal organization to be? It may
well be that I could agree to a bill like
this or similar to this if it were consid-
ered separately by our committee. But I
would urge that this amendment be de-
feated here tonight and our committee
take up this subject to see if there has
been unreasonable administration pres-
ently in this respect.

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

Mr, UDALL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
support the argument made by the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Going beyond the constitutional de-
bate which we do not have the time for
this afternoon, if this amendment were
to be adopted, the problem of stopping
the flow of narcotics and pornography
would be greatly compounded.

I do not believe we want to legislate
on such a major issue with just 10 min-
utes of debate.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MIKvA).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BUTTON

Mr. BUTTON. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Burron: On
page 263, amend subsection (a) by strik-
ing out the second sentence beginning with
the words “The rates” in line 22 down
through line 6 on page 264.

On page 264, strike out subsections (b)
and (c).

On page 266 beglnning in line 1, strike out
“but subject to subsectlons (a) and (c) of
this section,”;, and redesignate subsections
(d) and (e) as (b) and (c), respectively.

On page 276, lines 22 and 23, strike “by
section 1202(¢c) of this title and rate
changes".

Mr. BUTTON., Mr. Chairman, this
amendment to section 1202 is in place
of the previous public service amend-
ment.

This amendment removes provisions
in the bill permitting the postal service
to increase charges on free and reduced
rate mail if Congress does not provide
appropriations to subsidize such mail.

Congress would then continue to de-
termine which mail users would be en-
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titled to free and reduced rates under
public service.

The free and reduced rates affected by
this amendment include free mail for the
blind; the nationwide uniform rate for
books, educational films and tests, re-
cordings, and other educational and cul-
tural materials; the library rate for the
interchange of materials between li-
braries and between libraries and their
patrons; the special rate for charitable,
educational, religious and other non-
profit organizations; and the rate for
publications within the county of
publication.

The public service involved in these
rates varies from one to another and de-
pends, of course, on the accounting sys-
tem which will be used by the new postal
service. The public service cost for some
of these rates is quite modest. For ex-
ample, on the special fourth-class rate
for books and other educational ma-
terials the present rates now cover 88
percent of demonstrably related costs.

These rates play a very important edu-
cational and social role. The rate on
books, for example, permits users of
books—and they pay the postage—to ob-
tain a book through the mails at the
same postage cost whether they live in
areas remote from the publishing cen-
ters or whether they live immediately
adjacent to those centers. Thus, a school
or a library buying books in California
need only pay 18 cents on the typical 2-
pound package. This has been in effect
for 32 years; previously, books had to be
shipped by zoned parcel post, which
greatly penalized schools, libraries, and
individuals far from the publishing cen-
ters.

The library rate greatly increases the
efficiency of the country’s library system
by permitting the loan of specialized vol-
umes by one library to another, and also
in permitting libraries to serve by mail
their patrons in rural areas. In my own
State of New York the commissioner of
education informs me that the differ-
ence between the special rate and zoned
parcel post would cost libraries and edu-
cational institutions in the State at least
$1 million annually. The cost to libraries
and schools nationwide would be about
$10 million.

The rate for charitable, educational,
religious, and nonprofit institutions is
the backbone of many important chari-
table activities such as Save the Chil-
dren Foundation, Easter Seal Campaign,
and many of the important Catholiec,
Protestant, and other religious charities.
Since these activities are worthy in their
own right and also constitute a direct
saving to the taxpayer in taking over
functions which would otherwise have to
be handled by appropriation of public
money, the encouragement of these ac-
tivities is deserving of our fullest sup-
port.

Many educational, library, religious,
and charitable organizations are sup-
porting this amendment, including
American Library Association, National
Education Association, U.S. Catholic
Conference, Protestant Church-Owned
Publishers Association, the Evangelical
Press Association, and the Associated
Church Press.
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I strongly urge support for the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. BUTTON, I yield to the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr, DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BurToNn) deals with
a problem I mentioned earlier.

I support fully the pending amend-
ment to section 1202.

Congress has specified that certain
classes of mail shall be handled at free
or reduced rates. Nothing in this bill
changes those congressional directives or
rates.

But, the bill as written indirectly coun-
teracts the congressional directives on
these classes of mail by permitting in-
creases in these rates up to the full regu-
lar rates if Congress fails to appropriate
the funds.

This, therefore, is a contradiction. If
Congress wants to change categories re-
ceiving free or reduced rates, it should do
so in an affirmative manner, not indi-
rectly.

I support fully the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. BUTTON. I thank the distin-
guished chairman.

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

Mr. BUTTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania,.

Mr. CORBETT. I wish to commend the
gentleman for having offered the amend-
ment, and I recommend its adoption.

Mr. BUTTON. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Montana rise?

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Under the limited-
time arrangements we have been operat-
ing under, is it not customary that the
time be at least divided between the
proponents and the opponents of an
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has at-
tempted to so divide the time, and in
almost every instance so far has done so.
Is the gentleman from Illinois opposed
to the amendment?

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ree-
ognize the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr, Chairman, we
have walked up this hill once before
today on the Olsen amendment about
1:30 this afternoon, I would much prefer
to be discussing the plight of the Wash-
ington Senators or the San Diego Padres
than to be speaking against an amend-
ment providing subsidized rates for li-
braries and other fine institutions. But
the fact of life is that this amendment,
which we turned back a few hours ago,
flies in the face of the principle involved
in reform. You and I, in attempting to
do anything we can to support these
wonderful institutions, certainly would
much prefer making a direct contribu-
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tion to them, than as taxpayers, having
to contribute to constant deficits in the
Postal Service.

This is a noble amendment, but it is an
unworkable amendment. It is inconsist-
ent with everything we have struggled
for in these last 3 days. I would suggest
at this point that we show the great
statesmanship that I have seen all after-
noon by voting down this amendment,
and then we shall not have to face a con-
flict with the principles that we have
emphasized in this bill.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I would just like to point out
that I am sure each one of us supports
some classes of preferred or less-than-
full-cost-delivery mail category, such as
the gentleman from New York referred
to; but the proper way to meet that prob-
lem is to do as the bill provides at the
present time, by meeting our responsibil-
ity, by making appropriations to cover
those costs that are not fully covered by
the revenue. We talk a great deal in this
country about rights and corresponding
responsibilities. We have a right as Mem-
bers of Congress to establish preferred
rates of mail, but we have a responsibil-
ity at the same time to pay the bill, and
this simply sweeps that problem under
the rug.

Mr. DERWINSKI. May I emphasize
that our position taken on the bill should
be consistent with the responsibility that
the Appropriation Committee would
have with regard to this Postal Service.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr., Chairman, I agree
with the chairman of the committee,

the gentleman from New York, (Mr.
Durskr), that this should be accepted,
and we are in this position. If we do not
accept the Button amendment, then we
are going to have to march up this hill
every year. If we accept the Button
amendment, we will be voting for pref-
erential mail, and henceforth we will
vote appropriations to take care of the
library mail and the charitable mail,

Mr, DERWINSKI. We will not have
to march up the hill every year because
any preferential rate we establish will
be permanent. The annual appropriation
will be made.

Mr. OLSEN. Not in the Button amend-
ment.

Mr. DERWINSKI. If the gentleman
will remember, we had this amendment
and similar amendments in committee,
and this amendment follows the very
same principle which the gentleman of-
fered earlier, which was rejected.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, are not most of these orga-
nizations already tax exempt? Are they
not already receiving preferred tax
treatment?
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Mr. DERWINSKI. That was the point
we made in earlier debate. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. So in ef-
fect they already have a subsidy from
the rest of the taxpayers since they are
in effect tax exempt.

Mr. DERWINSKI. They have a proper
legal status.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BUTTON).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. OLseN) there
were—ayes 44, noes 76.

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF
WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia: Page 165, beginning in line 19,
strike out “He shall appoint” and all that
follows down through the period in line 5
on page 166, and insert on line 19 a comma
and the phrase “a majority of whom shall
be representative of the public at large.”

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, there is a potential sleeper in
this bill in the Postal Service Advisory
Council. The Postal Service Advisory
Council, consisting of the Postmaster
General and a Deputy Postmaster Gen-
eral and 11 Presidentially appointed
members, has the power to advise on
postal rates, services, and compensation.

The potential “sleeper” is the fact that
these 11 members include four from post-
al labor, “four persons as representa-
tives of major mail users,” as is stated
on page 165, and only “three persons as
representatives of the public at large.”
So potentially we have a situavion where
there will be only three representatives
of the public against eight specifically
designated special interests.

All I am suggesting in my amendment
very simply and clearly is that a major-
ity of this advisory council include rep-
resentatives of the general public.

What is the postal service for? What
is this bill for? This bill is not for the
benefit of those who work for the Post
Office. Uncle Sam is a good employer
already.

The purpose of the bill is to provide
efficient, speedy, reliable, economic serv-
ice for the public. The general public is
the generator of the greatest volume of
mail. Over half the mail is first class.
The latest figures of the Post Office
Department show that in 1969 there
were 46.4 billion pieces of first-class mail
handled. This represents 56.5 percent of
the total mail volume. In 1969, first-
class revenue totaled $3.1 billion, repre-
senting 50.1 percent of the total postal
revenue,

It is deceptive to listen to the noise
of the special interests—particularly the
big junk mailers—and overlook the fact
that we as representatives are here to
speak for the public interest. All of us
are serving the public interest, and for
each of us the public interest is and
must be paramount.,
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Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
vield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. If this postal service is
brought to the point of being self-suf-
ficient for the future, is it not therefore
important that we not load the advisory
board with representatives of the major
mail users, who might give benefit to
themselves in preference to the general
public?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. The
gentleman is absolutely right. The Presi-
dent is forced to appoint such special in-
terest representatives, and his hands are
tied in the language of the bill,

On page 165, lines 23 and 24 of the

bill, it states specifically that there shail
be “four persons as representatives of
major mail users.”
) Why do we have to have those special
interest mail users on this advisory coun-
cil? Why not put at least a majority of
representatives of the general public on
the advisory council?

Mr. WHITE. In the first instance, we
are substituting the advisory council for
the Congress. Congress has always rep-
resented the public at large. Now the
gentleman is suggesting that we have a
majority represent the public at large in
respect to rates, as an advisory council.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. The
gentleman from Texas is exactly right,
and has stated my case very clearly and
convincingly.

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
field to the gentleman from North Caro-

ma.

Mr. HENDERSON. Does the gentle-
man understand that this advisory coun-
cil is just that, advisory, and has no
responsibility and authority ?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I call
the gentleman’s attention to lines 9
through 12 of page 166:

The Commission and the Postmaster Gen-
eral shall consult with and receive the ad-
vice of the Advisory Council regarding postal
rates and services and compensation of em-
ployees.

It appears to me from that language
that this advice might prove to be in-
fluential, and that is why I believe the
Council must be public oriented rather
than special interest oriented.

All I am asking is that the advice
be given by a majority of people repre-
senting the general public. What could
be more fair?

Mr, UDALL, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

This advisory council is advisory only,
and has no power. The decisions will all
be made by people who do represent the
publie.

We are going to a brand new system
under which the mail users of the coun-
try have come to the Congress and lob-
bied in the first instance, so they wanted
to have some vehicle ¢ty which the major
mail users could consult with the new
organization, with the Postmaster Gen-
eral.

This advisory council will have three
public members on it, but there are
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some provisions which require other
members to be appointed from the vari-
ous categories of those with special in-
terest in the Post Office Department.

I do not believe the whole scheme will
go down the drain if the amendment is
adopted. Probably the President would
do something like this in making the
appointments. But we have promised
that if we set up this new organization
we would give the major users some
forum in which they could be heard.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.

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

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

Hr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Looking around here today I would say
that of course down in my great State
of Florida when we have an animal die
we see these vultures gathering around
sitting on dead limbs and dead trees.

I should like to say this, Mr. Chair-
man: I deeply resent the fact that today
we have had here in the galleries of this
Congress men who should be back taking
care of their jobs.

I have been a friend of the postal peo-
ple. I have voted for them. But I deeply
resent the fact that they have come here
from a place where we have had a strike,
which has disrupted the mail facilities of
this Nation, and they come here to put
pressure on the Congress of the United
States. I would advise them that they
should go back home and take care of
their jobs.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) .

The amendment was rejected.

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorb.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
when I hear some of these innuendes
aimed at the Citizens Committee on
Postal Reform, I am reminded that few
questions are being raised about the Na-
tional Right to Work Committee. I know
all about the Citizens Committee for
Postal Reform. I know Thruston Mor-
ton and Larry O’Brien, although Mr.
O'Brien is not one of my party. Cer-
tainly the vice chairmen listed on the
citizens committee letterhead are emi-
nent Americans.

I do not find these men of the citizens
committee making extravagant claims
or charges about postal reform. They
seem to stick close to the information
and recommendations released by the
Kappel Commission. Studies made by the
Commission or its subcontractors docu-
mented the problems in our postal sys-
tem. These reports reveal the poor work-
ing conditions, the lack of opportunities
for our postal workers, the inefficiencies,
and the archaic post office system.
These are facts.

But I am not so certain about some
of the statements coming from the Na-
tional Right to Work Committee. In my
own case, I know for certain, the com-
mittee made some comments that were
highly inaccurate to say the least.

I read several weeks ago in Right to
Work propaganda that this reform leg-
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islation contained compulsory unionism.
This simply was not so. I read many
other outlandish claims. Many seem to
me to be pipedreams.

I am sure the National Right to Work
Committee has found postal reform re-
warding financially to them through
their untrue statements mailed by the
thousands to unsuspecting businessmen.

While some are making inquiries
about the citizens committee, I would
like to hear more about the National
Right to Work Committee. It is time we
have a full-scale investigation of this
organization and its political lobbying
activities which they are not allowed to
do as a tax-exempt organization.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment,.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GoNzALEzZ: Page
267, immediately below line 2, insert the
following:

“(f) notwithstanding any provisions of
this title or of any other law, the rate of
postage of each single, personal, handwrit-
ten postal card shall not exceed the rates
charged under second class mail."

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Chairman, this
amendment merely perfects my previous
amendment so it now reads that any
single personal handwritten postal card
shall not have a rate of postage any
higher than the postal rate for second-
class material.

For the life of me I cannot see any
logical, justifiable reason to oppose this.
Why should the first-class postal card
user have to pay the freight when, if it
is a personally handwritten card, it will
really serve the purposes of communica-
tion for just a plain, average American
citizen.

I ask that this be given very serious
consideration and that this provision be
adopted before we pass this bill out.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise, in opposition, reluctantly of course,
to the amendment.

The gentleman from Texas is correct.
It is a very important amendment. We
did give it thought within the committee,
and therefore it is not in the bill.

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Will the gentleman
answer the question why the committee,
if it entertained this particular sugges-
tion on a single personal handwritten
postal card, why it would reject the
proposition that the rate of postage on
that card should be higher than second-
class mail?

Mr. DERWINSKI. First of all, because
it is handled first class and, secondly,
because the rate now charged second-
class mail is abnormally low but will con-
sistently be increased. And from the
standpoint of practical utilization of the
new postal service, the gentleman's
amendment would create a monstrous
deficit.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Well, now, it is not
true that Life magazine pays about 2.7
cents for the mailing of a magazine from
New York to San Francisco?
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Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes. The gentleman
is correct. But he has his targets re-
versed. He ought to be zeroing in on the
Life rate and not lowering the card rate
to the Life rate. In other words, two
wrongs do not make a right.

Mr, GONZALEZ. I agree that two
wrongs do not make a right, but these
are two wrongs and I want to reduce by
one. I am saying Life magazine does get
this rate and I do not believe that we
should be depriving the average citizen
from using a postal card for ordinary
purposes of communication by giving him
a higher rate.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman
should have said *“let us make a right
out of Life” by increasing their rate and
not lowering this rate.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ).

The amendment was rejected,

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to
enter into an exchange with the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. UbpaLr)
concerning a matter on which we had
an exchange earlier in the day, that is,
with regard to the wage differential or
area differential.

Some suggestion was made earlier to-
day under rather restricted time limits
that the area differential was by way of
a wage base for the entire Nation with
the area cost-of-living increases, Is that
the understanding of the gentleman
from Arizona?

Mr. UDALL., Yes. It is left to collective
bargaining. What I anticipate will hap-
pen in the final analysis is collective bar-
gaining will be done on a national wage
rate which will be fixed and there will be
designations of 10, 12, or 15 high-cost
areas to give them an additional cost-of-
living allowance of some kind.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLURE, I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. The differen-
tial for this kind of a plan for increas-
ing the basic wage is that there would
be two kinds of considerations taken into
account in preparing that basic wage in
high-wage areas.

One would be the cost of living ap-
proach, which the gentleman has already
mentioned, the other would be consid-
eration of the cost of labor in that labor
market, and that is what we recognize
now in the law in the section that au-
thorizes the Civil Service Commission to
increase wages where there is a finding
that the Post Office is unable to hire
needed employees because of a high-wage
market.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution, but
I want to point out one possible inequity
that will arise if you have two men in
different areas of the country doing
identical work, working for the same
length of time, and then retiring, and
then changing their place of residence.

You might have somebody in New York
City who has been working there, and
who wants to retire, and live in Bullhead,
Ariz.,, and going to Bullhead, Ariz., and
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living alongside a postal worker there
who has done the same work for the same
period of time, and who has a different
pension rate based upon his earnings.

This is such a glaring inequity that I
think Congress would be called upon to
make some adjustment to it in the future.
I will admit that this is something that
can be taken care of in the collective-
bargaining agreements under negotia-
tions that set the basic wages in the first
place, but I do think it is well that we
have some written record of what our
considerations were at the time we en-
tered into this legislation.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLURE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I would also like to ask this
question, and that is when you originally
proposed this area wage, yvou stated that
cost of living is a factor. What about the
standard of living? It may very well be
that in certain areas of the country the
cost of living is higher, but the standard
of living is also higher.

Did you contemplate considering the
fact that in some of your metropolitan
areas, where higher wagrs are found, that
the cost of living may be higher, but that
part of that higher cost of living is be-
cause they are maintaining a higher
standard of living such as, for example,
having colored television sets in their
homes as opposed to black and white sets
in the rural areas,

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. If the gentle-
man will yield, the difference in teleyi-
sion sets may be an item, but I would
rather use the example of indoor plumb-
ing versus outdoor plumbing; things of
that sort. That is a good example, of
course.

We do not have, to the best of my
knowledge, a measure for the standard
of living, but we do have clearly accept-
able measures of the cost of living, and
we can tell in any standard statistical
metropolitan area of the country how
that place stacks up with respect to the
rest of the country as far as living costs
are concerned, and that would constitute
a8 factor. Whether people in that par-
ticular section go out each Saturday
night, or whether they go out Friday and
Saturday nights, or how they live would
not be relevant consideration of that at
all

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, let me
say in conclusion that indeed this col-
loquy underlines the difficulty at arriving
at true equity in this kind of an adjust-
ment, because we cannot write in law the
exact limits by which equity is ap-
proached, and this will be done by the
collective bargaining process.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DULSKI

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on section 102 of the com-
mittee amendment and all amendments
thereto end at 8:10 p.m.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF
WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,

Chairman, I offer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Hecurer of
West Virginia: Page 185, line 24, after “ma-
Jor mail users” insert “(including as major
mail users mailers of moderate amounts of
personal first class mail) ",

Page 166, line 4, strike out “major postal
users” and Insert “such major mail users”,

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia., Mr.
Chairman, the purpose of this amend-
ment is to define “major mail users,” as
the phrase appears on page 165 of the
bill in defining membership on the Ad-
visory Council. The Advisory Council
unfortunately is loaded to include an
8-1t0-3 majority against those who rep-
resent the public. What my amendment
does is to recognize that major mail
users does not necessarily represent
third-class mailers. Since 56.5 percent of
the total mail volume consists of first
class mail, this is really the major form
of mail. I have in mind by offering this
amendment that the average person who
moderate amounts of first-class mail de-
serves to be represented on this Advisory
Council.

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
vield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am very
happy to accept the amendment on this
side.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
thank the gentleman from New York.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) .

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. When the motion
to limit debate was agreed to, the Chair
had noted the names of Members stand-
ing and seeking recognition.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
DuULSKI) .

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther amendments to section 102, the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

LEGISLATIVE CONSTRUCTION

Sec. 103. An inference of a legislative con-
struction is not to be drawn by reason of the
chapter in title 39, United States Code, as
set out in section 102 of this Act in which
a section is placed nor by reason of the
caption or catchline.

CROSS REFERENCE

SEc. 104. Whenever reference is made in an-
other law to & law or part of law which was
contained in title 39, United States Code, as
it existed prior to the effective date of this
section, it shall be considered to mean the
appropriate section of title 39, United States
Code, as revised by section 102 of this Act,
unless no such section is included therein,
and whenever reference is made in any other
law to the Postmaster General or Post Office
Department, the reference shall be consid-
ered to mean the Postmaster General and
Postal Service provided for in this Act,

EFFECT OF REFPEAL OF LAWS

Sec. 105. Provisions of title 39, United
States Code, In effect immediately prior to
the effective date of this section, but not re-
enacted by this Act, shall remain in force as
rules or regulations of the Post Office Depart-
ment as reorganized by this Act, to the ex-

June 18, 1970

tent it is authorized to adopt such provisions
as rules or regulations, until they are re-
voked, amended, or revised by the Postal
Service.

OUTSTANDING ORDERS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS

Sec. 106. Orders, rules, and regulations in
effect under provisions of law repealed, super-
seded, or amended by this title shall, to the
extent they would have been authorized un-
der this title, remain in force and effect as
the regulations and orders under the provi-
sions of this title and shall be administered
and enforced under this title as nearly as may
be until specifically repealed, amended, or
revised by the Postal Service.

PRIVATE EXPRESS

Sec. 107. The Congress finds that the re-
strictlons on the private carriage of letters
and packets contained in chapter 14 of title
39, United States Code, and sections 1694—
1696 of title 18, United States Code, are gen-
erally in the public interest, but that these
sections need further study and evaluation
in the light of changes in modern communi-
cations. The Postal Service shall submit to
the President and the Congress within two
years of the enactment of this Act a report
and recommendation for the modernization
of these provisions of law. In preparing this
report the Commission on Postal Costs and
Revenues is authorized to cause the Rate
Boarc to conduct a rulemaking proceeding
on the topic and to render an opinion to the
Commission on whatever topics the Commis-
sion deems appropriate.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 18,
CODE

Sec. 108. Title 18, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by changing section 12 thereof to read
as follows:

*“§ 12. Postal Service defined

“The term ‘Postal Service' and the term
‘United States Postal Service', as used in this
title, means the ‘United States Postal Serv-
ice’ established by section 102 of title 39 and
every employee thereof, whether or not he
has taken the oath of office.”;

(2) by striking out “Post Office Depart-
ment” in section 441 and inserting In lieu
thereof “United States Postal Service";

(3) by amending the first two paragraphs
of section 500 thereof to read as follows:

“Whoever, with intent to defraud, falsely
makes, forges, counterfeits, engraves, or
prints any order in imitation of or purport-
ing to be a money order issued by the Post
Office Department, or by the United States
Postal Service, or by any postmaster or agent
thereof; or

“Whoever forges or counterfeits the signa-
ture of any postmaster, assistant postmas-
ter, chief clerk, or clerk, upon or to any mon-
ey order, or postal note or blank therefor pro-
vided or issued by or under the direction of
the Post Office Department of the United
States, or of the United States Postal Serv-
ice, or of any foreign country, and payable
in the United States, or any material signa-
ture or indorsement thereon, or any material
signature to any receipt or certificate of
identification thereof; or";

(4) by amending the last three paragraphs
of section 501 thereof to read as follows:

“Whoever makes or prints, or authorizes
to be made or printed, any postage stamp,
stamped envelope, or postal card, of the kind
authorized and provided by the Post Office
Department, or by the United States Postal
Service, without the special authority and
direction of said Department or Postal Serv-
ice; or

“Whoever after such postage stamp,
stamped envelope, or postal card has been
printed, with intent to defraud, delivers the
same 1o any person not authorized by an
instrument in writing, duly executed under
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the hand of the Postmaster General and the
seal of the Post Office Department or the
United States Postal Service, to receive it—

“Shall be fined not more than $500 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.";

(6) by striking out “Post Office Depart-
ment” in section 612, and inserting in lieu
thereof “United States Postal Service";

(6) by strikilng out “Post Office Depart-
«aent” in section 876, wherever appearing
therein and Inserting in lieu thereof “United
States Postal Service";

(7) by striking out *“Post Office Depart-
ment of the United States” wherever appear-
ing in section 877, and inserting in lieu there-
of “United States Postal Service”;

(8) by striking out “any postal inspector,
any postmaster, officer, or employee in the
field service of the Post Office Department,"”
in section 1114, and inserting in lieu thereof
“any postal inspector, any postmaster, officer,
or employee in the field service of the
United States Postal Service",;

(9) by striking out “Post Office Depart-
ment” in section 1341, and inserting in lieu
thereof “United States Postal Service";

(10) by striking out “Post Office Depart-
ment of the United States” in section 1342,
and inserting in lieu thereof “United States
Postal Service";

(11) by striking out “Postmaster General”
in section 1463 and inserting in lieu thereof
the “United States Postal Service";

(12) by striking out “section 500 of title
39" in section 1696 and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“section 1401 of title 39";

(13) by striking out “Postmaster General"
wherever appearing in section 1699 and in-
serting in lleu thereof “the United States
Postal Service";

(14) by amending subsection (a) of sec-
tion 1703 thereof to read as follows:

“{a) Whoever, being a postmaster or
Postal Service employee, unlawfully detains,
delays, or opens any letter, postal card,
package, bag, or malil entrusted to him or
which shall come into his possession, and
which was intended to be conveyed by mail,
or carried or delivered by any carrier or other
employee of the Postal Service, or forwarded
through or delivered from any post office or
station thereof established by authority of
the Postmaster General or the United States
Postal Service; or secretes, or destroys any
such letter, postal card, package, bag, or mall,
shall be fined not more than $500 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.";

(15) by amending section 1704 thereof to
read as follows:

“§ 1704. Keys or locks stolen or reproduced

“Whoever steals, purloins, embezzles, or
obtains by false pretense any key suited to
any lock adopted by the Post Office Depart-
ment or the United States Postal Service and
in use on any of the mails or bags thereof, or
any key to any lock box, lock drawer, or other
authorized receptacle for the deposit or de-
livery of mail matter; or

“Whoever knowingly and unlawfully
makes, forges, or counterfeits any such key,
or possesses any such mail lock or key with
the intent unlawfully or improperly to use,
sell, or otherwise dispose of the same, or to
cause the same to be unlawfully or improp-
erly used, sold, or otherwise disposed of; or

“Whoever, being engaged as a contractor
or otherwise in the manufacture of any such
mail lock or key, delivers any finished or
unfinished lock or the interlor part thereof
or key, used or designed for use by the Post
Office Department or the United States Postal
Service to any person not duly authorized
under the hand of the Postmaster General
and the seal of the Post Office Department
or the United States Postal Service, to receive
the same, unless the person receiving it is
the contractor for furnishing the same or
engaged in the manufacture thereof in the
manner guthorized by the contract, or the
agent of such manufacturer—
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“Shall be fined not more than $500 or im-
prisoned not more than ten years or both.”;

(16) by amending section 1708 thereof to
read as follows:

“§ 1709. Theft of mail matter by postmaster
or employee

“Whoever, being a postmaster or Postal
Service employee, embezzles any letter, post-
al card, package, bag, or mail or any article
or thing contained therein entrusted to him
or which comes into his possession intended
to be conveyed by mail, or carried or deliv-
ered by any carrier, messenger, agent, or
other person employed in any department of
the Postal Bervice, or forwarded through or
delivered from any post office or station
thereof established by authority of the Post-
master General or the United States Postal
Service; or steals, abstracts, or removes from
any such letter, package, bag, or mail, any
article or thing contained therein, shall be
fined not more than $2,000 or imprisoned not
more than five years, or both.”;

(17) by striking out “Post Office Depart~
ment"” in section 1711, and inserting in lieu
thereof “United States Postal Service™;

(18) by striking out “Postmaster General”
wherever appearing in section 1711, and in-
serting in lieu thereof “Commission on Pos-
tal Costs and Revenues of the United States
Postal Service"”;

(19) by striking out “Post Offic Depart-
ment"” in section 1712 and inserting in lieu
thereof “United States Postal Service”;

(20) by striking out ‘“Postmaster General”
wherever appearing in section 1715 and in-
serting in lieu thereof “United States Postal
Service";

(21) (A) by amending the second, third,
and fourth paragraphs of section 1716 thereof
t~ read as follows:

“The Postal Service may permit the trans-
mission in the mails under such rules and
regulations as it shall prescribe as to prepa-
ration and packing, of any such articles
which are not outwardly or of their own force,
dangerous or injurious to life, health, or
property.

“The Postal Service is authorized and di-
rected to permit the transmission in the
mails, under regulations to be prescribed by
it, of live scorpions, which are to be used
for purposes of medical research or for the
manufacture of anti-venom. Such regula-
tions shall include such provisions with re-
spect to the packaging of such live scorpions
for transmission in the malls as the Postal
Service deems necessary or desirable for the
protection of Postal Service personnel and
of the public generally and for ease of
handling by such personnel and by any indi-
vidual connected with such research or man-
ufacture. Nothing contained in this para-
graph shall be construed to authorize the
transmission in the mails of live scorpions
by means of aircraft engaged in the carriage
of passengers for compensation or hire.

“The transmission in the mails of poison-
ous drugs and medicines may be limited by
the Postal Service to shipment of such
articles from the manufacturer thereof or
dealer therein to licensed physicians, sur-
geons, dentists, pharmacists, druggists,
cosmetologists, barbers, and veterinarians
under such rules and regulations as it shall
prescribe.”;

(B) by striking out “Postmaster General”
wherever else appearing in sectlon 1716
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof "“Postal
Service";

(22) by striking out “Postmaster General”
in section 1718 and inserting in lieu thereof
“Postal Service™;

(23) by striking out “Post Office Depart-
ment” wherever appearing in section 1721
and inserting in lieu thereof “United States
Postal Service';

(24) by striking out "Post Office Depart-
ment'’ in section 1722 and inserting in lieu
thereof “United States Postal Service";
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(25) by striking out “the Postmaster Gen-
eral” in section 1723 and inserting in lieu
thereof “a duly authorized officer of the
Postal Service";

(26) by amending section 1724 thereof to
read as follows:

‘“§ 1724. Postage on mail delivered by foreign
vessels

“Except as otherwise provided by treaty or
convention the Postal Service may require
the transportation by any steamship of mail
between the United States and any foreign
port at the compensation fixed under au-
thority of law. Upon refusal by the master or
the commander of such steamship or vessel
to accept the mail, when tendered by the
Postal Service or its representative, the col-
lector or other officer of the port empowered
to grant clearance, on notice of the refusal
aforesald, shall withhold clearance, until the
collector or other officer of the port is in-
formed by the Postal Service or its repre-
sentative that the master or commander of
the steamship or vessel has accepted the mail
or that conveyance by his steamship or vessel
is no longer required by the Postal Service’;

(27) by striking out “Postmaster General”
in section 1725 and inserting in lieu thereof
“Postal Service";

(28) by striking out “Postmaster General”
in section 1729 and inserting in lieu thereof
“Postal Service';

(29) by striking out “Postmaster General"”
in section 1730 and inserting in lieu thereof
“Postal Service";

(30) (A) by amending section 1733 to read
as follows:

“§ 1733. Malling periodical publications
without prepayment of postage

“Whoever, except as permitted by law,
knowingly mails any periodical publication
without the payment of postage, or being a
postmaster or postal official knowingly per-
mits any periodical publication to be mailed
without prepayment of postage, shall be
fined not more than $1,000, or imprisoned
not more than one year, or both."”;

(B) by amending the table of contents of
chapter 83 by striking out—

“1733. Affidavits relating to second-class
mail.”
and inserting in lieu thereof—
1733. Mailing periodical publications with-
out prepayment of postage’;
and
(31)

by striking out in section 3061,
“Postmaster General” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Postal Service".

MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS

Sec. 109. (a) Section 225(f) of the Act of
December 16, 1967 (81 Stat. 643; 2 U.S.C.
856), is amended (1) by striking out the
word “and” at the end of paragraph (C),
(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof
“. and”, and (3) by adding following para-
graph (D) a new paragraph (E) as follows:

“(E) the members of the Commission on
Postal Costs and Revenues appointed pursu-
ant to section 108(b) of title 39, United
States Code."”.

(b) Subsection (d) (1) of seciton 19 of
title 3, United States Code, is amended by
striking out “Postmaster General,”.

(¢) Section 101 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out “The Post
Office Department.”.

(d) (1) Paragraph seventh of section 5136
of the Revised Statutes, as amended (12
U.S.C. 24 seventh), is further amended by
inserting “or by the Postal Service"” after
“nor to bonds, notes, and other obligations
issued by the Tennessee Valley Authority”.

(2) Section 602(c) of the Act of August 7,
1956 (70 Stat. 1113), as amended (12 U.S.C.
1701d-3(c) ) is amended by striking out ‘'sec-
tion 306 of the Penalty Mail Act of 1948 (39
U.S.C. 321n)"” and inserting in lleu thereof
“section 654 of title 39, United States Code™.

(3) Section 301(a) of the Housing Act of
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1948 (63 Stat. 431), as amended (12 U.S.C.
1701e(a)) is amended by striking out “39
United States Code 821n" and inserting in
lieu thereof “39 United States Code 654”.

(e) Section 8(b) of the Small Business
Act, as amended by section 107 of the Act
of October 11, 1867 (B1 Stat. 269; 15 U.S.C.
637(b) (15) ) is further amended by striking
out “section 4154 of title 39, United States
Code™” which appears in paragraph 15 and in-
serting in lieu thereof “section 654 of title
39, United States Code™.

(f) Bection 2(f) of the Act of May 28, 1963
(77 Stat. 50; 16 U.S.C. 4601-1(f)), is
amended by striking out “section 4154, title
39, United States Code”, and inserting in
lleu thereof “section 654 of title 39, United
States Code”.

(g) Section 8 of fitle 17, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “Postmaster General”
and inserting in lieu thereof “Postal Serv-
ice"; and

(2) by striking out "section 2506 of title
39” and inserting in lieu thereof “section
1610 of title 39".

(h) Section 1(d) of the Act of June 8, 1938
(52 Stat. 631), as amended (56 Stat. 250; 22
U.8.C. 611(d) ), is further amended by strik-
ing out “file with the Postmaster General a
sworn statement in compliance with sec-
tion 2 of the Act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat.
553), as amended’, and inserting in lieu
thereof, “file with the Postal Service infor-
mation in compliance with section 1609 of
title 39, United States Code".

(1) (1) Section 2341(3) of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
paragraphs (B) and (C) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(B) the Secretary when the order was
entered by the Secretary of Agriculture;

“(C) the Administration, when the order
was entered by the Maritime Administra-
tion; and

“(D) the Postal Service when the order
was a decision rendered by the Postal Serv-
fce.”

(2) Section 2342 of title 28, United States
Code, is amended by striking out subsec-
tions (3) and (4) and inserting in lieu
thereof:

“(3) such final orders of the Federal Mari-
time Commission or the Maritime Adminis-
tration entered under chapters 23 and 23A
of title 46 as are subject to judicial review
under section 830 of title 486;

“(4) all final orders of the Atomic Energy
Commission made reviewable by section
2239 of title 42; and

*(5) all final decisions of the Postal Serv-
ice made reviewable by section 1257 of title
39.".

() (1) The sixth subdivision of sectlion 7
of the Act of July 31, 1804 (28 Stat. 206; 31
U.8.C. 72 Fifth), and the second proviso of
section 10 of the Act of August 24, 1912 (37
Stat. 559; 31 U.S.C. 72 Fifth), are repealed.

(2) SBection 1 of the Act of March 6, 1946
(60 Stat. 31), as amended (31 U.8.C. 120),
is further amended by inserting after “Post-
master General,” the following: “the Postal
Service,”.

(3) Section 1302 of the Act of July 27, 1956,
as amended (31 U.S.C. T24a), is further
amended by adding the following sentence
thereto: “Notwithstanding the other provi-
sions of this sectlon judgments against the
United States arising out of activities of the
Postal Service shall be paid by the Postal
Bervice out of any funds available to it.".

(4) Section 1 of the Act of September 30,
1890 (26 Stat. 511; 31 U.8.C. 1028) is hereby
repealed.

{k) (1) Sectlon 411(f) of the Public Build-
ings Act of 1949, as amended (68 Stat. 520;
40 US.C. 356(1)) is further amended by
striking out in the third proviso “section
205 of the Post Office Department Property
Act of 1954" and inserting in leu thereof
“section 1003 of title 39, United States Code"”.
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(2) Item (15) of section 602(d) of the Act
of June 30, 1949 (63 Stat. 401), as amended
(40 UB.C. 474 (15)) is further amended to
read as follows:

“(15) The Postal Service;”.

(8) Sectlon 16 of the Act of September 9,
1969 (73 Stat. 483; 40 U.C.C. 615) 1s amended
to read as follows:

“Sgc. 16. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to limit or repeal—

(1) existing authorizations for the leas-
ing of buildings by and for the General Serv-
ices Administration, or

“(2) the authority conferred by law on
the Postal Service."”.

(4) The third proviso of section 3 of the
Act of August 10, 1939 (50 Stat. 479), as
amended (40 U.B.C. 723) is further amended
by striking out “insofar as such loss, destruc-
tion, or damage may be adjusted by the Post-
master General under the provisions of the
Act of March 17, 1882, as amended (U.S.C.
1934 edition, title 39, sec. 49)", and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: “insofar
as such loss, destruction or damage relates
to property of the Postal Service chargeable
to its officers or employees”.

(6) Section 3a of the Government Losses
in Shipment Act as added by section 2 of
the Act of August 10, 1939 (53 Stat. 1358; 40
U.S.C. 724), is amended (A) by striking out
the colon immediately preceding the proviso
and inserting a period in lieu thereof; and
(B) by striking out the proviso.

(1) Bection 602(i) of the Act of August
20, 1864 (78 Stat. 529; 42 U.S.C. 2942(1)),
is amended by striking out “section 4154 of
title 39, United States Code” and inserting
in lieu thereof “section 654 of title 39, United
States Code".

(m) Section 405(1) of the Act of August 23,
1958 (72 Stat. 762; 49 U.S.C. 1375(i)), is
hereby repealed.

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Sec. 110. If a part of title 39, United States
Code, as revised by section 102 of this Act is
held invalid, the remainder of the title shall
not be affected thereby; and if any other
part of this Act is held to be invalid the
remainder of the Act shall not be affected
thereby.

TRANSITIONAL EXPENSES

Sec. 111, Expenses of the United States
Postal Service as established by section 102
of this Act from the date of enactment of
this Act until the date of commencement of
operations of the Postal Service, shall be
deemed to be necessary expenses of the ad-
ministration of the Post Office Department
as now constituted.

APPOINTMENT OF POSTMASTERS AND OTHER
EMPLOYEES ON MERIT BASIS

Sec. 112, (a) Between the date of enact-
ment of this Act and the effective date of
section 102 of this Act, the Postmaster Gen-
eral shall appoint postmasters at offices of
all classes in the competitive civil service by
one of the three following methods which
shall be applied in the following order of
precedence:

(1) by selection of a qualified employee
serving at the post office where the vacancy
occurs, Including an acting postmaster who
was serving on January 1, 1869, who shall
acquire a competitive status upon being
appointed postmaster;

(2) if no qualified employee serving at the
post office where the vacancy occurs is avail-
able for, and willing to accept, appointment
by method described in subparagraph (1),
by selection of a gualified employee serving
in the postal field service; or

{3) if no qualified employee is available
for, and willing to accept, appointment by
the methods described in subparagraph (1)
or (2), by competitive examination in ac-
cordance with the provisions of ftitle 5,
United States Code, governing appointments
in the competitive service.
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Enactment of this subsection shall not af-
fect the status or tenure of postmasters in
office on the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) (1) In the selection, appointment, and
promotion of employees of the Postal Service
between the date of enactment of this Act
and the effective date of section 102 of this
Act, no political test or qualification shall
be permitted or given consideration, and all
such personnel actions shall be taken on the
basis of merit and fitness. Any officer or em-
ployee of the Postal Service who violates this
subsection shall be removed from office or
otherwise disciplined in accordance with pro-
cedures for disciplinary action established
pursuant to law.

(2) This subsection does not apply to the
selection and appointment of officers whose
appointment is vested in the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the
SBenate, or to the selection, appointment, or
promotion to a position designated by the
Civil Service Commission as a position of a
confidential or policy-determining character
or as a position to be filled by a noncareer
executive assignment.

SUPPLEMENTAL LEGISLATION

Sec. 113, It is the intent of the Congress
that further legislation be enacted prior to
the date of commencement of operations by
the Postal Service as established by this Act,
giving additional guidance to the Postal Serv-
ice concerning the division of costs among
the several classes of mail consistent with
the provisions of this title.

EFFECTIVE DATES

Sec. 114. This section and sections 110
through 113 of this Act, and sections 108-
110 of title 39, United States Code, as en-
acted by section 102 of this Act shall become
effective on the date of enactment of this
Act. Except as otherwise provided in this title,
the other provisions of this title shall become
effective on the date of the commencement
of operations of the Postal Service as estab-
lished by section 102 of this Act. The date
of commencement of operations shall be fixed
by the Commission on Postal Costs and Rev-
enues and published by it in the Federal Reg-
ister; such date shall be within one year af-
ter the enactment of this section.

TITLE II—SALARY ADJUSTMENT
COMPENSATION CHANGES

Sec. 201. (a) The Postmaster General, un-
der regulations made by him, shall increase
the rates of basic compensation and basic
pay of employees of the Post Office Depart-
ment so that such rates will equal, as nearly
as practicable, 108 per centum of the rates
of basic compensation and basic pay in ef-
fect immediately prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act. Such increases shall take
effect on the first day of the first pay period
which begins on or after April 16, 1970, This
section does not apply to employees in posi-
tions in the Executive Schedule.

(b) Retroactive pay, compensation, or
salary shall be paid by reason of this Act
only in the case of an Individual In the
service of the TUnited States (including
service in the Armed Forces of the United
States) on the date of enactment of this
Act, except that such retroactive pay, com-
pensation, or salary shall be paid—

(1) to an officer or employee who retired,
during the period beginning on the first day
of the first pay period which began on or
after April 16, 1970, and ending on the date
of enactment of this Act, for services ren-
dered during such period; and

(2) in accordance with subchapter VIII
of chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code,
relating to settlement of accounts, for serv-
ices rendered, during the period beginning
on the first day of the first pay period which
began on or after April 16, 1970, and ending
on the date of enactment of this Act, by an
officer or employee who died during such
period.
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Such retroactive pay, compensation, or sal-
ary shall not be considered as basic pay for
the purposes of subchapter III of chaper 83
of title 5, United States Code, relating to
civil service retirement, or any other retire-
ment law or retirement system, in the case
of any such retired or deceased officer or
employee.

(¢) For the purposes of this section, service
in the Armed Forces of the United States,
in the case of an individual relleved from
training and service in the Armed Forces of
the United States or discharged from hos-
pitalization following such training and serv-
ice, shall include the period provided by
law for the mandatory restoration of such
individual to a position in or under the
United States Government.

(d) ¥For purposes of deftermining the
amount of insurance for which an indi-
vidual is eligible under chapter 87 of title
5, United States Code, relating to group life
insurance for Government employees, all
changes in rates of pay, compensation, and
salary which result from the enactment of
this section shall be held and considered to
become effective as of the date of such en-
actment.

TRANSITIONAL COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Sec. 202. (a) As soon as practicable after
the enactment of this Act, the Postmaster
General and the labor organizations that as
of the effective date of this section hold
national exclusive recognition rights granted
by the Post Office Department, shall negoti-
ate an agreement or agreements covering
wages, hours, and working conditions of the
employees represented by such labor orga-
nizations. The parties shall commence bar-
galning for such agreement or agreements
not later than thirty days following delivery
of a written request therefor by a labor orga-

‘nization to the Postmaster General or by the

Postmaster General to a labor organization.
Any agreement made pursuant to this sec-
tion shall continue In force after the com-
mencement of operations of the TUnited
States Postal Service in the same manner and
to the same extent as if entered into be-
tween the Postal Service and recognized col-
lective bargaining representatives pursuant
to subchapter II of chapter 2 of title 39.

(b) Any agreement negotiated pursuant to
this section shall establish a new wage sched-
ule whereunder postal employees will reach
the maximum pay step for their respective
labor grades after not more than eight years
of satisfactory service in such grades. The
agreements shall provide that where an em-
ployee had sufficient satisfactory service in
the pay step he occupied on the efiective date
of this section to have qualified for advance-
ment to the next highest pay step under the
new wage schedule, had such schedule been
in effect throughout the period of such serv-
ice, the employee shall be advanced to such
next highest pay step In the new schedule
on the effective date of the new schedule,

(c) An agreement made pursuant to this
section may become effective at any time
after the commencement of bargaining, in
accordance with the terms thereof. The Post-
master General shall establish wages, hours,
and working conditions in accordance with
the terms of any agreement or agreements
made pursuant to this section notwithstand-
ing the provisions of any law other than
title 39.

(d) If the parties fail to reach agreement
within ninety days of the commencement of
collective bargaining, a factfinding panel
will be established in accordance with the
terms of section 228(b) of title 39, unless the
parties have previously agreed to another
procedure for a binding resolution of their
differences. If the parties fail to reach agree-
ment within one hundred and eighty days of
the commencement of collective bargaining,
and if they have not agreed to another pro-
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cedure for binding resolution, an arbitration
board shall be established to provide conclu-
sive and binding arbitration in accordance
with the terms of section 228(c) of title 39.

(e) Agreements made pursuant to this
section and expenditures made under such
agreements shall not be subject to the pro-
vision of R.S. 3679, as amended (31 U.S.C.
665) .

(1) For the purposes of this section only,
“Title 39" means Title 30 of the United
States Code as revised and reenacted by sec-
tion 102 of this Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 203. The provisions of this title shall
become effective upon enactment of this Act.

Mr. DULSKI (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the committee
amendment beginning on page 293, line
5, be considered as read, printed in the
Recorp, and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Upain: Strike
out all of lines 6 through 17 on page 312 and
insert in lleu thereof:

“Sec. 114. This section and sections 110
through 113 of this Act, and sections 108-
110 and section 1251 of title 39, United States
Code, as enacted by section 102 of this Act
shall become effective on the date of enact-
ment of this Act. Except as otherwise pro-
vided In this title, the other provisions of
this title (including the provisions of title
39, United States Code, as enacted by section
102 of this Act) shall become effective within
one year after the enactment of this Act on
the date or dates established therefor by the
Commission on Postal Costs and Revenues
and published by it in the Federal Register.”

Mr. UDALL (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with and that it be printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, the
schedule will be, if this bill passes and
becomes law, for the President to ap-
point the commissioners and at some
point within the year when they are
ready, they will issuc a proclamation
and the new establishment will go into
effect.

This amendment was cleared with the
chairman of the committee and simply
enables the President to also appoint
at some time refore they actually go
into operation a Postal Rate Board. This
is done so that they may get a staff up,
hold preliminary hearings, and be ready
to go on time.

I do not think there is any objection
to the amendment.

Mr. HENDERSON. I think the
amendment ought to be adopted. It is
very necessary for the institution of and
getting a new system underway.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DULSKI. I understand this
amendment makes no major change in
the timetable for commencing opera-
tions of the new Postal Establishment.
It simply permits the President to make
all the major appointments to the Postal
Rate Board far enough in advance of
commencing operations so that they can
do all the necessary preliminary work.

1 see no reason to object to the amend-
ment and am pleased to accept it.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DerwINSKI) rise?

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr, Chairman, we
support the amendment on this side.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. JONAS. Since we are on this point,
and I intended to take my own 5 min-
utes if I could be recognized to ask the
committee members as to the economic
effect of this bill which incorporates a
pay increase but that does not ecarry con-
currently with it an increase in revenues.
How long does the committee anticipate
it will be before increased revenues will
be received to make up for the increased
costs imposed in this legislation?

Mr. UDALL. The President has sent up
a rate bill to the Congress asking for an
8-cent stamp. We discussed this yester-
day during the debate. I made the point
that the President had sent up this mes-
sage asking for, oh I guess, a billion
dollars worth of new revenue in this rate
measure and not a single Member of the
435 Members could be found in this even
numbered year to even introduce a bill.

I think most of us on the committee,
however, have been waiting to see what
happens to postal reform and to see
whether there is going to be a pay raise.

The genfleman from Montana (Mr,
OLseEN) held extensive hearings on rates
and our committee is ready to move and
carry out our responsibilities as soon as
we see what the House and Senate are
going to do on reform.

Mr. JONAS. If the gentleman will
permit me, I am trying to get the com-
mittee to give the Committee of the
Whole now sitting, its best estimate as
to when increased revenues from any
rate adjustments will catch up with the
increased costs.

I understand that the increased costs
in this bill over a periocc of 1 year will
be about $1 billion. Is that correct?

Mr. UDALL. No, the actual pay raises
carried in this bill would result in just
under $500 million on an annual basis.
When the compression goes into effect,
there will be other increases, And we
passed a 6-percent pay raise in April,
which most of us voted for.

Mr. JONAS. I am not trying to fix any
blame by discussing who voted for what.
I am trying to get an estimate from the
committee as to when is the earliest
possible time increased revenues will
catch up with the increased costs that
this bill will bring about if it is passed.

Mr. UDALL. I have discharged my re-
sponsibilities, but I cannot speak for the
chairman or any other member of the
committee.
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Mr. JONAS. Can anyone give me an
estimate? The committee must have con-
sidered that point.

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

Mr, UDALL. I yield to the Chairman.

Mr. DULSKI. The administration sent
over a message on the subject, but no
Member introduced legislation. The gen-
tleman in the well wants me to answer
when we will consider the subject. We
have had extensive hearings on the pro-
posal even though the bill was not in-
troduced. The subcommittee chairman,
Mr. OLseEN has been working. How can
we count what the entire cost will be
when this new agency does not go into
effect for over a year?

We are ready to work further on rates
as soon as we get a bill.

Mr. JONAS, We do not have to wait
on the President to send up a bill, do we?
Why does not the committee bring a bill
out? I am just trying to get some esti-
mate as to what the economic effect of
this bill will be. I assumed the commit-
tee would have at least an estimate as to
when the new ratemaking procedures set
up in this bill may be expected to pro-
duce sufficient revenue to catch up with
the new costs created by the bill.

Mr. UDALL. I feel sure that, if both
Houses act expeditiously, we should get
some interim financing during 1971.

In addition, we have some supplemen-
tal appropriations in this bill which will
help out in the program Mr. Jonas asks
about.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Arizona has expired.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
North Carolina is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JONAS. We estimate in the Com-
mittee on Appropriations that the postal
deficit next year may be $2.5 billion. Part
of that will be caused by the built-in
cost increases in this bill. Before we get
to a final vote on the bill, I would like
to have the best estimate that anyone
on the committee can make as to when
we will cateh up with the increased costs
that are brought about as a result of this
bill if it is enacted.

Mr. SAYLOR. The answer to that ques-
tion is “Never.”

Mr. JONAS. The only answer I get, and
not from a member of the committee, is
lJNever.I!

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

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I wish to advise the
gentleman that he is absolutely correct
when he points to the problem, but he
should keep in mind that in one of his
final messages to Congress, President
Johnson recommended a rate increase.
It has not been acted upon, and neither
has the one recommended to Congress
by President Nixon. I would presume, if
I do not misinterpret Chairman DULSKI,
that once we get through this reform
bill, we could turn our attention to the
rate question. Certainly we could move
much faster than the year and a half it
took us to produce this reform bill. Oth-
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erwise, the machinery of this reform bill
will go to work and match rates to ex-
penses. The new Postal Service will be
self-financing.

Mr. JONAS. I would like to say, with-
out blaming anyone, that I, for one, wish
the committee had incorporated in this
reorganization and reform bill the neces-
sary authority to assure that revenues
will be increased sufficiently to cover the
inecreased costs built into the postal oper-
ations by this bill.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. UpaLL) .

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR, SAYLOR

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SayLor: On page
310, beginning with line 4, strike out all
of the language to and including line 22 on

page 311, and renumber the succeeding sec-
tions accordingly.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to have the people on my right pay
a little attention to this amendment be-
cause this is the only political amend-
ment that has been offered here today,
but this is a political amendment.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to have the people on my right pay
a little attention to this amendment, be-
cause this is the only political amend-
ment that has ever been offered here
today, and this is a political amendment,
and I do not make any excuses for offer-
ing it.

From the time we have had a post
office—and Ben Franklin established it—
the party that controlled the White
House controlled appointment of the
postmasters. That was until January of
last year, when the present administra-
tion took over and we got a Postmaster
General who comes from down in Ala-
bama. I call him the Trojan horse in our
administration, because he changed the
entire setup. What he did was to say his
party in the White House had abso-
lutely nothing to do with appointing
postmasters.

This bill even gives that man who is
now the Postmaster General another
goodie. What does it do? It says until
this Corporation comes into effect, the
Postmaster General has the right to ap-
point 4,000 postmasters all over the
country. All I am trying to do is say he
does not have that right. He will not give
that right to the members of the Re-
publican Party. Maybe he will give it to
the Democratic Members of Congress if
this amendment is adopted.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman,
gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio,

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am sym-
pathetic with the gentleman's amend-
ment, but this gentleman has been Post-
master General for a long time, and I
understand there are 3,000 vacancies and
he has not appointed anybody.

Mr. SAYLOR. That is right, and he has
not appointed anybody. All I am trying
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to say by this amendment that I am not
going to give him the right to appoint
anybody. I do not think he should.

Mr. HAYS. I think the gentleman will
get pretty solid support on this side of
the aisle.

Mr, SAYLOR. That is all I am asking
for, because I doubt if I will get much
support on my side of the aisle.

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

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
want to advise the gentleman the latest
cloakroom rumor is that after our dear
Democratic friends have their battle for
party leadership next January, the loser
may get the post of Postmaster General.

Mr. SAYLOR. That may be, and I
daresay he will treat we Republican
Members of Congress a great deal better
than the present Postmaster General.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania is
an old friend of mine and I bleed for
him. I would like to get him some pa-
tronage, but I do not have that much
influence. I do not know what I can do
about it, but I will bleed for him and
sympathize with him a little bit.

Let me say to some of my friends on
the Democratic side, before we vote—
because there was a great deal of laugh-
ter, and I thought a murmur of support
for this amendment—what the gentle-
man strikes out is an amendment offered .
by the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Daniers). The thrust of the amendment
which is in the bill and was authored by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Daniers), was to make sure the interim
acting postmasters who were still in the
office could be considered for these ap-
pointments by the Postmaster General
along with career employees in those of-
fices. Make no mistake about it, we make
a big mistake if we vote for this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. UDALL, I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, did I un-
derstand the gentleman to say he could
consider them?

Mr. UDALL. Yes.

Mr. HAYS. Does the gentleman think
he will consider them?

Mr. UDALL. I do not think he will.

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman is pretty
close to him, and the gentleman ought
to know.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. SAyLor) there
were—ayes 51, noes 95.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr, VANIK, Mr. Chairman, the Postal
Reorganization and Salary Adjustment
Act of 1970 constitutes a much-needed
reform of a post office which now op-
erates under many archaic and unduly
restrictive rules. But as we speak of the
need of greater efficiency of operation
in the postal system, it is quite distress-
ing to find that earlier this year the
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Post Office Department introduced a
new cost-accounting report that is un-
usually vague and confusing, For the
first time, the Post Office, in trying
to determine how much it costs to
move each class of mail, used a new “rev-
enue and cost analysis system” that man-
aged to completly juggle the postal rec-
ords. The most shocking finding of the
new system reveals that for fiscal year
1969, bulk third-class mail, always a big
money-loser for the Post Office, brought
the Post Office $595 million—4 cents an
item—but only cost the office $299 mil-
lion—2 cents an item—in wvariable ex-
penses. However, under the old system—
“cost ascertainment”—a long-respected
and efficient analysis system, ealculations
for fiscal 1968 revealed that expenses for
bulk mail totaled $822 million and yet
revenue was $596 million for bulk mail.
Thus third-class mail did not cover its
costs. With such a remarkable discrep-
ancy between the findings of the two sys-
tems, I can only wonder if the new rev-
enue and cost analysis system is giving
us a truly accurate portrayal.

In May 1970, Chief Justice Warren
Burger remarked that—

Today's merchandising methods, the pleth-
ora of mass mailing subsidized by low
postal rates, and the growth of the sale of
large maliling lists . . . have changed the
mallman from a carrier of primarily private
communications and has made him an ad-
junct of the mass maller who sends unso-
licited and often unwanted mail into every
home. Every person’s mail today is made up
overwhelmingly of material he did not seek
from persons he does not know.

A large portion of third-class mail is
commonly known as junk mail and has
become a nuisance to many patrons, I
find it difficult to characterize this
largely unwanted mail as a public
service.

Before we force the burdened tax-
payer, or the Federal Government to
continue paying for postal deficiencies
through taxation or subsidies, the Na-
tion deserves a more trustworthy and
accurate accounting of the new revenue
and cost-analysis system of the U.S. Post
Office. According to an article concern-
ing this new system, dated April 13, 1970,
in the Wall Street Journal, postal offi-
cials “note that the variable cost data
is based on a sophisticated statistical
sampling system new to the Post Office,”
and it continues that officials “concede
there may be room for improvement.”
Mr. Chairman, the Nation deserves to
know immediately just how much im-
provement really is needed.

Reforms are needed. Postal pay is in-
adequate and must be related to the cost
of living and comparability. Certain
postal rates are far out of line and con-
stitute too grave a burden on the general
mail user.

I have grave concern over the estab-
lishment of separate corporate entities
to carry on the public business and to
exercise an important public trust. This
may result in the establishment of multi-
ple barriers between the public and the
service. My fear is that this new jugger-
naut of administration may provide no
better service at a substantially higher
cost to the taxpayer, I hope I am wrong
in these fears.
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Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, the action of this body yesterday
in passing the Henderson amendment to
the Postal Reorganization Act of 1970
reaffirms my faith in the ultimate desire
of Americans to maintain their personal
freedom. Mr., Henderson's amendment
assures that no American will be forced
to join an organization and pay its dues
against his will in order to be employed
by his own Government.

The question raised by this amend-
ment did not concern the desirability of
labor union membership. Certainly, no
one can deny that organized labor is re-
sponsible in large measure for the
enormous elevation of our nation’s
standard of living during this century.
The question that was raised by the
amendment was whether or not we in-
tend to preserve our personal freedom
in this country.

By passing the amendment offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina, this
body has affirmed that Americans do
have the right to work for their National
Government while retaining their right
either to join or not to join a labor orga-
nization. This action, Mr. Chairman, is
a blow for personal freedom.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Chairman, I
want to take this opportunity to com-
ment on the current postal reorganiza-
tion bill, H.R. 17070, now before us and
;:o express my reasons for voting against
t.

First, is the fact that the bill will de-
stroy the traditional public service as-
pect of the post office, and thereby will
make it unresponsive to the public will.
The Congress, acting on behalf of the
American people will thus lose control
over the operations of this “public” in-
stitution, but in the end will be stuck
with the bill for any deficits it will incur.
In other words, the Congress with pas-
sage of the so-called postal reform, hav-
ing relinquished all control of our Post
Office Department, will be left with full
responsibility for its sueccess or for its
failure. It is certain that postal rates will
be increased considerably, that many
current postal services will be discon-
tinued, and, of course, nothing has been
said about specific plans or goals for im-
proved services and the true fate of pos-
tal employees now sheltered by the U.S.
lCivil Service Code is clouded, to say the
east.

My most serious objection to this bill,
however, is the additional obligation of
our Federal Government to the tune of
$10 billion to finance the construction
of new post offices, new equipment, and
for operating capital. In the end, it is the
public who will be paying for this fi-
nancing, not only through even higher
postal rates, but also through a greater
tax bite to provide the increased subsi-
dies that appear to me to be imminent.
In other words, I consider this to be a
back-door method for increasing our na-
tional debt by $10 billion.

I continue to feel that true postal re-
form is possible within our present
postal system. The true reform that I
have in mind could be brought about
through efficient management tech-
nigques and hiring practices, discourage-
ment of junk mail through rate in-
creases, total elimination of porno-
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graphic maiterials, and, generally, the
establishment in the postal service of
more efficient and businesslike methods
and practices.

In conclusion, might I simply state
that anyone who thinks that passage of
H.R. 17070 removes our postal depart-
ment from politics is totally out of touch
with reality.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, 2
years ago, the Kappel Commission on
Postal Organization noted that—

The postal service cannot keep pace with
the demands of our society unless it is given
a basic change in direction.

The Commission continued, comment-
ing that—

The benefits which would flow from the in-
troduction of modern management practices
include not only greatly improved mail serv-
ice but the early elimination of the postal
deficit and far better career opportunities
and working conditions for the individual
postal employee.

These benefits can be realized by en-
acting the current postal reform legisla-
tion before the House.

The reasons for my dissatisfaction with
the present postal system are several in
number. For one thing, I think the state
of postal finances is depressing. There
have only been 17 years since 1838 that
revenues have exceeded expenditures. In
fiscal year 1969, the accrued cost deficit
for the Post Office Department was
$1.023 billion.

Postal employment practices are an-
other reason that causes me to be dis-
satisfied with the postal sysiem as it is.
The employee cannot earn a promotion
on the basis of merit. His training op-
portunities are limited. He is'trapped in
a system which stifles his initiative and
limits career opportunities. It is really
astonishing to learn that 80 percent of
the postal employees finish their careers
in the same level in which they began
their service.

I am not satisfied with the gquality of
postal service. I think every Member of
Congress is familiar with his constit-
uents’ discontent on the quality of post-
al service.

I also believe that the postal system
and service cost too much money, One of
the findings of the Kappel Commission is
that an estimated 20 percent of postal
costs could be saved if postal manage-
ment were really free to plan and finance
operations and investments in accord-
ance with needs.

Idraw the same conclusions from these
ohservations as do many of my colleagues.
I believe basic flaws exist in the postal
system. Stopgap measures to correct
those flaws have been tried and found
wanting and the major restructuring of
the system is the only viable course. We
ought to recognize the essential business
nature of the postal system, and that it
ought to be operated as a business and
not as a Government agency.

The principal failure of the present
system is one of management. It is just
not reasonable to expect a manager of
the Post Office Department to succeed in
his task when he has little, if any, con-
trol over workload, revenue, pay rates,
conditions of service, physical facilities,
and many other important matters. I do
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not think substantial improvement in the
postal system can be expected until postal
managers are given the authority and
the freedom of action they need to make
the necessary changes.

In addition to the management prob-
lem, there are two other central defects:
the postal system is tied too closely to the
Federal budgetary process and cannot be
operated like a business; politics are too
deeply ingrained in the selection of postal
officials, especially top management,
postmasters, and rural carriers.

So long as the Post Office Department
depends upon the Treasury it has to com-
pete with other national priorities. The
postal needs for capital financing and
operations are going to rank low on the
scale of national priorities, and I do not
think it unreasonable to expect this low
priority status to remain unchanged in
the foreseeable future, given the kinds
of challenges that we have in the Nation
both at home and abroad.

The dependence on the Treasury has
also decreased the incentive to be con-
cerned about consumer and customer
wants, and there is no economiec incen-
tive for postal officials to tailor their serv-
ices to customer desires.

So long as partisan politics determine
promotions for top management, post-
masters, and rural carriers, a meritoc-
racy in the postal service is difficult to
achieve. Politically appointed personnel
often will not have the respect of their
peers and subordinates. There will be
delays in the selection of top positions,
a lack of confidence on the part of the
public, and poor morale on the part of
employees.

Because of the existence of these and
other flaws in the operation of our pres-
ent postal system, I am anxious for
Congress to act affirmatively on the
Postal Reorganization Act now before it.
The bill provides for genuine postal re-
form—no stopgap measure this time, Its
enactment into law will be of consider-
able benefit to employees and customers
alike. Provisions of the bill include these:

First. The Post Office Department is
abolished as a Cabinet-level Department.
In its stead is created an independent
establishment of the executive branch of
the Government to own and operate the
Nation’s postal system, known as the U.S.
Postal Service.

Second. The Postal Service is governed
by an 1l-man Commission on Postal
Costs and Revenues: nine “public mem-
bers” appointed by the President—with
Senate confirmation with rotating 9-year
terms; the 10th appointed as Post-
master General by the nine Presidentially
appointed Commissioners; the 11th ap-
pointed as Deputy Postmaster General
by the other 10.

Third, Officers and employees of the
Postal Service will be in the postal career
service and the Postal Service is required
to establish procedures to assure its em-
ployees of meaningful opportunities for
promotion and career development and
of opportunity to be heard before adverse
action is taken against them,

Fourth. Postal consideration, in re-
spect to any appointment, promotion,
assignment, transfer, or designation that
relates to any office or position in the
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Postal Service, is prohibited. A person
under consideration for such an appoint-
ment is also barred from soliciting any
such recommendation.

Fifth. Labor-management relations
are generally made subject to the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, as amended,
which heretofore has applied only to the
private sector. There is one principal ex-
ception, however: the existing ban on
strikes by Federal employees is carried
forward, and, consequently, binding ar-
bitration is provided for in the event of a
bargaining impasse between the parties.

Sixth, Section 14(b) of the National
Labor Relations Act would, naturally,
apply to labor-management relations in
the postal service. This section states
that—

Nothing in this subchapter shall be con-
strued as authorizing the execution or appli-
cation of agreements requiring membership
in a labor organization as a condition of
employment in any State or Territory in
which such execution or application is pro-
hibited by State or Territorial law.

Seventh. The Postal Service is au-
thorized fo borrow money and issue
obligations up to $10 billion, but the net
increase in any obligations for ecapital
improvements may not exceed $1.5 bil-
lion in any 1 fiscal year and the net
increase for the purpose of defraying op-
erating expenses shall not exceed $500
million.

Eighth. The Postal Service is to be-
come self-sustaining, thus eliminating
the postal deficit, by January 1, 1978.
Rates are to be set so that each class of
service pays at least its own identifiable
costs and so that revenues of the postal
service as a whole meet its expenses.

Ninth. Rate changes that are signifi-
cant service changes are initiated by
postal management but cannot become
effective until after public notice and
hearing before a three-man Rate
Board, which is independent of postal
management.

Tenth. Collective bargaining must
commence promptly after enactment of
the bill into law, and must deal with
wages, hours, and working conditions.
Any resulting agreement must provide a
wage schedule under which postal em-
ployees will reach the maximum pay step
for their respective labor grades after
not more than 8 years of satisfactory
service in such grades.

This bill thus eliminates the defects
mentioned previously by providing for,
among other things, direct managerial
participation in and regulation of postal
operations, financial independence from
the budgetary allocation of funds, and
the elimination of political influence
from personnel operations—with the ex-
ception of the Commission on Postal
Costs and Revenues.

These are giant steps in the reform
of the structure and operation of our
postal service and are but three of the
reasons why I support the Postal Reor-
ganization Act. Reform of the Post Of-
fice Department is drastically needed,
and must be initiated without further
delay.

Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly hope and urge that this bill
before us, HR. 17070, to reorganize the
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Post Office Department, will, in strong
substance, after full debate, be approved
on a nonpartisan basis by a very great
majority.

It has become increasingly apparent
over these past several years, that there
is a real and urgent need for wholesome,
improved reforms in postal policies and
operations and great numbers of ordi-
nary citizens, businessmen and public
officials have expressed grave concern
about the unhappy condition of our pos-
tal system. I believe that public dissatis-
faction with postal operations and serv-
ice is wider and public desire for im-
provement is more insistent than ever
before in the history of the postal de-
partment.

An extraordinary number of responsi-
ble and respected postal officials, em-
ployee spokesmen and independent au-
thorities have given formal testimony of
their very deep convictions that the Post
Office Department must be reformed and
modernized.

It is quite clear, from the testimony
revealed here, that the postal depart-
ment has not been able to keep pace with
the advances of the national economy in
recent years, and that the morale of the
department employees is, understanda-
bly, very low because prospects for
merited promotions and increased com-
pensation are too restricted and working
conditions are frequently very poor,. It is
further revealed and emphasized that
the Department continually operates at
a great deficit and postal rates are set by
statute, requiring congressional action in
a very technical cost area which very
often and unfortunately invites public
misunderstanding about the supposed
influence of special interests in setting
up postal rates.

All of the testimony given and the
recommendations made by the recog-
nized authorities indicate that the only
overall cure for the many problems and
shortcomings plagueing the Post Office
Department is a structural reform that
will put complete operating responsibil-
ity in a single place with sensible safe-
guards against abuse of that responsi-
bility and appropriate assurances of
proper congressional surveillance. I do
not believe the Congress should abandon
its own special responsibility of making
certain that the American public is not
required to pay clearly unfair and un-
reasonable postage rates.

In summary this measure before us
will establish a political pressure-free
Post Office Department within the exec-
utive branch of the Government; it will
create a postal institution with the mod-
ern equipment necessary to provide ex-
pedient and efficient public service now
and in the future; it will adjust the sal-
aries of postal employees to more equi-
tably compensate them for the restricted
advancement to opportunities they have
suffered from in the past; it will improve
postal employee-management relations
and insure that the employees have mod-
ern equipment in a wholesome surround-
ing that is essential to the realization of
full productive potential.

MTr. Chairman, no one will pretend that
this is a perfect bill that will completely
satisfy every interest and promptly re-
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solve all the problems afflicting our ex-
isting postal system but it does, undoubt-
edly, represent a firm, forward step
toward the long-needed conversion of the
postal system into an efficient public
service operation that will pay its own
way and I most earnestly urge its adop-
tion in the national interest.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. Drafted with
care and precision, the bill would reform
the postal system from top to bottom and
grant its workers the significant new pay
increases they deserve. The need for this
legislation is plain. An antiquated orga-
nization beset for decades by the most
nettlesome financial and administrative
problems, the Post Office Department
simply cannot continue its mission with-
out sweeping reforms. Delays and break-
downs in service—and, still more sig-
nificantly, open restiveness among postal
workers—are growing at an alarming
pace.

The country must have a more efficient
postal system. In an age when space
flight is almost routine, the Post Office
Department is working under horse-and-
buggy procedures that were already an-
achronistic a generation ago. The bill
now before us—despite several provisions
I feel should be amended—promises to
replace these unwieldy procedures with
modern and efficient ones. The bill would,
for example, allow the postal system to
maintain at least its current scope of
service in the face of staggering volume
increases expected within the near fu-
ture. It would clear away the cumber-
some legislative, budgetary, financial and
personnel policies now severely inhibit-
ing service. It would permit swift and ex-
peditious transportation of mail, grant
postal workers better working conditions
and pay, build a lasting foundation for
a postal system than can meet the Na-
tion’s demands.

The strength of virtually every
American institution—everything rang-
ing from industry to education, from
government to health care—hinges in
large part upon an effective postal serv-
ice.

The country cannot afford to continue
the present postal system.

I urge passage of this bill.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, an at-
tempt is being made to delude the Amer-
ican people with this measure which has
been titled a “postal reform bill.,” In
my opinion, it is not a reform measure,
but merely transfers all of the old prob-
lems to a new form of management.

There has been a great deal said about
the need to modernize and mechanize the
postal system. There is no reason that
this cannot be done by the Post Office
Department.

It is said that one of the problems of
the Department is political. The present
administration has changed the method
of appointment so that no Members of
Congress are consulted on these appoint-
ments.

The present system allows for advance-
ment from within the postal service and
I support this concept.

Therefore, I think the argument that
the problem of the Post Office Depart-
ment is political is a little farfetched.
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I do support the pay raise portion of
this bill. It has long been recognized that
the salary schedules of postal workers
needed to be drastically revised.

I am also pleased at the adoption of
the amendment which would prohibit
compulsory unionism. It is my hope that
we never see the day when a person must
join a union in order to get a job with
his Government.

But, I cannot in good conscience vote
for this bill.

It will simply change the form of
management and leave all of the old
problems unsolved.

There have been plenty of recom-
mendations made through the years
which would solve a great many of these
problems—and these could have been
and can be accomplished with the present
general structure of the Postal Depart-
ment. The Department has been shackled
with a lack of adequate funds and the
lack of forceful leadership from the
Postmaster General's office to begin
modernization and mechanization. Such
a move, in my opinion, would have the
support of the vast majority of the
American people and the employees of
the Department.

Another problem has been the unwill-
ingness to raise the rates for “junk mail”
to the point where it would pay its way.
I have never been able to understand
why a first-class user or the taxpayer
has to subsidize this class of mail.

If these rates were raised to a realistic
level, it would have provided a portion of
the funds needed for the upgrading of
the postal service.

Mr. Chairman, the bill we are debating
here today has been misrepresented to
the American people. It is not a reform
measure and will merely delay our getting
on with the job that needs to be done.

It is my hope that the bill will be de-
feated and that the administration and
postal officials will begin to put as much
time and energy into doing something
about the problems that we all know exist
in the Department, as they have on this
piece of legislation.

The Congress, the American people,
and the dedicated men and women in the
postal service would support such a move.

Mr., GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, it is
with some relief that we finally see the
postal reform bill before us today. This
bill has been delayed too long in getting
here and I would hope the House will act
with dispatch in passing it.

We have much at stake here today.
There is, of course, the issue of whether
we shall keep our word and increase the
absurdly low salaries of our postal work-
ers. There is the question of union repre-
sentation and whether all unions, now
active, will be protected under the new
bill.

But what is most important for this
Nation at large is whether the Congress
keeps faith with its citizens. Should we
act unwisely, or fail to act at all, we
would be rending a mortal blow to that
trust which must exist between a govern-
ment and the people it represents if a
nation is to survive,

We saw last spring the effect upon this
Nation when the mails do not move, We
know the postal system must be modern-
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ized and made more efficient. We know
that the moribund postal system must be
changed from top to bottom if it is to op-
erate well in a fast-paced technical age.

Yet all the innovations, all the pro-
posed changes suggested in and out of
Government regarding our mail service,
will go for nothing if the basic trust be-
tween the Government, its employees,
and the people of this Nation are
abridged. We promised our Nation we
would act with dispateh in order to avoid
further strikes. We promised our workers
we would act with compassion toward
their plight so there would be no need for
acrimony. On this pledge, the workers
wen’ back to work and the Nation began
to breathe and function once more.

But what has Government done since
the crisis was averted. We have not acted
with dispateh nor, some would say, with
compassion toward the workers who be-
lieved us at our word. We have delayed,
and then delayed further.

I will vote for creation of an independ-
ent postal system because I believe the
present system is outmoded. I do not
know if an 11-man commission can op-
erate this system efficiently but I am
willing to give it an opportunity to do so.
If it cannot, we can tinker with the sys-
tem further as it needs adjustment.

But I am concerned with those thou-
sands of postal workers who have waited
so patiently for the 8 percent in-
crease we offered them, Last spring,
when our back was to the wall, we prom-
ised the raise quickly enough and implied
it would be retroactive to last December.

With the heat off somewhat, we now
have a bill before us that is retroactive
only to last April 16. It is a minor change
but as a symbol to the American worker,
it only proves once again that the surest
way to get what is promised is to keep
the pressure on the throat at all times.
When will we learn that man lives by
his word and when it is not given faith-
fully, it is not given at all.

We also see attempts to break some
of the existing unions by eliminating
them from recognition under the new
proposal. I cannot abide that and I would
hope that provision is stricken from the
bill before final passage.

‘We have an open rule on this bill be-
fore us today. I would suggest that as
some amendments are given we all try
to keep an open mind on the postal sys-
tem and its people.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, just 3
months ago, to the day, the National As-
sociation of Letter Carriers in New Yorlk
City voted to go on strike. For the first
time in its long history the Post Office
Department was faced with a voluntary
work stoppage brought on primarily be-
cause of the Government's refusal to
respond to the needs of its employees.

The several days of frustration and
apprehension caused by the strike was
an unfortunate experience for postal em-
ployees, union representatives, the ad-
ministration, and a great majority of the
public. However, it brought into focus
the plight of our postal workers and
prodded Congress into making serious
attempts to deal with the many prob-
lems facing the Post Office and its
employees.
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‘While the postal strike was a drain on
our country, one factor must not be over-
looked, Mr. Chairman, two clearly sepa-
rate issues were involved in the postal
debacle. One had to do with postal re-
organization and the other with em-
ployee pay, benefits and working condi-
tions. It is a pity that the administration
saw fit to insist on combining these two
potent issues. In effect, postal employees
were held for ransom and were asked
to sacrifice consideration of the postal
pay issue until restructuring of the postal
system was enacted.

Today we have deliberated long and
hard to pass an acceptable postal reform
bill. Whether we have accomplished our
objective is open to question. The ago-
nizing by members of this Committee for
the past 2 days could well have been
minimized had the pay issue been taken
up and enacted separately. Cash benefits
so sorely needed by our postal employees
would long ago have been put to good use.
Instead, we prolonged the disquieting
rumblings of employees and their unions
and added to the anxiety of a whole
nation.

Mr. Chairman, my past efforts, made
both to avert the postal strike and later
to reach an early agreement once it
started, were made with the hope that
a modern and efficient postal system
would eventually be established. But,
more important, it was my hope that
postal employees would be given the rec-
ognition they deserved and an adequate
pay increase to bring them into line
with prevailing salary levels in compa-
rable jobs.

The postal bills and the numerous
amendments considered in the past 2
days have attempted to deal with the
multiple facets of postal reform as well
as pay increases. Our final version to-
night will in no way satisfy all of the
interested parties of either issue. Yet, it
is my hope, that in the interest of all,
each of the groups will be willing to ac-
cept compromises so that the day when
postal employees will finally start to en-
joy the benefits of our labor will be so
much closer at hand.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, we have
given away this and given away that and
apparently we have become so calloused
to giving away what belongs to others
that there is no longer any resistance to
being asked to give away what belongs
to the American people and entrusted to
our supervision.

The Constitution charges Congress
with the delegated trust “to establish
post offices and post roads'—one of the
enumerated prerogatives of this body
which we are now urged to just give to
a private independent establishment.

In 1917, Congress delegated its power
to coin money and regulate the value
thereof to the Federal Reserve private
bankers; last month this body surren-
dered to HEW our delegated power to
tax our people—now we are asked to give
away the postal service, the world’s larg-
est service organization. The many ex-
cuses offered for the most part can be
traced to problems created by this body.
‘We are already being encouraged to sur-
render the exclusive power of this body
to legislate over the District of Colum-
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bia—there is not much left execept to
admit that we are not able to fulfill our
trust to raise and support armies and
provide and maintain a navy.

But even considering the persuasive
arguments about a commission or a So-
viet to run the postal service, who ever
heard of a Government monopoly being
granted the privilege to float bond issues?
Not even TVA, FHA, or the Federal Re-
serve have such powers, yet we are here
asked to grant the new postal authority
the right to float a $10 bililon bond issue.
To pay what? Its present indebtedness or
what it can be expected to lose before
we are asked to take it over again at the
additional loss to the American taxpayer?

I fear that if this bill is passed we
will have given our people a real can of
worms—this measure will prove to be
the greatest fraud ever perpetrated upon
the American people.

A pay raise—yes, for working and
needed members of the postal service—
I support that, but I cannot cast my peo-
ple's vote against our constitutional man-
date delegated by my people—a trust to
this body to run and supervise the postal
service.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, HR.
17070 is not going to be accepted with
great enthusiasm by very many Members
even though a large majority will reluc-
tantly support it on final passage. For
my part I recognize the gigantic task
that confronted our Post Office and Civil
Service Committee under the widespread
demand that there be some form of
postal reorganization to improve postal
service. Anything that may be said in
severe criticism of portions of this bill
should not be construed as personal crit-
icism against the members of our com-
mittee.

I reluctantly support HR. 17070 be-
cause it is all that is left to try to achieve
some improvement in our mail service
and also to provide a long needed in-
crease in compensation for our faithful
postal employees.

The bill is a complex measure contain-
ing 317 pages. Because of the length of
the measure it has come in for criticism
on the House floor that has bordered al-
most upon abuse. The bill was called a
monstrosity and an abomination. The
worst words that were used was to call
the bill a can of worms.

I am not happy with many of the pro-
visions of H.R. 17070. But name calling
will not help much at this point. All of
us are prone to mistakes. The only per-
son who makes no mistake is one who
does nothing. In my opinion the com-
mittee and the House made a grave mis-
take by not working more diligently and
more perseveringly, early and late, to se-
cure a conference on HR. 13000, It is
not for me to assess blame against the
Chairman of the Post Office Committee
in the other body but certainly he must
share some of the blame for his failure to
agree to a conference bill on H.R. 13000.

A much more palatable solution for
improvement in the postal service would
have been to proceed along the lines of
H.R. 4 and concurrently try a little hard-
er to agree on pay increases provided in
H.R. 13000. In answer to the arguments
that the Chief Executive would have
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vetoed such pay increases in the absence
of a White House stamp of approval on
its brand of postal reorganization. The
reply is that if there had to be a veto,
proceed to try to pass the pay raise over
the veto.

By the foregoing procedures we could
have proceeded with the kind of postal
reorganization or reform, if you please,
which would permit modernization of
postal facilities, taken advantage of au-
tomation, go ahead with research for
such devices to read addresses like a
human, and to provide for funding by
the issuance of bonds or debentures,
rather than from annual appropriations.
In other words, do all of those things
which can be accomplished in this bill
without turning the entire operation over
to some unelected and perhaps unrespon-
sive officials.

H.R. 4 or some other vehicle could
have retained the Post Office Department
within the present structure of Govern-
ment and at the same time have pro-
vided just as well for the elimination of
so-called politics or political influence as
H.R. 17070.

Mr. Chairman, I have grave misgivings
about the consequences of changing the
postal structure from a service organiza-
tion to a business operation. I am most
apprehensive that postal rates may go
sky high. Fortunately we have retained
a safety valve as to this eventuality
whereby one body of the Congress can
veto an exorbitant postage rate increase,
but it will take a two-thirds majority.
I am also concerned that a board of ap-
pointed officials may choose to reduce
the services to which all of our people
have become accustomed, in the interest
of conducting what they regard as a suc-
cessful business operation. With control
lost to the elected Members of Congress
who is to stop this group of appointed
officials from curtailing service as to the
hours of pick-up and delivery or even
how many deliveries per day or how
many days per week?

With all that has been said about the
fears of what may happen then why is
it that a Member can find any way to
support this kind of a bill? The answer
is that now we have no chance to sup-
port an H.R. 4 type of bill which would
provide all the advantages of reorga-
nization but leave control vested within
the elected and responsive Members of
Congress. Moreover, we lost our chance
to accord a pay raise separated from
reorganization by the way we handled
H.R. 13000.

The answer to why we must now most
reluctantly, certainly not enthusiasti-
cally, and, almost unwillingly, support
H.R. 17070, is because it is a fact that
our mail service, due to the increasing
volume of mail, has deteriorated. It has
become so bad something must be tried.
Service may get worse before it gets bet-
fer. Nearly everyone is in agreement that
the Post Office Department is presently
s0 afflicted and so enfeebled that it ecalls
for some bitter medicine to cure its ail-
ments. H.R. 17070 is a bitter pill to swal-
low.

At the moment all I can say is that let
us hope that the unelected persons that
may be appointed to run the Department
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will not be altogether unresponsive to
the interests of the public. There is one
saving grace in voting for this bill and
that is if some of the uncomplimentary
descriptions that have been thrown at
it are true then thank goodness that
what the Congress does it can undo. As
much as anyone else I hate to turn the
operation of a time-honored service in-
stitution over to some appointees who
may or may not do a good job. Hopefully,
the other body will clean up or repair
some of the mistakes we have made a
part of our bill. We should not have to
ask them to do that.

Finally the slowness of the mails at
the present time have given those who
have argued for reorganization the op-
portunity to validate their claims that
some kind of a change had to be forth-
coming, I shall vote for reorganization
because service has recently been so bad
that something must be tried to improve
the situation. I predict after HR. 17070
is given a trial and we see it in opera-
tion, assuming it passes the other body
as we send it to them, that the plan will
be repealed or repealed in part in the
not-too-distant future. I support this bill
to give it a trial, because it is the only
available vehicle to give our postal peo-
ple a long deserved pay raise,

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I firmly
believe in equal pay for equal work. A
postal employee in my State of South
Carolina works just as hard and just as
long as one in New York or in another
State, and there is absolutely no justi-
fication for telling the postal worker in
South Carolina that he must receive less
pay than his coworker in another State
because living costs are supposedly
higher.

In the recent postal strike it was our
faithful southern post office workers who
stayed on the job. On the other hand,
employees in many other States left their
jobs. It would seem to me that in the con-
sideration of the postal reform legisla-
tion, in regard to wage differentials, the
disproportionate salary should be in favor
of southern employees, although I don't
believe any area is entitled to favorable
treatment in connection with the wage
structure for Federal employees. If ad-
vocates of this form of regional bias
against the South feel that southern
workers should receive less, then why not
write a provision into the bill that would
call for southerners paying less for post-
age stamps and other postal services?

I feel that I would be less than faithful
to our loyal postal employees in South
Carolina if I failed to support an amend-
ment to eliminate the wage differential
section of the bill. If the bill passes with
this section intact it would open the door
to regional discrimination in the matter
of wages. I cannot support a bill that
would give preferential treatment to one
segment of the country.

It is amazing to me that there are
some people who still feel that the South
is not part of the Union; and therefore,
can be treated like a stepchild whether
it be in reference to the postal reform
legislation, a voting rights bill, school
desegregation or consideration of Su-
preme Court Justices.
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Mr, BUTTON, Mr. Chairman, a great
deal of attention has been focused on
this Postal Reform Act with pros and
cons offered from every conceivable in-
terest. A good part of the debate over
this bill involved the basic task of reform
undertaken by our Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, of which I am privi-
leged to be a member. Our committee
was faced with the task of making this
country’s postal system the best in the
world, the most modern and the most
efficient.

This legislation does exactly that. It
is not perfect, but, then, what legislative
efforts can claim to satisfy all divergent
interests?

What this bill does is realistically meet
the crucial need for reform in the best
possible way, maintaining important
protections for our Nation's 750,000 post-
al employees and guaranteeing the most
efficient organizational structure possible.

This bill accomplishes four basic re-
forms:

First. It removes the Postmaster Gen-
eral from a Cabinet post to provide for
continuity of management.

Second. It allows postal management
to issue bonds to obtain badly needed
funds.

Third. It provides for true collective
bargaining between employees and man-
agement,

Fourth. It establishes a rate schedul-
ing system to be set by postal manage-
ment upon recommendation of a panel
of rate commissioners.

It is curious that opinion on this bill
covers a spectrum ranging from those
who think the reform goes too far by
creating a postal corporation, to those
who think the reform does not go far
enough.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this bill
is a happy compromise between these
two extremes and will provide the kind
of mail service needed by the American
people. The committee worked a long
time in drafting this legislation and, I
feel, did a good job.

I grant that there are imperfections.
One in particular is the lack of special
rate considerations for educational, reli-
gious, and charitable organizations.

I attempted to change this during de-
bate on H.R. 17070, but unsucecessfully.
The impact of the loss of this free or
reduced rate privilege currently in effect
is little short of catastrophic for these
groups and organizations.

I am grateful to New York State Com-
missioner of Education, Ewald B. Ny-
quist, for his support of my amendment.

In a letter sent to Members of the New
York congressional delegation, Commis-
sioner Nyquist underscored the need for
this type of free or reduced rate privi-
lege.

He said:

Adverse effects in the postal rates for
libraries and educational institutions in New
York State will cost at least $1 million an-
nually, the effect of this could mean a re-
duction in the avallability of services and
materials at a very inopportune time,

I also wish to thank the New York
State Teachers Association for its sup-
port, with special thanks to G. Howard
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Goold, executive secretary of the asso-
ciation, for his endorsement of the
amendment.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the U.S. Post Office stands in sore need
of reform. Postal operations run at an
annual deficit of well over $1 billion.
Most postal equipment is 30 to 100 years
old. Last year the Post Office handled
about 82 billion pieces of mail. In another
10 years the figure will reach almost 110
billion pieces, Unless something drastic is
done now, just imagine what the operat-
ing deficit will be in coming years.

For the past 14 months the House Post
Office and Civil Service Committee has
been laboring over postal reform. The
product of their deliberations was the
Postal Reorganization and Salary Ad-
justment Act of 1970. This act will pro-
vide many meaningful and economic re-
forms in our national postal system. The
act converts the Post Office Department
into an independent establishment in the
executive branch of Government. It frees
the Department from political pressures.
Finally, and most importantly, it pro-
vides the means by which a truly superior
mail service can be developed.

My main reservations about the legis-
lation centered on my strong opposition
to a provision which would have legalized
the union shop in the Post Office Depart-
ment. As badly as Post Office reform is
needed, I would have voted against the
act had the final version contained the
union shop clause. No person should be
forced to join a union as a precondition
to working for his Government. Besides,
I felt if this were allowed it would set
a dangerous precedent, and unions would
have made a giant step toward their
stated goal of unionizing public employ-
ees at all levels of government. Fortu-
nately, many other Members believed as
I did; and together, we were able to re-
move the offensive provision from the act.

In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman,
the Postal Reform Act is the biggest
overhaul of the U.S. postal system since
its inception. I am proud to be a mem-
ber of the administration’s team that
worked to bring the idea of postal reform
to fruition. Once, the act has passed Con-
gress, however, it is up to Post Office offi-
cials to make it work. For several years
Congress has been told the mail service
would be greatly improved by certain re-
forms. The 91st Congress, under Presi-
dent Nixon’s guidance, has substantially
enacted these reforms. Only time will tell
if the performance of the new post office
meets our expectations.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port HR. 17070, the Postal Reorganiza-
tion and Salary Adjustment Act of 1970,
as amended on the House floor. It pro-
vides for long overdue reform and
streamlining of our critically under-
financed and under-staffed Postal De-
partment; provides for cost-of-living in-
creases for our deserving, loyal and
hard-working postal employees; and, as
amended on the House floor, provides
for preserving the right of a postal em-
ployee to join or not join a union as his
or her conscience dictates, without
threatening their civil service status.

I have consistently opposed the repeal
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of 14-B, the right-to-work clause of the
Taft-Hartley Act, and the House has
properly preserved this right in HR.
17070, in its present form.

I announce my support publicly, in
that I would have voted “aye” had I not
been unavoidably detained in Florida
when the vote came.

Mrs. MINK. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 17070, the postal cor-
poration bill.

Traditionally in this country, the Post
Office has been a public service, with its
duties prescribed and postal rates set by
elected representatives of the people. It
has been operated as a public service
rather than a profitmaking enterprise.
Congress has passed appropriations to
pay for its operations in the belief that
the unique service provided by the Post
Office benefits all of our people and
should, therefore, be paid for ouf of tax
revenues.

Under the postal corporation bill, how-
ever, this historic concept will be
changed. No longer will service to the
people be the main concern of the postal
system. Instead, decisions on what serv-
ices to offer and what rates to charge will
be made by administrators not respon-
sible to the people and instead meeting
behind closed corporate board rooms.

The guiding philosophy will be a strict
bookkeeper’s balance of the postal
budget, with services cut or terminated
and rates raised to whatever extent is
necessary to achieve that single goal.

I am convinced that the people of Ha-
waii will be singled out for a greatly dis-
criminatory burden if the corporation
plan is put into effect.

Those sponsoring this legislation, and
the Postmaster General of the United
States, have neglected to inform us of
the specific changes in service and rates
which will be implemented once Con-
gress gives up its responsibilify for the
postal system. Thus we can only conjec-
ture as to what schemes might transpire
under a business-type operation.

Presently your 6-cent stamp delivers
your letier to any part of the United
States, whether to a tiny town in Maine
or just down the street. Under a corpora-
tion business concept you might well have
to pay a higher rate to send a letter to
Maine or New York from Hawaii than to
California, as you do now for parcel
post. If this occurs the people of Hawaii
because of their distance from the main-
land would have to pay a rate many times
higher than rates for other States to send
their letters to any city on the mainland.

I cannot in good conscience surrender
my right and constitutional responsibili-
ties to participate in postal ratemaking
decisions unless there is absolute assur-
ance that such a discriminatory bur-
den will not be inflicted on Hawaii. The
legislation before us contains no such as-
surances or guarantees of uniform postal
rates.

We are already paying far more than
others for parcel post, airfreight, tele-
grams, and telephone calls from the
mainland. Why add letters to this list?

We are being asked to support, with
no firm knowledge of the consequences,
legislation which would allow radical de-
creases in the kind and quality of postal
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service now enjoyed uniformly by all our
people. We have heard projections of
100,000 jobs to be eliminated, closing
down of post offices particularly in sub-
urbs and rural areas, and other poten-
tial drastic curtailments of service.

The service of two mail business de-
liveries per day, and Saturday window
hours have already been eliminated in
many areas. If this bill is passed, we will
see vending machines installed and clerks
fired with serious deterioration of the
personal service which has been lengend-
ary in the postal system.

Reportedly, a “5-year plan"” has al-
ready been developed by the administra-
tion to be enforced as soon as this bill is
passed. While details are being Kkept
secret, we are informed that it includes
elimination of all Saturday delivery serv-
ice and window service, consolidation of
existing postal facilities, curtailed mail
delivery service to colleges and univer-
sities, reduced clerical hours, discon-
tinued air taxi service, discontined air-
lift for first-class mail which is vital to
Hawaii and numerous other cancella-
tions of service.

Moreover, we already know that the
administration wants a 10-cent first-
class basic letter rate.

The only thing we can be sure of if
this bill is passed is that service will go
down and costs charged to our citizens
will go up. I hardly think this is the kind
of treatment we should inflict on the
American public, and the people of Ha-
walii in particular, in the name of postal
“reform.”

We are told that this legislation will
take the postal service out of polities,
yvet the postal corporation it establishes
will be run by a politically appointed
board.

We are told that it will help enable
the Post Office to cope with the enormous
increases in mail volume, yet there is no
explanation of why buildings, mail han-
dling equipment, and other facilities
could not be modernized under the exist-
ing organization with adequate appro-
priations.

This legislation will allow the new
postal corporation to borrow up to $10
billion to finance modernization. Why
should we saddle postal users with mil-
lions of dollars in interest charges for
these debts? This seems to be a back-
ward step, not “reform” since the Post
Office presently is operating on current
revenues and legislative appropriations.

I am for modernization, mechaniza-
tion, and greater efficiency, but we must
not be fooled into thinking that just
because a bill is called reform it must
be passed without responsibility for the
consequences.

Under this bill, mailings by charities
for their fund drives, mailings of edu-
cational materials, mailings for the blind
and other similar reduced-rate “public
service” mailings will have to be assessed
the same rate as all other mail of the
same class, and reduction of these pref-
erential rates can only be possible if
Congress specifically appropriates a sub-
sidy. The existence of many public chari-
ties depends upon low cost mail solicita-
tions, and this bill places all of these in
jeopardy.
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Finally, under this bill, postal em-
ployees are removed from coverage un-
der the regular Civil Service System. The
new postal corporation will hire and fire
as it determines without regard to pres-
ent competitive Civil Service require-
ments. Employees will be subject to bind-
ing arbitration in any insoluble wage
disputes and will have no opportunity
to petition Congress for a decision on
their grievances.

The Postal Corporation employees will
be paid according to prevailing private
sector wages in their area, with those
from depressed wage areas paid less and
those from high wage areas like New
York City paid more. There will no longer
be a uniform basic salary for each classi-
fication, so that postal employees will be-
come another catgory of blue collar
workers dependent on area wages.

As a result of an amendment offered
by my colleague from Hawaii which I
supported, the 15 percent cost-of-living
allowance will be preserved for our postal
employees. I hope it will be retained in
conference. Still the basic wage to which
the 15 percent will be applicable will be
based on prevailing wages in the area,
which will be an item for collective bar-
gaining,

‘We in Congress will merely be allowed
to accept or rejeet, without amendment,
the rates set by the corporation. There
will really be no choice, since the cor-
poration will cut services and curtail
pay raises if Congress rejects the rate
proposals. Postal employees and the
public will be at the absolute mercy of
a corporate panel which has no direct
responsibility to the public, and the
Congress will have no way to effectively
protest the curtailment of service which
will undoubtedly occur, under the man-
date that the postal system be self-
supporting.

Public complaints to your elected rep-
resentatives will be futile when this cor-
poration is created. Have you ever tried
to complain to the AEC, the SEC, FCC,
the ICC, or the CAB? I have as a Mem-
ber of Congress. Your complaint will
merely be filed on a docket and probably
never considered.

While registering these objections to
the postal corporation bill, I want to em-
phasize that I favor true reform which
would preserve the principle of public
service. This Nation can and should pro-
vide more funds for the Post Office to
modernize its facilities and to increase
its efficiency.

There is no reason to turn the Post
Office over to a corporation just to
provide a pay raise for the employees.
We should instead immediately adopt a
retroactive pay raise of at least 8 percent
for all of our loyal, hard-working postal
employees, and initiate other long need-
ed reforms in working conditions, hours,
and greatly reduced length of service
requirements for top grade pay. We
should then work to reorganize the De-
partment, initiate reforms like the ZIP
code, and insist that it have the neces-
sary funds to operate efficiently.

Congressman WRrIGHT, of Texas, offered
an amendment to provide an 8-percent
pay raise retroactive to April and elimi-
nate the postal corporation. I voted for
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this amendment. I intend to vote for the
motion to recommit which will contain
this same amendment. I believe with
Mr. WrIGHT and others that from its very
beginning the post office has existed not
to make money but to serve people—all
of the people—those who live in our larg-
es; cities as well as those who live in the
remotest parts of our country without
increasing the cost for this service for
those who live in the far corners and
reaches of our land.

Of all the institutions of American life
the post office promotes the most hu-
manizing and civilizing aetivity of all—
the free flow of personal communica-
tions. Without this, the word “democ-
racy” would have an incomplete mean-
ing.

The Post Office is the oldest of Gov-
ernment functions, and the most per-
sonal. Before the writing of the Constitu-
tion, the Continental Congress author-
ized money for “post offices and post
roads.”

The Founding Fathers did not ask
whether this service would return a prof-
it to the Government. They no more ex-
pected the Post Office to return a profit
than they expected the Army and the
Navy to return a profit.

They knew it would not do so, except
in the incalculable dividends of nation-
hood—the promotion of commerce and
public enlightenment, and the invisible
bands of national unity by which the
people were able to tie themselves to-
gether into a nation.

I am afraid, if cost-matching-revenues
is made the central thrust of postal re-

form, the State of Hawaii will have a "

new and vastly burdensome obstacle to
full communications with, and equal par-
ticipation in, the expanding vitality with
the rest of the United States.

Today the prompt and efficient de-
livery of mail is the lifeblood of business
and of inestimable importance to all of
our citizens. This noble service, which
daily delivers more mail than is delivered
in all of the rest of the world combined,
should not be saddled with fiscal require-
ments which will destroy its public
character.

All Americans need and depend on
postal service, and it belongs to us—not
to some faceless board members in a cor-
poration. The Congress should remain
answerable to all of the people for its
operation. Congress should not delegate
this authority or responsibility. The prob-
lems are immense but I believe the Con-
gress has the capacity to deal with them.

It is for these reasons that I am voting
against HR. 17070 and urge my col-
leagues to do likewise.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, as a mem-
ber of the House Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, during the course of
the last year I have become aware of the
need for sweeping reforms in postal pol-
icies and operations. The committee held
extensive hearings resulting in 1,500
pages of testimony representing a
myriad of viewpoints in support of
postal reform and in support of
and opposition to the proposals consid-
ered by the Committee. These were
followed by long hours and lengthy con-
sideration by the members of the com-
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mittee to the need for postal reform and
reorganization.

The major problems of the existing
and very antiquated postal service were
found to result in a chronic deficit oper-
ation while the quality of service has
deteriorated under an evergrowing bur-
den and costs to the American public
continued to increase. On the internal
side, the working conditions are very
poor and sometimes primitive, and ca-
reer prospects are bleak, resulting in ex-
tremely low morale among the em-
ployees. The committee found these
problems arose from not a few but
numerous circumstances which com-
bined to deteriorate the postal service
into its present state. There is no doubt
in my mind that such deterioration will
continue unless drastic changes are
made.

The actual bill before the Members
was transmitted to Congress by Pres-
ident Nixon on April 16, 1970, and was
the result of the negotiations between
the Postal officials and labor unions ear-
lier this year. It should be noted that
this bill incorporates many of the rec-
ommendations of the House Post Offi
anpd Civil Service Committee on H.R. 4. |
“Basically, HR. 17070 would restructur
the Post Office as an independent estab-
lishment within the executive branch of
the Government to be known as the U.S.
Postal Service. Although it would not be
a Government corporation, it would have
the authority and responsibility neces-
sary to conduct the affairs of the U.S.
Postal Service on a businesslike basis,

and yet retain the public service chax;-/-'

acter of the Nation's mail system.

The several amendments which the
commitfee made to the bill are detailed
in House Report 91-1104. However, I
would like to briefly call to the Members'
attention a few areas which I feel have
been vastly improved upon by the com-
mittee.

The committee amended section 208 to
require recognition of an organization of
supervisors and administrative, profes-
sional and technical employees, levels
PFS-17 and below, and permit them to
participate in the formulation of all poli-
cies affecting the conditions of employ-
ment of that group, except for rates of
pay.

Section 223 of the bill restricted col-
lective bargaining units to national craft
units, This amendment would have had a
diseriminatory and detrimental effect
upon unions such as the National Postal
Union and the National Alliance of Postal
and Federal Employees whose member-
ships do not follow craft lines.

Furthermore, section 224(B) provides
a savings clause for existing union agree-
ments and supplements in effect upon
enactment of this bill and section 226
was amended to continue in force exist-
ing agreements with organizations which
provide for dues checkoff.

Section 1201 was amended to require
that rates for fourth class parcel post+
be set so that the revenues therefrom
would bear within 4 percent the cost of
the service.

Section 112 of the committee bill would
provide fair guidelines for the selection
of postmasters during the interim period
between the date of enactment and the
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effective date the new postal service
begins.

The committee amended section 201,
the section authorizing an 8-percent pay
raise, to provide that the pay raise be
effective retroactively to the first day of
the first pay period beginning on or after
April 16, 1970, remaining contingent
upon enactment of H.R. 17070, however.
Further, it provided for collective bar-
gaining between postal management and
the postal unions to begin promptly after
enactment on wages, hours and working
conditions.

I wholeheartedly support these amend-
ments to the bill and feel there is only
one major area which needs yet to be
amended. That is the language in the
bill which would permit the officials of
the postal administration and the postal
unions to negotiate union shop contracts
which would require postal employees to
join or pay dues to the union in order
to keep their jobs. Under existing law,
there can be no union shop or agency
shop where Federal employees are con-
cerned. This legislation would permit the
extension of the provisions of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act for the very
first time to Federal employment. I de-
clare my intention to support an amend-
ment on the floor which will guarantee
each postal employee the right, without
fear of penalty or reprisal, to form, join
and assist a labor organization or to re-
frain from such activity. I am very hope-
ful that the Members will see the need
for this protection clause for postal em-
ployees and join me in supporting this
amendment when offered.

In summation, I feel the committee
has done an outstanding job on this leg-
islation, which, if enacted into law, will
provide the necessary basis for a vastly
improved and modernized postal service
which is of vital importance to the con-
tinued growth and well-being of our Na-
tion and its economy.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this greatly needed postal re-
form legislation. The administration is
certainly to be commended for its willing-
ness to come to grips with one of our big-
gest domestic problems of the day. The
Post Office Department has been in seri-
ous trouble for years. Apart from the
question of pay, the physical working
conditions in many offices are poor; pro-
motion opportunities are limited; and
management has been unable to make
improvements that have been brought
about years before, in the private sector.

The legislation before us today pro-
vides a complete overhaul of a system
that has long awaited such action. We
can no longer subject the public to the
increased delays, breakdowns, errors, and
damage in a service that it pays for each
day. Public dissatisfaction is more wide-
spread and the demand for change has
become more insistent than ever before.

It has now become apparent that all
the shortcomings of the Post Office De-
partment are bound up in the fact that
management is shared. It is dispersed
over a number of executive agencies and
among several congressional commit-
tees. The only solution is fundamental
reform which will put complete responsi-
bility in a single place. Postal manage-
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ment must be given authority consistent
with its responsibilities and the Depart-
ment must be operated in a businesslike
way. In so doing the postal employee will
occupy the same position as workers in
private industry.

I want to call your attention to an
amendment that I am particularly
pleased is a part of this legislation. Con-
gressman MeClure'’s proposal to guaran-
tee that those persons who have religious
conviction, particularly Seventh Day Ad-
ventists, to union membership will in
no way be affected by the establishment
of a postal corporation. Although I am a
strong advocate of postal reform, I do not
feel we can permit a postal reform bill
to pass the House unless we have given
the members of such faiths full assurance
that their employment in the Post Office
Department will not in any way be jeo-
pardized as a result of the establishment
of a postal corporation.

I firmly believe that our whole eco-
nomy, as well as the postal patrons and
postal employees, will benefit from a
postal service which is able to operate in

- such a corporate framework as this leg-
islation will provide.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ad-
vise the House of the recommittal mo-
tion which I proposed to offer at the
proper time.

Mr, Chairman, I was never more con-
vinced of anything in my life than that
there is dissatisfaction with the alleged
reform provisions of the measure we
have before us. The motion to recommit
will be quite simple. It will provide for
recommittal to the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee of all provisions of
the bill dealing with so-called postal re-
form. It will provide an 8-percent pay in-
crease for all postal employees effective
April 16, 1970, and will reduce the time in
grade from the present 21 years to 8
vears. This would be effective on Janu-
ary 1, 1971. That, in brief, will be the
motion to recommit.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I believe the
issue presented by the motion to recom-
mit is a very clear-cut one.

The motion to recommit, if approved,
wotld in effect give a pay increase, with
the compression, and strip the whole
committee action, and the Committee of
the Whole action so far as reform is con-
cerned.

A “yea” vote on the motion to recom-
mit means in effect that we are abandon-
ing the effort for any bona fide, legiti-
mate postal reform. A “nay" vote means
that we want to help to defeat just a pay
increase, and a “nay” vote will mean,
because there will be a subsequent vote
on the final package, that we will vote
for an 8-percent pay increase plus postal
reform.

I hope the motion to recommit will be
defeated, and I hope that in the final
analysis we can vote for postal reform
and a pay increase.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.
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Mr, HAYS. I should like to say to the
gentleman I believe the motion to recom-
mit makes some sense, because label-
ing something “reform” does not make
it reform. One can put a label on a gar-
bage can that says “reform” but it does
not make the contents anything but gar-
bage.

If Members think that turning the Post
Office Department over to a commission
which has proved time and time again
that it cannot operate anything—we
have got it in this—is reform, then they
do not understand the word the way I
understand it.

I believe the gentleman’s motion will
do exactly what this Congress ought to
do: Give the postal employees a raise,
and compact the time in which they can
rise in grade. Then we can decide what
the Post Office needs to do to carry the
mails more efficiently.

It used to be, under the previous ad-
ministration, it took 3 days to get a letter
to my district 300 miles away. It takes 5
days now. If this bill goes through, I
imagine the Pony Express would be
faster.

Mr. GROSS. 1 appreciate the state-
ment of the gentleman from Ohio. Let
me say this, Mr, Chairman: I am for
reasonable reform in the Post Office De-
partment, but I am not for the uncon-
scionable delegation of power that this
bill would hand over to a commission of
nine men in the Post Office Department.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
Minority Leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Every survey
and every questionnaire, Mr. Chairman,
have indicated that the American peo-
ple want postal reform. The Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service has
made a bona fide, legitimate effort to
come up with some reasonable, respon-
sible, constructive postal reform.

The House in the Committee of the
Whole has worked its will. I fhink it has
improved the legislation, and we will
have a clear-cut vote very shortly on
whether you are going to have postal
reform, which the American people want.
I hope that the motion to recommit is
defeated.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Folks, I wish you would not get hys-
terical about this motion to recommit.
Now, let us think on this and reflect a
little bit.

We passed a pay increase for postal
employees last October and it failed to
get through the Senate. Then we had a
strike and we had all kinds of turmoil.
Finally, after much waiting they got a
pay increase which was effective in
January.

Now, I do not think that was very fair.
With the kind of a delay that will oceur
with this motion fo recommit, I think
that would be even more unfair.

Let us be a little bit more sober in our
reflection here. There are two things that
are very necessary in this bill. One is a
postal pay inerease. That is vitally neces-
sary. The other thing, especially if you
visit with the Committee on Appropria-
tions, which listened to the appropriation
requests from the Post Office Depart-
ment, is that they will tell you it is vitally
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necessary to have a financing program
for expanding the facilities and the
building program of the Post Office
Department.

Now, I have shared the same experi-
ence that Wavyne Havs talked about
about the slowness of my service. When I
first came to the Congress—and it was
only 10 years ago—it only took 3 days
to get a newspaper from my State of
Montana to Washington. It now takes 5
days. But the real reason is not because
my newspaper is in the hands of the post
office for very long. We checked it out.
Our waiter down there in the Membhers
dining room is a postal clerk, and he
checked it out for a period of 4 or 5
weeks. My newspaper did not stay in the
Washington post office for more than 5
hours. My post office in Montana did not
even see the newspaper because it was
carried from the newspaper office to
transportation.

That is where one of the real faults is.
HARLEY STAGGERS s2id that he will help us
with transportation. So do not blame this
all on the post office. The post office does
have to have increased facilities. To do
that they have to finance facilities and
buildings. The point I want to make here
is I did not have my way here with sev-
eral amendments, but this step has to be
taken. We have to take this step. The best
reason is to get a pay raise through for
these men and their families, and the
next best reason is because we need bet-
ter facilities and we have to finance it
in some way. This bill makes that
possible.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. OLSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I think what the gentleman
says about his newspaper makes a lot of
sense. But I got a letter today, only today,
saying that the Post Office Department
under this present regime had made a
study and they were canceling the mail
cars between Pittsburgh and Indianap-
olis. They are going to carry it better.
Well, you know that is ridiculous, because
one of the reasons we have this trouble
is because we do not have enough trains.
Tliey are going to put in a few more
trucks and travel a circuitous route. In
order to get a letter from here to my dis-
trict, it has to go to Columbus and come
back 100 miles by truck. These are the
same managers you want to turn this
whole thing over to now without any
congressional supervision and pay them a
fancy salary and let them go into the
money market and borrow $10 billion and
pay interest, all in the name of what?
What about the other body? If they do
not pass the bill, that is their fault.

Mr. OLSEN. I cannot yield further. I
have to respond to the statement that
the real problem on canceling mail cars
is that when the mail car gets to some
destination there is no connection with
another piece of transportation. So there
it waits on the dock.

And so the post office is stuck with
having to find new transportation. That
is the truth of the matter. The mail is not
laying in the post office, your mail is
delayed in transit, and we are going to
have to get action, and the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr, STAGGERS) SaySs
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we will get action out of the Commitee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and
get better transportation.

Now, let us get that straight. This
motion to recommit is going to delay a
pay increase—it is going to delay a pay
increase, and that is why I am against
the motion to recommit.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think that we are
ready to vote on this, but let me make
this one point, after I think very thor-
ough debate, as I think the senior Mem-
bers on this side, the gentleman from
Montana (Mr. OLseN), who just spoke,
our chairman, Mr. DuLskl, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. HENDER-
son), and myself all agree. Some of us
do not like some of the things in the
bill, but do believe this is a sound step
toward postal reform. I talked with the
leaders of the postal union, and asked
“what do you want us to do on the mo-
tion to recommit?” and the answer is
very clear—they oppose the motion to
recommit, and urge their friends to vote
against the motion to recommit. Year
after year we have heard the same story
that all they get is a pay raise; that is
all they get—a pay raise. My subcommit-
tee has recommended a pay raise almost
every year. Still, each year the mail gets
slower, the delivery gets worse, at least
we are making a move to try something
new. Maybe we can get some efficiency,
maybe not, but the things cannot be any
worse than they have been. Because cer-
tainly it is going to be easier for them to
sit down and discuss their problems. The
main thing is that the employee union
people want collective bargaining. Up to
now the unions have been merely lobby-
ists, they have been coming up begging
with their hats in their hands, talking
about getting a pay raise., Well, that is
now out because they will have, in this
bill, the machinery of acting with dig-
nity, and they can sit down with man-
agement, an entirely new management,
and say, “Here is what we need,” through
collective bargaining. “Here is compara-
bility, here is what they are paying in the
other sectors. We want this.” They do
not have to come around with their hat
in their hand to Congress. If they do not
come to an agreement, then they can say
that they are going to binding arbitra-
tion, and they can go to binding arbitra-
tion.

So if you are for the postal workers,
the clerks and the carriers, and for
postal reform and for moving our mail
better, you will vote down this motion to
recommit and pass this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, I am not going to take the
full 5 minutes, but I just want to com-
ment on a couple of things.

The gentleman from Arizona said that
he called the leaders of the union to find
out what the men want. Well, that is
probably the last place in the world you
ought to call, because I think the history
of the last few months in this country
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shows that most unions are not follow-
ing their leaders.

Now, what these men want is a pay in-
crease, and they do not want to be de-
livered to some political committee or
commission who will say from here on
out what they can do, and what they
cannot do, how they will be hired, how
they will be fired, and so forth.

And if you think you are taking this
thing out of politics, let me tell you that
you cannot take anything out of politics
when somebody has to appoint a com-
mission, and that somebody is in poli-
tics—I am sure you can guess who I am
talking about.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 17070) to improve and
modernize the postal service, to reorga-
nize the Post Office Department, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 1077, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

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

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the Committee amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the Chair will put them
en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

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

The SPEAKER., Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. GROSS. I am, Mr. Speaker, in its
present form.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Gross moves to recommit the bill, HR.
17070, to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service with instructions to report the
same back forthwith with the following
amendment: Strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

“Sec. 1. (a) The Postmaster General, un-
der regulations made by him, shall increase
the rates of basic compensation and basic
pay of employees of the Post Office Depart-
ment so that such rates will equal, as nearly
as practicable, 108 per centum of the rates
of basic compensation and basic pay in effect
immediately prior to the date of enactment
of this Act. Such increases shall take effect
on the first day of the first pay period which
begins on or after April 16, 1970. This section
does not apply to employees in positions in
the Executive Schedule.

“(b) Retroactive pay, compensation, or
salary shall be paild by reason of this Act
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only in the case of an individual in the serv-
ice of the United States (including service
in the Armed Forces of the United States)
on the date of enactment of this Act, except
that such retroactive pay, compensation, or
salary shall be paid—

“(1) to an officer or employee who retipad,
during the period beginning on the first day
of the first pay period which began on or '
after April 16, 1970, and ending on the date
of enactment of this Act, for services ren-
dered during such period; and

“(2) in accordance with subchapter VIII

of chapter 56 of title 5, United States Code,
relating to settlement of accounts, for serv-
ices rendered, during the period beginning
on the first day of the first pay period which
began on or after April 16, 1970, and ending
on the date of enactment of this Act, by an
officer or employee who died during suck
period.”
Such retroactive pay, compensation, or sal-
ary shall not be considered as basic pay for
the purposes of subchapter III of chapter
83 of title 5, United States Code, relating to
civil service retirement, or any other retire-
ment law or retirement system, in the case
of any such retired or deceased officer or
employee,

(¢) For the purposes of this section, serv-
ice in the Armed Forces of the United States,
in the case of an individual relieved from
trailning and service In the Armed Forces of
the United States or discharged from hos-
pitalization following such training and serv-
ice, shall include the period provided by law
for the mandatory restoration of such in-
dividual to a position in or under the United
States Government.

(d) For purposes of determining the
amount of insurance for which an individual
is eligible under chapter 87 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to group life insur-
ance for Government employees, all changes
in rates of pay, compensation, and salary
which result from the enactment of this
section shall be held and considered to be-
come effective as of the date of such enact-
ment. -

Sec. 2. Section 3552(a) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(a) (1) Each employee subject to the
Postal Field Service Schedule and each em-
ployee subject to the Rural Carrier Schedule
who has not reached the highest step for his
position shall be advanced successively to
the next higher step as follows:

“(A) to steps 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and T—at the
beginning of the first pay period following
the completion of 26 calendar weeks of satis-
factory service; and

“(B) to steps 8 and above—at the be-
ginning of the first pay period following the
completion of 52 calendar weeks of satis-
factory service.

*“(2) The receipt of an equivalent increase
during any of the walting periods specified
in this subsection shall cause a new full
walting period to commence for further step
increases,

“(3) An employee subject to the Postal
Field Service Schedule who returns to a posi-
tion he formerly occupied at a lower level
may, at his request, have his waiting perlods
adjusted, at the time of his return to the
lower level, as if his service had been con-
tinuous in the lower level.”.

Sec. 3. Section 2 of this Act shall become
effective on the first day of the first pay
period which begins on or after January 1,
1971.

Mr. GROSS (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the motion to recommit be considered as
read and printed in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
motion to recommit,
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There was no objection.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 77, nays 307, not voting 45,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias Preyer, N.C.
Matsunaga Pryor, Ark,
May Purcell
Mayne Quie

Meeds Quillen
Melcher Randall
Meskill Reid, I11.

June 18, 1970

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 360, nays 24, not voting 45,
as follows:

Pirnie
Podell
Poft

Powell

Steed
Steiger, Arlz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Symington
Taft

Talcott
Taylor

[Roll No. 180]
YEAS—360

as follows:

Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.,
Annunzio
Ashbrook

Ashley

Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burton, Calif,
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell

Carey

Carter

Casey

Culver

de la Garza
Dela:

ney
Dingell
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Flood
Gallagher

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson, I11,
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Aspinall

Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik

Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas

Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, Utah
Button
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery

[Roll No. 179]

YEAS—T7

Giaimo
Gonzalez
Gray

Gross
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hathaway
Hays
Holifleld
Johnson, Calif.
Earth
Kazen

Kee
Landgrebe
Lowenstein
McEwen
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mink
Moellchan
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher
Patman
Perkins
Pickle
Poage

NAYS—307

Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Crane
Cunningham
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Denney
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donochue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fallon
Fascell
Feighan
Findley
Fish

Fisher

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey

Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn,
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gibbons

Price, Ill.
Pucinski
Rarick
Rees

Roberts
Rostenkowskl
Ryan

Saylor
Scherle
Shipley

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J,

Vanik
Vigorito
Watson
Whitten
Wright
Yates
Young

Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings

Hechler, W. Va,

Heckler, Mass,
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Kastenmeier

Kuykendall
Kyl

Kyros
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
Lukens
MecClory
McClure

Michel
Miller, Calif,
Mills
Minish
Minshall
Mize

Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, N.Y,
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
Olsen
O’'Neal, Ga.
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Pettis
Philbin

Pike

Bray

Bush

Clark
Cowger
Cramer
Daddario
Daniels, N.J,
Dawson
Dellenback
Dent
Erlenborn

Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rivers
Robison
Rodino
Roe

Rogers, Colo.

Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal

Schadeberg
Scheuer
Schneebell
Scott
Sebelius
Shriver
Sikes

Smith, Calif,

Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Stanton

Griffiths
Hall
Hawkins
Hébert
Hull
Eeith
King
Kirwan
Eluezynski
McCarthy
McCloskey

Teague, Calif.
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis,
Tiernan
Tunney

Udall

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
Watts

Weicker

White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold

Wolff
Wydler
Wyman
Yatron
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—45

Pollock
Price, Tex.
Rallsback
Rooney, N.Y,
Roudebush
Roybal
Schwengel
Stuckey
Ullman
Wiggins
Wilson,

Charles H.
Wyatt
Wrylie

Farbstein
Foreman
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Hall.

Mr. Ullman with Mr. Pelly.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Bray.

Mr. Dent with Mr, McDade.

Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. King.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Pollock.

Mr. McMillan with Mr, Cowger.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Cramer.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Hull with Mr. Foreman

Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Bush.

Mr. Clark with Mr, Keith.

Mr. Nedzi with MacGregor.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Railsback.

Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Wylie.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr, Wiggins.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Schwengel.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Roudebush.

Mr. Dellenback with Mr, McCloskey.

Mr. Dawson with Mr. Hawkins.

Messrs. KARTH, EDWARDS of Cali-
fornia, and PRICE of Tllinois changed
their votes from “nay” to “yea.”

Messrs. HALPERN, PHILBIN, and
BUTTON changed their votes from “yea”
to (lnay-”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Tl
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Baring
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif,
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brock
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Utah
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Camp
Carey
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Colller
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Cunningham
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denney
Dennis
Derwinski

Dickinson
Diggs
Donchue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Calif,
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo,
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Fascell
Feighan
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Karth
Eastenmeier

Kazen
Kee
Kleppe

Koch
Euykendall
Kyl

Kyros
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
Lukens
McClory
MeCloskey
MecClure
McCulloch
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEneally
Macdonald,
Mass,

Madden
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
Matsunaga
May

Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Minshall
Mize

Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, 111
Murphy, N. Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Eonski
Olsen
O'Neal, Ga.
O’'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pickle

Plke

Pirnie
Podell

Poil

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, T11,
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quile
Quillen
Randall

Rees
Reid, 111
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Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
Watts
Weicker
Whalen
‘Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold

Wolff
Wydler
Teague, Calif. Wyman
Thompson, Ga, Yates
Thompson, N.J. Yatron
Thomson, Wis. Zablockl
Tiernan Zion
Tunney Zwach
Udall

NAYS—24

Mahon
Mink

Slack
Smith, Calif,
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Taft
Talcott
Taylor

Roe

Rogers, Colo,
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roth

Ruppe

Scherle
Scott
Skubitz
Teague, Tex.
Watson

Ashbrook
Brooks
Burleson, Tex., Patman
Burton, Calif. Poage
Cabell Rarick
Dingell Roberts Whitten
Gross Ryan Wright
Landgrebe Baylor Young
NOT VOTING—45

Gettys Pollock
Griffiths Price, Tex.
Hall Railsback
Hawkins Rooney, N.¥.
Hébert Roudebush
Hull Roybal
Keith Schwengel
Eing Stuckey
Eirwan Ullman
Kluczynski Wiggins
McCarthy Wilson,
McDade Charles H.
MecMillan Wryatt
MacGregor Wylie

Dellenback
Dent
Devine
Erlenborn
Farbstein
Foreman
Fuqua Nedzi
Gaydos Pelly

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk annourced
pairs:

Mr., Hébert with Mr, Hall,

Mr. Ullman with Mr. Pelly.

Mr, Stuckey with Mr. Bray.

Mr. Dent with Mr. McDade.

Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. King.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Price of Texas,

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Pollock.

Mr, McMillan with Mr. Cowger,

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Cramer.

Mr, Kluczynski with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Hull with Mr. Foreman.

Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Bush.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Eeith.

Mr, Nedzi with MacGregor.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Railsback.

Mr. Gaydos with Mr, Wylie.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr., Wiggins.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Schwengel.

Mr, Charles H. Wilson with Mr, Wyatt.

Mr, Kirwan with Mr, Roudebush.

Mr. Dellenback with Mr, Devine.

Mr. Dawson with Mr. Hawkins.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

the following

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE
TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING
CORRECTIONS IN ENGROSSMENT
OF BILL H.R. 17070

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Clerk, in the en-
grossment of the bill, be authorized and
directed to make such changes in sec-
tion numbers, cross references, and other
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technical and conforming corrections as
may be required to reflect the actions of
the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

POSTAL REFORM, STEP FORWARD

(Mr. DULSKI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECoRD.)

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Speaker, the action
of the House today in passage of HR.
17070 is a long step toward much-needed
improvement in the postal service.

The bill creates a new independent
agency which will have flexibility in
management of the postal service. The
postal service cannot operate effectively
without the control of finances, control of
transportation, and control of opera-
tional improvements, which are provided
in this measure.

As I said in my remarks opening gen-
eral debate on Tuesday, this is a most
comprehensive matter. The extensive
debate in our committee over 14 months
and during 3 days on the House floor is
clear evidence of the ramifications in-
volved.

This bill is a pioneering step in the
modification and improvement of the
one public service which, like no other,
affects every single citizen of our great
country.

I am proud of the reform product
which has been approved by the House.

An integral part of the measure is the
well deserved combination 8-percent ret-
roactive pay increase for the postal em-
ployees, plus a long overdue revision of
the grade advancement system. Instead
of 21 years, this bill would permit em-
ployees to reach the top of their grade
in 8 years.

The final version of the legislation will
be determined, of course, by the later
action of the other body and a House-
Senate conference, if necessary. I am
hopeful for an early resolution of this
vital matter by the Congress.

AMENDING SECTION 703(b) OF TITLE
10, UNITED STATES CODE, H.R.
16298

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 16298) to
amend section 703(b) of title 10, United
States Code, to extend the authority to
grant a special 30-day leave for members
of the uniformed srvices who voluntarily
extend their tours of duty in hostile fire
areas, with a Senate amendment thereto,
and concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

On page 1, line 5, strike out “1871" and
insert “1072".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetfs?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

(Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the action
is necessary to correct a printer’s error.

The bill as introduced and reported
without amendment contained the date
“June 30, 1972.” The printer unfortu-
nately set up the date as “June 30, 1971."

The House passed the bill on the Con-
sent Calendar on June 15, 1970. The
Senate, in acting on the House bill cor-
rected the printer's error.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for this time for the pur-
pose of asking the distinguished major-
ity leader about the program for next
week.

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

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

Mr. ALBERT. In response to the
inguiry of the distinguished minority
leader, we have finished the program
for the week and we will ask to go over
until Monday upon the announcement
of the program for next week.

The program for next week is as
follows:

Monday is District Day. There are no
Distriet bills.

In addition to the bills listed on the
program, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. MiiLs) has advised that he will
call up under unanimous consent bills
previously announced and unanimously
reported from the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Those bills have been printed in the
RECORD.

There are four conference reports that
we expect to be called up Monday and
for the benefit of Members, they have
been listed on the whip notice. They are
as follows:

H.R. 16516, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration Act, 1971;

S. 743, to authorize the Touchet di-
vision, Walla Walla project, Oregon-
Washington;

S. 2062, differentiation between pri-
vate and public ownership of lands, Fed-
eral reclamation law; and

H.R. 17138, District of Columbia po-
licemen, firemen, and teachers salary
increases.

In addition to the conference reports,
we have programed the bill (S. 2315) to
restore the Golden Eagle program—
under an open rule with 1 hour of
debate.
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On Tuesday there is scheduled H.R.
11833, Resource Recovery Act of 1970,
under an open rule with 1 hour of
debate.

We think this is the least controver-
sial bill of the week and that is the day
of the New York and other primaries.

On Wednesday we have scheduled:

House Joint Resolution 1264, continu-
ing appropriations for fiscal year 1971;
and

H.R. 18127, Public Works and Atomic
Energy Commission appropriations bill,
fiscal year 1971.

For Thursday and the balance of the
week:

H.R. 17495, Emergency Home Finance
Act of 1970 under an open rule with 2
hours of debate; and

H.R. 8298, water carrier freight mix-
ing rule under an open rule with 2 hours
of debate.

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

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
JUNE 22, 1970

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Marsunaca) . Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS. IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in or-
der under the Calendar Wednesday Rule
may be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

FOURTH OF JULY RECESS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, may I fur-
ther advise the Members of the House
that for the Fourth of July recess we
shall adjourn at the close of business on
the Wednesday preceding July 4, which
is July 1, and we will reconvene at noon
on Monday, July 6.

I had hoped to have more definite in-
formation about an August recess, but I
am unable to say any more at this time,
It depends partially on the status of our
business. If the business of the House
will allow, we do expect to have a recess
during the last part of August and early
September.

LESS TALK, MORE ACTION ON
CAMPUS DISORDER

(Mr. SCHERLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, over the
weekend, President Nixon announced the
creation of another commission to study
the causes of campus unrest. The people
of this Nation are sick and tired of com-
missions, boards, and panels established
to seek the causes of student disorders.
They have waited long and patiently
while one blue-ribbon committee after
another met, investigated the problem
and issued their reports. The American
Bar Association appointed a panel to
study it. Sol Linowitz headed a special
educators’ committee charged with in-
vestigating it. The President’s own aides
fanned out across the United States in
a concerted effort to bring back first-
hand impressions from the Nation's
campuses. Numerous individual edu-
cators and experts on social relations
have passed judgment on the situation.
Congressional committees have heard
volumes of testimony on the subject. Now
we have another commission—why?
Shelves are filled with reports, volumi-
nous collections’ of facts and figures,
gathering dust. Not one page of them
tells what is really needed: A short,
simple, four-letter word spelled g-u-t-s.
Guts to discipline. Guts to expel.

We have had enough talk, The Amer-
ican public wants a tangible expression
of authority and the determination to
use it. In short, they want action. All
the investigation, reflection, analysis, and
publication of conclusions have not
solved, and cannot erase, the problem
of student unrest. It continues to grow
unabated. The causes multiply, the oc-
casions vary, but the tactics of the mili-
tants and the havoc they wreak remain
the same. It should be clear to the ad-
ministration by now just who and what
is causing campus disorders and why.
Another factfinding commission is just
an excuse to procrastinate further and do
nothing constructive to prevent future
disturbances.

We do not yet know what conclusions
this commission will reach. But a re-
cent public statement by one of its new-
ly appointed members, Joseph Rhodes,
Jr., a 22-year-old Harvard student, gives
some inkling of the way its biases may
tend. He was quoted in the New York
Times as saying that he wanted to know
whether the law enforcement officers
were “thinking about ‘campus bums’
when they pulled the trigger.” Upon
reading that, Vice President Acwew de-
manded that Mr. Rhodes resign, saying
he had impugned his own objectivity
by that statement.

Whatever conclusions the commission
may reach, they should not obscure the
fundamental need for physical safety and
security on the campus at a minimum,
so that the university can conduct its
proper business of education—not po-
litical revolution or social reform, but
education—without debilitating and de-
structive disruptions.

I have proposed a bill to encourage col-
leges and universities to adopt rules gov-
erning the conduct of students, to as-
sist such institutions in their efforts to
prevent and control campus disorders.
This legislation would simply require any
institution of higher education which re-
ceives Federal aid to file with the Com-
missioner of Education a plan for deal-
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ing with them. Failing this, it would not
be eligible for continued financial as-
sistance from the Government.

The liberals, who feel that any such
legislation is “inimical to the spirit of
free inquiry,”—as if bombings, burnings,
and strikes were not—oppose my bill.
They are willing to bottle up badly
needed higher education authorizations
in order to prevent the attachment of
such an amendment. It is unfortunate
that a provision like this is necessary,
but it is apparent that college admin-
istrators need stronger incentive to deal
firmly with those who break the law on
campus.

Timidity, appeasement, and capitula-
tion on the part of lawful authorities
only encourages further intimidation
and blackmail and increased violence
from the rebels. No one says, “No”"—ex-
cept the American people, and who
speaks for them in the halls of academe?
General laxity and permissiveness have
brought shame and frustration on those
who should know the qualities necessary
to govern. Let those in a position of au-
thority accept the responsibility that
their titles demand and provide the—al-
most extinet—quality of leadership
needed to preserve all that we consider
worthwhile in education.

As responsible legislators, therefore,
concerned for the future of higher edu-
cation, we should supply the required in-
centive. We need not wait for the find-
ings of the latest commission on campus
disorder. We can scrap them. We know
the facts. We must face the issue square-
ly and act now to preserve the peace and
stability which alone are conducive to
the spirit of free inquiry.

We would also do well to shift the
focus of our attention on youth, in the
news media, and at the official level,
away from the minority of malcontents
who disturb the peace, and back to the
solid majority of law-abiding young peo-
ple. We must deal firmly, even sternly,
with those who make a career of violent
protest, yes, but we should also remem-
ber the importance of the much larger
numbers of people under 30 who never
make the headlines. Sixty percent of our
high school graduates do not attend col-
lege, but immediately join the ranks of
the hard-working taxpayers. Many of
them have families, fight in Vietnam,
and assume all the responsibilities of
adulthood which their college contem-
poraries defer. Why does no one inquire
about their opinions, aspirations, and
political philosophies? We might learn
something from them about the future
of America.

OCEANSIDE, LONG ISLAND, HIGH
SCHOOL'S REFUSAL TO ALLOW
CONGRESSMAN LOWENSTEIN TO
SPEAK AT COMMENCEMENT EX-
ERCISES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

(Mr, ROSENTHAL asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, when
I assumed the ocath of office in the U.S.
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House of Representatives I sought out a
guide of conduct that I might look to.
The one I found most significant and
most telling, and which I have felt would
be a single light of advice and guidance
to me was the remarks Edmund Burke
made in the Parliament in 1774 when
he considered the question of his respon-
sibility of conscience in acting on behalf
of his constituents and on behalf of what
he felt was the national good. I would
like briefly to read his remarks at that
time:
EpMmuND BURKE oN His CoNSTITUENCY—1774
Certainly, gentlemen, it ought to be the
happiness and glory of a representative to
live in the strictest union, the closest corre-
spondence, and the most unreserved com-
munication with his constituents. Their
wishes ought to have great weight with him;
their opinion high respect; their business un-
remitted attention. It is his duty to sacrifice
his response, his pleasures, his satisfactions,
to theirs; and above all, ever, and in all cases,
to prefer their interest to his own. But, his
unbiased opinion, his mature judgment, his
enlightened conscience, he ought not to sac-
rifice to you, to any man, or to any set of
men living. These he does not derive from
your pleasure; no, nor from the law and the
constitution. They are a trust from Provi-
dence, for the abuse of which he is deeply
answerable. Your representative owes you,
not his industry only, but his judgment;
and he betrays, instead of serving you, if he
sacrifices it to your opinion.

And that, Mr. Speaker, is the end of a
quote of very significant remarks. What
it says in modern day parlance is that
each of us has the singular responsibility
to act according to his conscience and to
have his conscience guide him in the af-
fairs of state while at the same time tak-
ing into serious account the wishes and
desires of his own constituency.

I find no higher order than to be able
to suggest to my constituents the things
that I have rendered judgment on and
the issues which I have thought a great
deal about. It seems to me the singular
responsibility of a representative in this
body to be able to speak to his con-
stituents about issues on which he has
a deep and undying commitment, issues
which he has given a great deal of
thought and attention to.

There is something, Mr. Speaker, that
I do want to bring to your attention:
The situation that has developed in the
Fifth District of New York in Long Island
that disturbs me very greatly, and I think
should disturb the American people.

The chain of events began when a
group of seniors at Oceanside High
School in Congressman LOWENSTEIN’S
district asked the school administration
to have Congressman LOWENSTEIN as the
graduation speaker. The principal of the
high school told the students to hold a
referendum on the question of Congress-
man LOWENSTEIN speaking, and he indi-
cated the results of the vote would be
honored by the school administrator.

The students, as was their right and
privilege and obligation, subsequently
voted. The vote was 386 to 204 to invite
the Congressman to speak to them upon
the honor day of their graduation.

The school principal subsequently said
that Congressman LOWENSTEIN could not
speak at the graduation, and he did this
on the pretext that the Congressman's
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presence, by virtue of his taking unique
positions at times and controversial posi-
tions at other times, would cause a ‘“dis-
turbance” and a “controversy” in the
school district. This turnabout resulted
mainly from, I am told, pressure from
the local school board, the same board
that had earlier in the year refused to
allow Congressman LOWENSTEIN to hold
on school property one of the Congress-
man’s biweekly educational forums, at
which many Representatives of this body
have appeared, and representatives of all
shades of the political spectrum have
been invited to discuss with the commu-
nity their views on topies ranging from
Vietnam to consumer affairs.

Subsequently the students were then
directed to submit a list of noncontro-
versial potential speakers, from which
the prinecipal would then make the final
selection.

Having had this taste of democracy,
the students found it somewhat bitter,
and the senior class officers, the class
valedictorian and salutatorian, and a
large majority of the class, are now hold-
ing a graduation ceremony of their own.
As we might expect, they have invited
Congressman LOWENSTEIN to speak, and
he has graciously accepted their invi-
tation.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, it is very, very
difficult for me to understand how a
school board can refuse to allow its
elected Representative of that district to
speak to the district students, especially
when the Congressman is well known, I
might suggest, for his continued efforts
to channel students’ energies into work-
ing within what we call the system.

(Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachusetts (at the
request of Mr. ROSENTHAL) was granted
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday the Voting Rights
Act was passed overwhelmingly by the
House. Under your leadership and the
leadership of the dean of the House, the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee,
we sent fo the President a bill which
would extend the franchise to 18-year-
old citizens. I voted for this measure, as I
am sure did most of my colleagues, be-
cause we have seen the intense interest
of the young people of America in the
political process and in policy decisions
of our Government. They have asked for
the right to participate fully as Ameri-
cans in the decisions that affect all of us
and future generations.

There has been much dissent, aliena-
tion, and dissatisfaction among the
young people of our Nation. There has
been some violence, and there are ex-
tremists on both sides, but the large ma-
Jjority of the Nation’'s youth is attempting
to work within the system of government
we now have and achieve desired goals
through the constitutional means that
govern us in our actions. I am sure
everyone here has recently urged some
high school group to participate fully
in the political process, and work within
our system for better programs and the
changes that they favor. I know that I
have done so, because I believe means
are as important as ends, and because I
affitm that things can be changed for

20503

the better by working within our political
system,

It is for this reason that I am greatly
distressed and disappointed that Ocean-
side High School on Long Island has
chosen to thwart the will of its student
body, and has refused our colleague, the
gentleman from New York, the right to
speak at graduation exercises there. The
facts of the case have been adequately
described. The students were told that
they could have a vote on whether or
not to invite Congressman LOWENSTEIN.
They voted overwhelmingly to do so,
and the principal reneged on his promise
and refused to invite the representative
of that district.

I am not particularly concerned about
whose decision it was, although that is
of some matter, but I am appalled by the
hypoerisy of this action and the double
standard that the school board officials
or high school officials have chosen to
adopt.

We are all concerned with the rights
of majorities and minorities. I have
heard many people decry the actions of
small groups of individuals who deny a
larger number of their fellows the right
to hear certain speakers, to be inter-
viewed by certain firms, to have or not to
have ROTC, or to peacefully protest.
There is merit in their arguments. We
must at all times protect the rights of
the individual, whether he is in the mi-
nority or the majority. But to promise a
group of young people the right to choose
their graduation speaker, and then to
deny the overwhelming choice, is con-
trary to every principle of democracy
that we hope our children learn in school.

What do we try to teach our children?
That ours is a democracy, that the ma-
jority rules, while the rights of the mi-
nority are guaranteed, that the ballot
is mightier than the bullet, that polit-
jcal activity is more productive than vio-
lent protest, and that the only reasonable
and effective means of bringing about
change or a desired result is by working
with the tools provided by our democracy.

In 1775, Edmund Burke, trying to con-
vince the British Parliament of the folly
of its subjugation of the American col-
onies, said:

Deny them this participation of freedom
and you break that sole bond which orig-
inally made and must still preserve the unity
of the empire.

Burke’s words were proved right. He
was concerned with retaining the loyalty
of the Americans to the British Crown.
I have no doubt, had his policy been
adopted, there never would have been an
American Revolution.

I am equally concerned that if we deny
these freedoms to the young people of
America, or to anyone in this land, we
will lose their belief in our democratic
system, and help to bring about a greater
disruption than has been seen in this
Nation since the Civil War.

A year earlier, Edmund Burke said of
this same policy “it yields nothing but
discontent, disorder, disobedience.” Is
not this an identical case? When we
tell the students of America that the
means exist for them to have a role in
governing their own lives, and then with-
draw that right, what will we engender
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except discontent, disorder,
obedience?

We have here one man or a haudful of
men denying a whole group the right to
hear their elected Representative address
them. If the adults of America, and par-
ticularly officials, do not practice democ-
racy, it will do little good to preach
democracy. All of our words will be in
vain if our actions do not support them.

I am happy that the students of
Oceanside High School will hold special
commencement exercises so that they
may hear Ar LOWENSTEIN'S remarks, I
know that in the past he has urged stu-
dents to work within the system and has
told them repeatedly that peaceful and
legal participation are the only real
means available to those who sought
change.

In June of 1969, AL LOWENSTEIN ad-
dressed the graduation class of Harvard.
In that speech he decried violence. He
sald:

America must not be forced to choose be-
tween the change that comes with violence
and the violence that comes with no change,

He implored the students and adults
there to work together within the means
provided by our democracy.

I know that Al will continue to plead
for democratic means, but the officials of
Oceanside have made his task and ours
much more difficult.

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

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I should like to
comment in that respect. I know of no
Congressman in the United States, either
in the House or the Senate, or no one at
the White House, who has done more
across this country in the last several
years, as to trying to counsel students on
many campuses which have been very
troubled at the time to abide by the law
and to continue their dissent within the
law. It is inconceivable to me that any
school board might consider the appear-
ance of AL LOWENSTEIN on any campus
to cause a disturbance or to contribute
to controversy. I am personally familiar
with a number of instances in which his
presence and his counsel have prevented
disturbances, and where violence or other
disturbances might have occurred had he
not been present.

I want to commend the gentleman for
his remarks and pay my personal re-
spects to Congressman LOWENSTEIN.

Mr, ROSENTHAL. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell my col-
leagues that within the past year Con-
gressman LoweNsSTEIN has been invited
to speak, and has spoken, among other
places of varied points of view and stu-
dent opinion, at Notre Dame, the Uni-
versity of Delaware, Harvard, West
Point, Auburn, Pierce Jumior College,
Tulane, and Stanford.

It is mystifying that after the stu-
dents have democratically chosen the
Congressman as their preference for a
commencement speaker the administra-
tion chose to ignore the wishes of the
students. Frankly, their refusal seems
to me at best to be a discredit to the

and dis-
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democratic process and at worst an af-
front to the Congress of the United
States, because the fact of the matter is
that Congressman LoweNsSTEIN has the
right every day to talk when the House
is in session to all 435 of us on any sub-
ject he so desires, within the rules, as
opportunity permits.

I consider the refusal of a public body,
supported by public taxpayers, to permit
a Member of this body to appear and
speak to be a direct afiront to the Con-
gress of the United States.

That in itself is enough to make me
most unhappy and find their decision re-
grettable. But, more than that, I believe,
as the gentleman from California so elo-
quently pointed out, I know of no Mem-
ber of this House who has more of a
community of interest and working re-
lationship with the students of America
than our colleague AL LOWENSTEIN.

He has gone the length and breadth
of this land to preach nonviolence, to
preach within the system, and to tell
young people that this system can be
made to work. Yet the incredible thing
here is that the principal and school
board of Oceanside, Long Island, who
have, in my judement, brought great
discredit to the people of that commu-
nity and to the State of New York, have
told the young people that democracy
cannot work, that their vote will be dis-
counted, that their vote was not as good
as that of the half a dozen members of
the school hoard.

It is the most blatant example of ex-
actly what we do not want in the United
States. We want people to participate in
a dialog.

My own judgment, from the things
that I have done in my district, which
was to try to bring people together of
all views and persuasions, ideas and
ideals, is that we have to find out how
we can accomplish something to make
this a greater nation by listening to the
other fellow’s point of view.

The prinecipal at Oceanside said:

“We have a closed mind and we refuse
to let our Representatives discuss the
issues of the day, because we may have
another point of view.”

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, in my 8% years
of service in this Congress I know of no
more serious affront to the Constitution
of the United States and to the House
of Representatives.

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

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
FRASER) .

Mr, FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
associate myself with the remarks of my
colleague from New York about the in-
cident at Oceanside High School.

Congressman LOWENSTEIN has contrib-
uted greatly to the cause of orderly
democratic government in this country
by his own vigorous and reasoned par-
ticipation in our established system. He
has gained the admiration especially of
the young people of our country by the
effective advocacy of those ideals and ex-
tolled the idea of freedom, justice, and
nonviolence.

To deny the young people of Ocean-
side High School the right to hear the
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gentleman from New York, after they
had made their wishes known in a dem-
ocratic function encouraged by the
school’s administration, is incompre-
hensible,

Congressman LoOwEeNSTEIN’s advocacy
of the highest goals of our Republic de-
serve ever wider audiences in our view,
not fewer. We expect our young people
to respect our governmental processes.
Preeminent is our devotion to free
speech which is enshrined in the first
amendment to the Constitution. We have
to show young people that we mean what
we say. Incidents like the one at Ocean-
side show, unfortunately, that the stu-
dents are right in their assessment of
hypocrisy in the adult world. This event
demeans not Congressman LOWENSTEIN
but those who prevented him from
speaking.

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
17,

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. JACOBS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and for having the devotion
and decency to arrange this special order
and speak out.

Mr, Speaker, Solon said:

Civilized government is impossible unless
the unconcerned are as outraged as the
victim.

Mr. Speaker, “And crown thy good
with brotherhood from sea to shining
sea.” What a pity that neither of those
shining seas quite reaches Oceanside
High School.

The senior class, by direction of their
principal, takes a vote. The overwhelm-
ing majority chooses our colleague, the
Honorable ALrLArp LOWENSTEIN, as their
commencement speaker.

What a beautiful lesson in democracy.
Put it to a vote. Accept the decision. Op-
erate inside the system.

But, no. Apparently the high school
prineipal tried an experiment in true
democracy, but then decided to decide
what was best himself—namely, the los-
ing side.

I believe in the capacity of democracy to
surmount any trials that may lie ahead, pro-
vided only that we continue to practice it
in our daily lives.

Those words were spoken by David E.
Lilienthal in the now famous extempora-
neous Credo of Democracy. But the les-
son of democracy at Oceanside seems to
be that students are people too and,
therefore, they should have the right to
vote on the question of who is to speak
to them—so long as they vote right. And
“right" apparently means whatever way
the school principal chooses to point his
view.

The yelling yippies who shout down
the Member of Congress who is trying to
speak publicly—are they really only dis-
tant cousins of narrow minded adminis-
trators who, by the stroke of a pen, pre-
vent that Member of Congress froni
speaking publicly in the first place? Or
are they, in fact, feuding blood brothers
of his?

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




June 18, 1970

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I will be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I would
like to commend the gentleman in the
well for the very excellent remarks he
has made on this subject and for having
taken the special order on a subject
whiceh I think is of vital importance to
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I find it rather appalling
to think in these days and times that a
Member of the U.S. Congress has been
denied the right to speak to a group of
young people who have requested his ap-
pearance at a high school in this Na-
tion.

If we look about our Nation today we
might realize that the young people of
today are perhaps a little more con-
cerned than young people have been in
the past. They are not willing to listen to
everyone in this country today. For-
tunately, on this occasion they chose a
man who, in spite of the many inequities
about the American system, still believes
and is dedicated and wedded to working
within that particular system.

I would think that the officials of the
school should have been grateful and glad
to have within the premises of that build-
ing a man who is still dedicated to work-
ing within the system and who has so
often been challenged by many young
people around the country on various
campuses as to why he still believes in
a system that has in many cases been
an oppressive system; one that has been
degrading in many respects, and yet here
is a man who has been able to admit the
many inequities of our system, but yet
point to the many good things about the
system under which we live; a man who
still believes in and loves his country very
much.

I for one want to say, Mr. Speaker, that
I certainly hope that our colleague, Mr.
LoweNnsTEIN, will avail himself of the
request of a part of this group of young
people to come and speak to them at
some other place.

As all of us know, one’s graduation
memories are something that linger with
one over the years. Certainly the fact
that democracy did not work in this in-
stance will always be a reminder to these
young people.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and I now yield to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RYAN).

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I should like
to take this opportunity to commend the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Rosen-
THAL) for having brought to the atten-
tion of the House the indefensible action
of the school principal and the school
board in Oceanside, Long Island. It is
hard to believe—in fact, it is incredible
that constitutional freedoms would be
abrideged in such fashion; that the prin-
cipal of a high school would deny an op-
portunity to speak to any citizen whose
views were sought by the students, and
particularly deny it to a Member of Con-
gress who has shown throughout his
years of service to his country, both be-
fore and since he joined us in the Con-
gress, that he is dedicated to helping
students understand what our democ-
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racy is all about, dedicated to working
with them so that they will know that
in our society there is a role for them
to play in bringing about change, and to
showing them how they can make their
influence felt.

It is a travesty that the school officials
have seen fit to suppress freedom of
speech in this case, and prevent a dis-
tinguished Member of Congress from
speaking. But I know that Congressman
LoweNnsTEIN, whom I have known for
many years, will speak very elogquently
at the time and place for which he has
been invited, and that he will, as he does
always, inspire those students to respect
and honor the principles upon which this
country was founded and to contribute
in their future years, as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LOwENSTEIN) has
done.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr, WHALEN) .

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RosenTHAL) for ylelding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to join the other
Members of my party in commending
the distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. RosenNTHAL) for bringing to
our attention the affront to our col-
league, Congressman Arvrarp K, LOWEN-
STEIN, by the principal of Oceanside, Long
Island, High School.

In recognition of Congressman Low-
ENSTEIN'S many contributions to his
country, he was suggested as their com-
mencement speaker by a group of
Oceanside High School graduates. The
seniors then were permitted by the prin-
cipal to vote as to whether or not Mr.
LoweNSTEIN should be their speaker.
They voted that he should by a 386-to-
204 margin.

After this referendum the school ad-
ministration then refused to honor the
graduating class decision. The reason,
according to the prineipal, was that
Congressman LOWENSTEIN'S commence-
ment appearance might cause a “disturb-
ance.”

Mr. Speaker, this represents not only
a denial of free speech but, more im-
portant, smacks of hypocrisy at a time
when the gap between generations is
growing. As station WCBS nofed in a
recent editorial: *“... some young
people have had a taste of democracy
and found it bitter. They have been told
to work within a system which, in this
case, did not work for them.”

As a Member of Congress, I am dis-
tressed at the Oceanside High School in-
cident. Not because Congress, as an in-
stitution, has been affronted. Rather,
because one of the basic tenets of our
democracy—freedom of speech—has
been denied a distinguished American.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply
disturbed by the fact that the Oceanside
School Board chose to deny Congress-
man LoweNsTEIN the opportunity to ad-
dress Oceanside students at their com-
mencement exercise after these same
students requested him to do so and
solidified their request by a 2-to-1 vote.

Some school board members in Ocean-
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side are quoted as referring to Mr. Low-
ENSTEIN as an extremist, This kind of
smear is most unfortunate and inappro-
priate.

If he has been extreme it has only
been in behalf of his ardent support of
change in America's international and
national policies, but only through the
democratic process.

He has urged the change of many
outmoded procedures in the House of
Representatives—not in the streets—but
on the floor of the House.

Since the expansion of the war into
Cambodia, I have personally observed
Congressman LOwEeNSTEIN urging the
thousands of students who came to Capi-
tol Hill to take their dissent off the
streets and convert it into political ac-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, if that’s being an extrem-
ist, he's my kind of extremist. On the
other hand the school board chose to
speak before checking the facts; they
chose to deny the request of the graduat-
ing students made after a democratic
vote; they have conveniently overlooked
the right to freedom of choice and free-
dom of speech. Thus they have widened
the gap between young America and
adult America.

Under these circumstances one would
have to ask the question who is extreme,
Mr. LOWENSTEIN or the Oceanside School
Board?

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, the school
board of Oceanside High School took an
action against our colleague, ALrLarp K,
LowensTEIN, which while intended to
reflect negatively upon this distinguished
Member from New York in fact reflects
adversely on the board and actually re-
dounds to the credit of Mr. LOWENSTEIN.
By denying to the senior class the right
to invite Representative ALLArRD LOWEN-
sTEIN to its graduation program, the
school board demonstrated why it is that
the young people in our country have to
such a great degree lost faith in their
elders. Can it be that in our country to-
day a Representative in Congress can be
deemed “persona non grata” at a grad-
uation exercise? It does not take a sage
to grasp the underlying reason why the
school board acted as it did: that board
intended to deny a dissenting opinion
being heard on the school grounds. It
hap -ens that I concur with Representa-
tive LOWENSTEIN’S opinions in opposition
to the war in Vietnam, but were his opin-
ions to 1 2 totally adverse to mine I would
oppose the action of the school board in
denying him, upon invitation of the stu-
dents, the opportunity to give voice to
his opinions.

I have no doubt but that the students
more correctly represent the opinions of
the Oceanside community than do the
apparently milk toast school board mem-
bers, fearful of having dissent aired.
Their decision is more regrettable be-
cause it adds fuel to the fire of those
who say that our democratic system does
not permit dissent. Obviously there are
times when our democratic system is de-
graded as it was in Oceanside, and most
sadly, in this case, by those who are
elected to give leadership.

The members of that Oceanside
School Board, were they to be graded
in a class devoted to civics, would flunk.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
surprised to learn that our colleague,
Avrarp LowensteiN of New York, has
been vetoed as commencement speaker
by the Oceanside, N.Y., School Board.

The freedom not to listen has become
precious in many quarters of the Nation
today, but we should be careful not to
exercise it too frequently. Indeed, I have
observed that when Mr. LOWENSTEIN
speaks in this House those of his col-
leagues who differ with him on various
issues join those who agree in listening
intently to what he has to say. I think
this is chiefly because he never fails to
speak with eloquence and deep feeling on
matters of great concern to us all.

Never may his remarks be character-
ized as superficial. One must accept the
autonomy of school boards and other
worthy institutions dedicated to the Na-
tion’s welfare. But I would include the
Congress among such institutions, and if
Mr. LowENSTEIN’S ideas are important
enough for the Congress to hear I should
think they would also warrant a hearing
by high school students in the district
which sent him here.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. Speaker, the
school board in charge of the Oceanside,
Long Island, High School, has embarked
on a strange and self-defeating course
in rejecting our colleague, AL LOWEN-
STEIN, 85 a commencement speaker.

Congressman LOWENSTEIN needs no de-
fense from me, or anybody else. While
others in high places encourage polariza-
tion, he has consistently sought to keep
the young and the dispossessed within
the “system,” by offering them encour-
agement and empathy. His course is a
far more difficult—and responsible—one
than that taken by those many politi-
cians who respond to the disenchant-
ment of our youth with a deaf ear or a
sneer.

But someone better come to the rescue
of this small-minded school board.

Americans are an essentially fair-
minded people. Rather than having hurt
Mr. LoweENSTEIN as the board members
may have hoped with their show of pet-
tiness and bias, iv is probable they have
actually helped him politically.

I guess the students at Oceanside High
will just have to suffer their school board
until they become voting citizens and can
help elect a better one. Meanwhile, grad-
uating seniors have made the best of
a bad situation by arranging a separate,
unofficial ceremony to hear Mr. LOWEN-
STEIN.

And this “rump” commencement,
doubtless, will be remembered far longer
than the regular one.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I have just heard about the decision of
the Oceanside school board refusing
to let Congressman LOWENSTEIN speak
at the commencement exercises of the
Oceanside High School.

It is my understanding that the chain
of events began when a group of students
asked the administration of the school
to invite Congressman LOWENSTEIN to
deliver their graduation address. The
school administration indicated hesita-
tion at this request, but urged the stu-
dents to hold a vote on the matter, and
indicated that the results of the vote
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would be upheld. A vote of the students
was taken, and by a majority of almost
2 to 1 the Congressman was chosen as
speaker.

In spite of the vote, however, the
board once again refused to invite the
Congressman to speak, and submitted
a list of “noncontroversial” potential
speakers from which the students were
to choose, once again, their speaker.

In the meanwhile, the students, an-
gered at the administration’s broken
promise, made arrangements for their
own graduation ceremony at which the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LOWEN=-
STEIN) was to speak.

These students do not represent a tiny
fringe of radicals—most likely a tiny
fringe of radicals would not care to
listen to a man who has dedicated his
life to working within the framework of
our Government for justice and equality.

Rather, these students represent a
substantial majority of the graduating
class at a high school in the fifth district
of New York, represented by Arrarp K.
LoweNnsTEIN. All they were doing was
working within the democratic system
to choose a speaker, who happened to
be their elected representative to the
U.S. Congress—hardly a radical institu-
tion, although perhaps a controversial
one,

I suggest that it is indeed a shame
when those in a position of authority—
the administration of a school, and the
local school board—refuse to abide by
an overwhelming majority of popular
vote. Such arbitrariness offers little hope
to those already questioning the respon-
siveness of the American system. AL
LoweNSTEIN can offer them a good deal
of hope, and I only wish that the school
authorities could have the opportunity
of hearing him.

If we are serious about encouraging
young men and women to act construe-
tively within the democratic process, we
must make this possible. The alterna-
tive is alienation and divisiveness at a
time when unity in this country is vitally
needed.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr.

Speaker,
great respect for the young people of
this Nation and their capacity to act re-
sponsibly., Thus it is that I am disap-
pointed that the Oceanside, Long Island,
School Board has denied a student re-
quest to have our colleague, the Con-

I have

gressman representing Oceanside, the
gentleman from New York (Mr, LOWEN-
sTEIN) speak at their high school grad-
uation later this month.

I find it most regrettable that any
Member of the Congress, whatever his
political views and whether or not I
happen to agree with him, should be de-
nied the right to speak in circumstances
such as these when asked by the gradu-
ating seniors. Certainly actions such as
these make it more difficult to say to
concerned young people that adults want
an open dialog with them.

The point here is a simple one: a
U.S. Congressman was invited by a group
of his young constituents to speak at
their high school graduation and then
the school board denied that Congress-
man the right to speak. I am hard put
to imagine any circumstances that could
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justify the decision of any group to deny
a Congressman the right to speak in a
situation such as this.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, it is dis-
tressing to learn that a man of AL
LowENSTEIN'S character and national
stature should be denied the opportu-
nity to address a graduating class that,
by its own election sanctioned by the
school principal, indicated that he was
their choice for commencement speaker.
Whenever a responsible Member of the
U.S. Congress is denied access to a pub-
lic forum, then the freedoms of all peo-
ple are eroded.

The principal’s excuse that Congress-
man LOWENSTEIN is a political figure
whose remarks might cause a “disturb-
ance” simply do not hold water when
we look at his record. Since the day he
was first elected to office in this body, AL
has traveled extensively throughout our
country to talk to students in an effort
to develop constructive answers to stu-
dent complaints. Everywhere he has ap-
peared, he has encouraged reason and
calm and has argued that violence has
no place in our society. He is one of a
very few people who has bridged the
“ecredibility gap” to convince young peo-
ple to work within our established sys-
tem in order to effectuate the changes
they think America needs.

Mr. Speaker, I think it would be ap-
propriate at this point to insert into the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcOrDp an article which
appeared in the Christian Science Mon-
itor on May 20, 1969, that testifies to
AL's ability to reach students and his
dedication to nonviolence as the means
for expressing dissent.

The article follows:

LoweNSTEIN TAKES FIGHT TO THE CAMFPUSES
(By Lucia Mouat)

WasHINGTON —"All I want to do is shake
his hand—this guy's my hero you know."

Soon the Unive‘rslty of m:'yla.nd student
with the sideburns got his wish as freshman
Rep. Allard K. Lowenstein (D) of New York
came zipping out of his office in a last-minute
dash to the airport. With one handshake and
a brief greeting later, he was off for a speak-
Ing engagement at Notre Dame University.

As leader of the “Dump Johnson” move-
ment and a longtime articulate critic of the
Vietnam war, Mr. Lowenstein is an over-30
liberal with considerable under-30 appeal.
But what he says as he speaks to college
campuses this spring is not always what stu-
dents expect.

He assures them that change is possible
without violence and dlsruption, And he
puts the message strongly. He refers to
burning buildings and spitting at university
presidents as “pointless nonsense' which will
not bring the war to a close or solve the
nation's domestic problems ‘“one second
sooner."

“There is something between Melvin Laird
and the 8DS,” he tells his young audiences.
(The Secretary of Defense and the Students
for a Democratic Society are considered at
opposite poles in their view on Vietnam.)

STANDING OVATIONS

As a politiclan Mr. Lowensteln admits it
would be easler and more natural for him to
denounce violence before civic groups or on
the floor of the House. Instead, he decided
to “take the fight where it's at” by going
straight to the campuses.

While on-campus radicals predictably try
to disrupt the speeches or at least make noisy
exlts, Mr. Lowenstein is often given a stand-




June 18, 1970

ing ovation at the close of his remarks and
often takes part in late-evening “bull ses-
sions.”

As a liberal, he carefully links his indict-
ment of violent tactics with an impatient
plea for social change. He charges that mem-
bers of Congress are wasting vital time and
energy by simply congratulating themselves
on how virtuous they are because they are
against violence and rioting.

If Congress is really eager to stamp out the
disruption, he suggests, it would not allow
itself to become preoccupled with cutting off
scholarship aid to campus rebels but would
hasten to solve some of the nation's most
pressing problems,

“It's now more fashionable to denounce
than approve,” he says, “but If we don’t
get out of the current lockstep, present vio-
lence is going to get worse.”

“ONLY SHOW IN TOWN"

The Congressman from Nassau County,
who has taught variously at Stanford, North
Carolina State Unlversity, and the City Col-
lege of New York, sees his mission in campus

&5 reminding the “great majority™
that they are not alone.

‘“There’s great toleration for violence
mainly because it's the only show in town,"
he remarked in the course of the hectic ride
to the airport. “On no campus that I've
visited does disruption by the Left have the
support of any substantial number. But
you've got to prove there are plenty of alter-
natives or it becomes the prevailing wind
and the majority acquiesces.”

He argues that the student majority, like
the bulk of the American people, needs to be
convinced that there is an effective choice
between violence and parliamentary proce-
dure.

‘“We can pull together the vast majority
of Americans or we can split among ourselves
and fight as to what’s the acceptable way to
bring change," he adds.

In this congressman's view—though he
does not consider ending the war a cure-all—
students around the country would do well
to emulate Yale University’s senior class this
year in petitioning the administration to
dedicate commencement activities around
the goal of ending the war in Vietnam,

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, it
has been brought to my attention that
the Oceanside, Long Island, School
Board—despite the expressed wish of a
majority of graduating high school
seniors—has denied permission for U.S.
Congressman ALLArp K. LOWENSTEIN to
be the principal commencement speaker.

The reason given was that Congress-
man LOWENSTEIN, as a noted critic of
Indochina policy, might be a “disruptive
influence.” The school board totally ig-
nored Congressman LOWENSTEIN’s long
record of service in State and National
politics and government. The Congress-
man has done a great public service with
his unflagging opposition to the mis-
guided war in Vietnam.

In ignoring the results of a referendum
among graduating seniors, the school
board provides one more example of the
kind of narrowness of viewpoint that has
led to many of the problems we face with
our youth today. What impression of the
political system are high school students
to be given when they are not allowed
to invite their own Congressman to speak
at their commencement? I join many
other Members of the House in deplor-
ing this action.
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Mr. ROSENTHAL. I thank the gen-
tlemen.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this, what
seems at the moment to be a very sad
and regrettable story, has a happy end-
ing. My optimism within the system
causes me to say that.

The only happy ending that can occur
here is that the school principal and
administration on Oceanside will have
a change of heart and when they stop to
think about the history of this coun-
try and the Declaration of Independ-
ence and the first 10 amendments to the
Constitution and all the great things
that this land and Nation stands for that
they will make a reversal of that deci-
sion.

I guess the best way to sum that up is
to say that they will open the doors
and the windows of that very distin-
guished school in Oceanside and let a
little sunshine come in and then we can
all breathe a little easier and the young
people in Oceanside will have a refresh-
ing whiff of what the American dream
is really all about.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that following my re-
marks other Members of the House may
be permitted to extend their remarks on
the subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL CATASTROPHIC ILLNESS
PROTECTION ACT OF 1970

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MatsuNaGa). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Maryland
{Mr. HocaN) is recognized for 20 minutes,

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, on June 10,
1970, I introduced the ‘“National Cata-
strophic Illness Protection Act of 1970,”
which would create a Federal health
reinsurance program designed to encour-
age the development by the private in-
surance industry of policies which afford
individuals extended health protection.

Eleven of my colleagues have joined
with me today in reintroducing the bill.
They are:

Mr. Bearr of Maryland.

Mr. BeLL of California.

Mr. Burron of New York.

Mr. Dowpy of Texas.

Mr, FriepeL of Maryland.

Mr. Gupe of Maryland.

Mr. HasTinGs of New York.

Mr. Hawkins of California.

Mr. Kyros of Maine.

Mr. PopeLL of New York.

Mr. Rok of New Jersey.

Mr. WirLriams of Pennsylvania.

I am very pleased with the reactions
thus far to this proposal, and I am sure
that when the Members of the House
fully understand it, they will agree that
this is a very reasonable and economical
approach by which the Federal Govern-
ment can engender a private program to
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protect all Americans against insur-
mountable medical expenses,

The legislation I have proposed will go
a long way toward mitigating against the
problems of catastrophic illness because
it will stimulate our insurance industry

. to provide coverage that will allow any

family to protect itself fully against the
costs of catastrophic illness, The legisla-
tion would foster the creation of cata-
strophic illness—or extended care—in-
surance pools similar to those that have
been successful in making flood insur-
ance and riot insurance feasible.

Because all participating insurance
companies would be required to promote
the plan aggressively, and because we
would be dealing, statistically, with a
small minority of all claims, the cost per
policy should be low. As more people buy
this new protection as part of their health
care program, thereby spreading the
risk, the cost should drop even more. The
Federal role would be limited to reinsur-
ing against losses in those instances
where insurance companies paid out
more in benefits than they took in in
premiums. As the insurance industry
gained experience under the plan they
would be able to sharpen their actuarial
planning so that such losses should be
limited, if they occur at all.

We have taken careful steps to pre-
serve the State role in insurance admin-
istration and to allow the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to par-
ticipate in the actuarial review of the
policy rate structure in order to assure
that the rates charged for those new
policies are fair to all parties concerned.

Perhaps the most attractive feature
of this legislation is that it would be
Iree of all of the constraints that are
plaguing existing federally funded health
care programs. We would not be over-
burdening an already overburdened so-
cial security system in order to finance
the plan. Families who choose not to
participate in the program would not
be required to do so. However, on the
other hand, families desiring to secure
this protection would be assured of an
opportunity to do so.

Under my program a deductible for-
mula would be used to stimulate each
family to provide basic health care pro-
tection. It would only be when this de-
ductible level had been exceeded that
the catastrophic insurance protection
plan would be utilized. Under our for-
mula, a family with an adjusted gross
income of $10,000 would have to either
pay the first $8,500 of medical expense
or have provided themselves with $8,500
worth of basic insurance protection to
offset the deductible requirement. Cover-
age from existing basic health and major
medical plans would generally be suffi-
cient to satisfy this deductible amount.
However, if a family with an adjusted
gross income of $10,000 incurred ex-
penses during the period of a year that
exceeded $8,500, our catastrophic or ex-
tended care program would be available
to see the family through the period of
financial burden when they would ordi-
narily be left on their own without help.

Again, because relatively few families
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would experience medical costs of this
magnitude in a single year, the costs for
this insurance should be quite reason-
able, especially as more and more of
our citizens availed themselves of its
protection.

A section-by-section analysis and the
bill can be found on pages 19271-19276
of the ConcrEsstoNAL Recorp of June 10,
1970.

Until the complex problems of rising
medical costs are resolved, most families
faced with extended illness or serious in-
jury will continue to be financially wiped
out.

I submit for the information of my
colleagues, an article by Jack H. Morris,
appearing in the Wall Street Journal of
May 7, 1970, which illustrates one such
situation:

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 7, 1970]
THE CosT OF ILLNESS: STAGGERING MEDICAL
BILL CAN MAKE GOING ROUGH EVEN FOR THE

AFFLUENT

(By Jack H. Morris)

Vircinia BeacH, Va.—The high cost of ill-
ness has humbled John and Betty Baines.

An exuberant, outgoing couple, their life
until a few years ago was a carefree blend
of conspicuous consumption, frequent parties
and financial security. John was & young ex-
ecutive on the rise, and Betty enjoyed the
social standing that John's position afforded.

Then one day nearly four years ago their
two-and-a-half-year-old daughter, Karen,
was stung by a bee. That was the start of a
financial nightmare.

The sting triggered a disorder in Karen's
kidneys, and within days her body began to
swell pitifully. The kidneys were allowing
toxic substances to accumulate in her blood
stream, while filtering out vitally needed
protein, Doctors quickly diagnosed her illness

as nephrosis. Since then Karen has spent a
total of 21 months in the hospital, running
up medical and related bills totaling $57,794.
Her doctors say she faces yet another four
years of costly medical care before she can
return to normal life.

HARD-PRESSED MIDDLE CLASS

The Baineses are living with what medical
authorities define as a “catastrophic ill-
ness"—one whose financial burden can be
overwhelming. Such {llnesses are proving in-
creasingly painful to middle-class families,
who are neither eligible for Government as-
sistance nor financlally able to meet the
soarlng cost of medical care on their own.

No one knows how many families face
medical bills of this magnitude. But the
Health Insurance Institute in New York
notes that while 86% of all Americans under
65 have some medical insurance, fewer than
half this number are protected by major
medical policies covering prolonged illness.
Furthermore, many families are covered by
major medical policies that were written sev-
eral years ago and carry maximum benefits
of only 5,000 to $10,000—sums wholly in-
adequate to meet today's hospital costs,
which reach $100 a day in many metropoli-
tan areas.

To be sure, most Blue Cross plans and
commercial insurance companies are up-
grading their coverage whenever new poli-
cies are written, But they admit that their
efforts haven't closed the gap. One reason is
that most people are covered under group
policies negotiated by unions and manage-
ment. At contract time there generally is
more pressure to provide broader coverage—
for such things as semiprivate rooms, visits
to a doctor’s office or dental care—that would
affect the many than to increase payments
for catastrophic illnesses affecting the few.

“It never crossed my mind that I wasn't
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adequately insured,” says John Baines, a
craggy-faced, self-made man of 42, But as a
vice president of Southern Materials Co., a
large building materials concern, he con-
fesses he faces a dilemma. “Now I know how
much an illness like this can cost, but as
part of management I also know we're limited
in what we can pay for group insurance.”
As a result, he and other Southern Materials
employes still are covered by a policy with a
maximum of only $10,000.
PINCHING PENNIES

The Baineses found that most of their in-
surance was used up during the first year of
Earen's illness. Their savings have long since
been replaced by mounting debt, and even
with John’s salary of nearly $30,000 a year,
the family has had to cut out many things
to make ends meet.

“I never used to pinch pennies, and I'd
look down my nose at those who did,” says
Betty Baines, a trim, dark-haired mother of
three other children. “Lately, however, I
think I'm the biggest penny-pincher in
town."

Grocery bills have been pared by $50 a
month, and Betty's Easter shoes this year
cost $16, not the $40 or more she used to
pay. The Baineses have withdrawn their three
sons from private school, canceled member-
ships In four golf, beach and country clubs,
and cut their entertaining expenses and
charitable contributions, John, an antique
car buff, sold his 1022 Model T Ford for $1,100
and applied the money against Karen's bills.
He also has borrowed against his stock,
cashed in his life insurance and no longer
is the first to reach for the check when
Iunching with friends.

Their losses constitute a significant change
in the Baineses’ style of living. For instance,
a neighbor and close friend who used to
socialize and vacation with the Baineses says
she no longer extends invitations to the
couple. “It would just hurt their feelings to
ask,” she explains, noting that John and
Betty would feel obligated to reciprocate.

Similarly, John finds his new austerity
embarrassing while working with other busi-
nessmen on & committee to seek new indus-
try for Virginia Beach or while serving as a
vestryman at his Episcopal Church. He has
also had to pass up a promotion that would
have involved a move to Texas and a change
of doctors for Earen,

THE BRIGHTER SIDE

The picture isn't entirely black, however.
With a large house in one of the most
fashionable areas of town, the Baineses
readily admit they still live better than most
families. Also, they're thankful for the care
their daughter is receiving. "I also think
we've grown closer together as a family,”
Betty adds.

In addition, they've been extremely lucky.
John has wangled more money from hig in-
surance company than he previously thought
possible, The president of his company has
helped him arrange loans at favorable rates,
Friends and foundations have picked up
some drug costs, The speclalist who has
worked most closely with Karen's case has
never submitted a bill, and recently Johns
Hopkins Hospital unexpectedly wrote off a
substantial portion of the family's hospital
charges.

It doesn't always work out that way, of
course. The wife of a Philadelphia merchant,
for example, had to transfer to a charity
ward in the city hospital after her insurance
benefits expired and a private hospital re-
fused to continue her treatment. On the
other hand, as hospital authorities point
out, many families overwhelmed by medical
bills simply refuse to pay at all. But for
those families that do make the effort, a
close look at the Baineses case shows the
ordeal of balancing medical costs against the
needs of the rest of the family.
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When Karen was first admitted to the
hospital in Jacksonville, Fla., where the
family was then living, there was little to
indicate that her stay would become a pro-
tracted one. Under terms of their insurance,
the Baineses agreed to pay the first $10 of
Karens hospital bill and 20% of anything
above that, However, after six weeks of mas-
sive transfusions to replace the protein that
was being lost through Karens damaged kid-
ney, it became apparent that more extensive
treatment was needed. Karen was transferred
to the University of Florida hospital in
Gainesville, After another six weeks of treat-
ment her condition still remained poor, and
her parents were beginning to realize that
recovery would be an agonizingly slow, ex-
pensive process. Their out-of-pocket costs
to Florida doctors and hospitals alone totaled
about $4,800.

Through friends, the Baineses were intro-
duced to Dr. Harriet Guild, a pediatrician at
Johns Hopkins in Baltimore, who has devoted
her life to the treatment of nephrosis. Karen
was referred to Dr. Guild and Johns Hop-
kins, Like most patients referred to a major
medical center, Karen entered the Baltimore
hospital with what was by then recognized
as a major illness, and with her insurance
benefits, and her parents’ resources, already
seriously depleted.

Karen’s first visit to Johns Hopkins lasted
11 months, six of them spent In isolation
(not even her parents were permitted to
see her). Then shortly after her release in
September 1967, it was discovered that she
was suffering side effects from the heavy
doses of cortisone she was taking. She de-
veloped a diabetic condition and an al-
lergy; cataracts formed in both eyes, caus-
ing total blindness.

Since then, Karen has been back to Johns
Hopkins seven more times for stays of three
to six weeks. Operations in the spring and
fall of 1968 removed the cataracts, and with
the aid of bifocals she has regained her sight.
She is scheduled to return again later this
month,

Financial records on her case at Johns
Hopkins weigh five pounds and list charges
totaling $20,814. Of this amount, insurance
has paid $13,082. (The insurance company
treated Karen's eye surgery as a separate all-
ment and then, after the $10,000 limit on the
kidney ailment was reached, it allowed the
Baineses to reinsure their daughter and col-
lect another $1,000 a year).

The Baineses have paid another $6,056 to
Johns Hopkins out of their pocket. This has
been in the form of monthly installments to
the hospital of 875 a month since 1967 as
well as additional payments of $1,000 or so
each year from income tax refunds or bor-
rowings. On top of this they have paid out
$3,500 to doctors in Baltimore and Virginia
Beach and have been shelling out up to
$130 a month for the 32 prescriptions Karen
needs to control her illnesses or to counter-
act the drugs that do. (The Kidney Founda-
tion, a national group that supplies some
drugs to kidney patients without charge, and
a friendly druggist who sells other preserip-
tions at wholesale combined recently to cut
the Baineses' monthly drug bill in half).

There have been other less obvious costs.
Because cortisone has left Karen highly sus-
ceptible to disease, the Baineses have spent
$5,000 to install an electronic air filtering
system, a humidifier and zoned heating and
air-conditioning in their house. Before the
illness they had a part-time maid; now they
need a fulltime one (at $230 a month) to
1ift Karen and help her exercise. Long periods
in bed and heavy drug use have weakened
Earen's legs and left her overweight. Al-
though now six years old, she is just learning
to walk with the use of parallel bars and re-
guires frequent physical therapy sessions.
She also is getting special tutoring and
will need more in the future.
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A few months ago the Baines were des-
perate. Betty, for instance, fretted over how
they were golng to afford college educations
for their three sons, who are now aged 16, 14
and 9.

SOME LUCKY BREAKS

Then, without the Baines' knowledge, the
Kidney Foundation wrote Johns Hopkins and
solicited help from the hospital. By tapping a
restricted endowment fund, Johns Hopkins
promptly wrote off $8,850 of the Baines bill,
leaving a remaining balance of only $1,826.

Thomas Barnes, Johns Hopkins treasurer,
explains that an excessively large bill like the
Baineses, which would have taken them more
than 10 years to pay off even if Karen had
needed no further treatment, is so discour-
aging that it often prompts families to quit
paying altogether. So, whenever possible, the
hospital uses its endowment funds to reduce
bills to the point that the “guy can see some
lght at the end of the tunnel.”

Mr, Barnes also was impressed by the way
the Baineses had kept up their payments over
the years without complaining about the size
of Karen’'s bill. “Obviously we weren't dealing
with some guy who was taking an irresponsi-
ble attitude toward his obligation,” he says.

The write-off may not result in a loss for
Johns Hopkins in the long run. Vows John
Baines: “One of these days when all this is
behind us, we hope we'll be in a position to
help Johns Hopkins as they have helped us.”
The Baineses already are moving to repay
their obligation to the Kidney Foundation by
heading a drive to organize a local chapter
in their area of Virginia.

Perhaps the Baineses’ most generous bene-
factor, however, has been Dr. Guild, the spe-
cialist who has been EKaren's principal doctor
and who has never sent a bill. “If I got a bill
from her for $20,000 tomorrow, I wouldn't say
a word,” John confesses. But Dr. Guild says
she has made it her practice to charge her
patients only that amount that she can col-
lect from their insurance. And so she has
marked the Baines account as paid although
in four years of intensive care she has col-
lected only $763.

GOVERNMENT AGENCY—CIVIL
AERONAUTICS BOARD—PRO-
TECTS INDUSTRY IT WAS OR-
GANIZED TO MONITOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. McDoNALD) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. McDONALD of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, another Government agency
has reared its inconsiderate head and
taken steps to protect the industry it was
organized to monitor. I am speaking of
the Civil Aeronautics Board, and its re-
cent, so-called temporary action which
permits air carriers to round out our air
ticket costs to the highest dollar. A re-
cent Wall Street Journal article, in re-
porting on this action, used words to the
effect that air travelers would not have
to fuss any longer with odd dollars and
cents. Well, Mr. Speaker, those odd dol-
lars and cents amount to an additional
$50 million annually from the pockets of
those who use the airlines as a means of
transportation.

This irresponsible action on the part of
the CAB will be effective July 1, 9 months
following a 6.35-percent fare increase in
October and 16 months following a 3.8-
percent fare increase in February 1969.
On top of those increases, July 1 will see
a 3-percent ticket tax increase go into
effect.

I have several questions about this re-
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cent action. First, whatever happened to
the board established to protect the
rights of the public? And second, what
sort of action is this which deliberately
flaunts the policy of wage and price re-
straint requested Wednesday by our
President?

I do not recall the President asking
everyone to show restraint except the air-
line industry. Nor do I recall the CAB be-
ing constituted to act on the behalf of the
airline idustry.

If the CAB is to provide ways and
means for the airlines industry to in-
crease its revenues, perhaps the airlines
industry should reciprocate by taking
over some of the burdensome cost of
running this Federal agency.

The CAB’s promise to limit the so-
called rounding up increase to 60 days is
not very convincing to me. Mr. Speaker,
I feel very strongly that the CAB has
acted capriciously and without any kind
of objective investigation against the
public interest.

For the benefit of my colleagues who
may not have yet read a report of this
act, I am including a copy of the Wall
Street Journal account for printing in
the RECORD.

I have no further remarks at this time,
Mr. Speaker. Perhaps the next time we
discuss the CAB and its cavalier attitude
it will be during that agency’s appro-
priation bill.

The item follows:

CAB Vores To RIS Opp-Sum AIR FARES TO
Next EvEN DOLLAR

WasHINGTON.—AIr travelers won't have to
fuss any longer with paying fares with odd
dollars and cents figures like $38.42. But they
will have to pay a little bit extra to avoid
worrying about the odd change.

Starting July 1, airlines will round the
price, including tax, upward to the next
highest dollar. The Civil Aeronautics Board
approved a proposal by air carriers to make
this upward adjustment, averaging 43 cents,
or 0.99% more a ticket. The rounding-upward
process will start the same day that the
ticket tax goes up to 8% from 5% under the
recently enacted Airport and Airways Im-
provement Act.

The board specified that the rounding-off
increase would last for 60 days, through Aug.
31. The time limit was specified because the
change is being allowed to take effect on
unusually short notice. The airlines can file
later for the right to carry on the rounding-
upward process on a permanent basis, with
longer notice given to permit comment by
the public.

In all cases, rounding off will mean a boost;
if the calculated fare comes out to $46.01,
the passenger will pay $47.

The board voted three-to-two to approve
the fare-rounding proposal. Chairman Secor
D. Browne and members Whitney Gilliland
and John G. Adams backed it, with mem-
bers Robert T. Murphy and G. Joseph Minet-
ti dissenting.

The proposal, submitted by American Air-
lines, was backed by other trunk line and
local-service carriers. They argued that the
additional revenue was needed to offset a new
basic annual aircraft registration tax of $25
plus an added charge of 3.5 cents a pound
for jets and two cents a pound for piston
aircraft, applying to planes over 2,500
pounds. These charges were part of the new
alrport-airways package.

A CAB spokesman estimated that the
0.9% fare rise would add slightly less than
$50 million to annual airline revenue, based
on 1969 traffic.

Separately, the CAB is conducting a broad
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investigation of air fare structure to deter-
mine whether different levels and different
approaches are in order. The board granted a
3.8% general fare increase in February 1969
and another averaging 6.35% last October.
The investigation grew out of that latest
boost, spurred by court actlon brought by
a group of Congressmen protesting the in-
crease.

OUR NEED FOR SOME CONCRETE
INFORMATION ON SOUTHEAST
ASIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. FEiGHAN) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr, FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the as-
signed mission of the Select Committee
on U.S. Involvement in Southeast Asia
is a most challenging one, and I wish
the Members every possible success in
their search for the information to lend
some understanding of the problems at
hand.

Central to all questions on Southeast
Asia today is the situation in Vietnam.
We have been involved there in the long-
est military conflict of our history. Con-
troversy has surrounded this subject for
years, and we need some clarification re-
garding the direction in which we are
heading. This select committee in its fact
finding will accomplish much in closing
the present information gap on Vietnam
if it can come up with some answers on
the following subjects:

First. The state of training and equip-
ping of South Vietnamese forces to ul-
timately displace the combat role of
U.S. forces.

Second. The future prospects of the
pacification program to assure stability
in the villages, hamlets, and general ru-
ral areas to avoid or prevent subversion
by the Vietcong cadre.

Third. Future prospects of the South
Vietnam Army to successfully protect
the sovereignty of a free South Vietnam
Government.

An evaluation of other prospects in
Vietnam, such as: First, the ability of
a coalition government in Saigon to
withstand political pressures, internal or
external military pressures, subversion,
and/or economic duress; second, the
consequences, if any, of an immediate
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam
without endangering their security, or
our role in Asia.

Some say that with our growing prob-
lems at home, there is increasing doubt
that we can police the whole world,
therefore, I believe we are in great need
of some statement defining the strategic
importance of Southeast Asia. This may
clarify the basis for our being there, or
not being there. Heretofore, many have
been led to believe that our strategic
interests in that remote area have been
expressed only in terms of the geographic
arc extending from Alaska, through the
Aleutians, Japan, South Korea, Okinawa,
Taiwan, the Philippines, and the Mari-
anas to include Guam. This has been
known as our Western Pacific strategic
frontier. Do we now add all of South-
east Asia to this coneept, or is Southeast
Asia a strategic factor relating to an
obligation under the Southeast Asia
Treaty Organization?
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ON THE EVENTS AT LORTON COR-
RECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS ON
MAY 22, 23, AND 24, 1970

(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp, and to include ex-
traneous material.)

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, during the
weekend of May 22-24, there were a
number of disturbances at the Youth
Center and the Correctional Complex at
Lorton, Va. Much of the reason for the
disruption at the Correctional Complex
was due to a power failure which blacked
out lighting, resulting in some escapes,
destruction of property and fires.

Seen in perspective, the handling of
these incidents was admirable. District
of Columbia and local fire fighting and
law enforcement personnel executed
their responsibilities with a great deal of
control. There was no excessive use of
force and thus no danger of escalation
of the disturbances. The staff and ad-
ministrators of the Department of Cor-
rections performed their duties in a cool,
disciplined, and efficient fashion. Most
inmates visibly resisted a minority of
troublemakers by remaining noninvolved
and peaceful.

Prosecutions or other disciplinary ac-
tion, I have been assured by District of-
ficials, will be swift and effective.

Allegations with regard to discourtesy,
misjudgment and “buck passing” on the
part of Mr. John O. Boone, Superintend-
ent of the Lorton Reformatory, are un-
founded.

To place in proper perspective these
incidents, I place the report to Mayor
Walter Washington by Mr. Kenneth
Hardy, Director, D.C. Department, of
Corrections, in the RECORD:

REPORT TO mYOR_WaLT‘EB E. WasHINGTON
(By Eenneth L. Hardy)

During the weekend of May 22-24, 1970,
three disturbances occurred at two institu-
tions of the District of Columbia Department
of Corrections at Lorton; two of them at the
Youth Center and the other at the Correc-
tional Complex. These received widespread
coverage by urea news media.

Totally, fewer than 200 of the more than
1,800 inmates at both Institutions who could
have been involved were. Further, about only
90 actlvely participated in doing damage.

Thanks to good staff work and help from
the Metropolitan Police Clvil Disturbance
Unit we have been able to identify 17 of the
Youth Center leaders and their cohorts. In-
vestigation will be continued to determine
who other offenders are.

We will seek criminal prosecution where
possible and take administrative disciplinary
action in other cases where evidence justifies
it. While the investigation is going on, most
of the 17 will be transferred to the Maximum
Security Unit at the Complex.

Prellminary estimates indicate damage
amounted to $670,500 (see attachment),

All the facts and other evidence available
to me, both by personal observation at the
events and from reports from stafl members,
clearly show that from correctional officers on
up to superintendents of the institutions
everyone acted in a cool, effective and intel-
ligent manner. Additionally, there were many
acts of individual courage that went unre-
ported and unrecorded, particularly in con-
trolling and extinguishing the fires Satur-
day night at the Reformatory.

My headquarters staff worked with those of
the institutions’' superintendents in a well-
coordinated manner, and all of them did so
with very little sleep over the three days.
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I express the highest regard and esteem
for these men, as well as for those of the co-
operating law enforcement and fire fighting
units involved. All made significant contribu-
tions to the successful resolution of the dis-
turbances.

It should be kept In mind that while any
distruption of a penal institution’s normal
routine is often viewed and reported ns a
rather total extreme of violence, the number
of inmates involved was minimal—30 to 40
at the Youth Center and a few more at the
Reformatory—less than one percent of the
total combined population of the institu-
tions.

It would do us all well to view the week-
end's activities in this perspective. To do so
speaks not only well of the correctional per-
sonnel involved and the advanced and en-
lightened programs and policies of the De-
partment, but of the exercise of restraint
and self-discipline of most of the inmates.
The preponderant number—virtually 999 —
did not get involved in any incident. On the
contrary, there were a number of examples
of inmates protecting others and correc-
tional personnel,

Every official connected with penal insti-
tutions knows that when there is a light
and power system fallure a large number of
inmates will try to get out., Of the 1,340 in-
mates at the Lorton Reformatory, we could
have expected 50 to 200 escapes. But only
five tried and only two succeeded in evad-
ing immediate capture.

To substantiate this, I cite a California
minimum security facility with a population
of 400 where, in 1961, under similar circum-
stances, nearly half of the bulldings were
burned and more than a dozen inmates es-
caped. Comparatively, at the Lorton Reform-
atory only 7 of 63 buildings were dam-
aged; three of them the Reformatory's can-
teen and officers’ assembly, the clothing
issue and administrative segregation build-
Ings, were gutted by fire. Other damage not
yet adequately estimated consisted of mat-
tress fires, window breakage, and similar
vandalism.

These weekend events, as serious as they
were, should not be construed as a full-scale
riot. The simple fact that only a very small
minority was involved, and they were inca-
pable of and consequently unsuccessful at
enlisting the inmate population in their ac-
tivities, is ample evidence of that.

There were very few injuries either to in-
mates or correctional personnel. Four officers
at the Reformatory were injured. Each was
treated at a hospital and released and while
they may require further medical treatment
none sustained a disabling injury. Superin-
tendent Boone and I, both, were struck by
bricks. No officer was injured at the Youth
Center.

Three inmates were injured at the Correc-
tional Complex; one broke his ankle when
he jumped from a second story window to
escape assault by other inmates, two others
received facial lacerations when they were
assaulted by fellow inmates, All received
medical attention.

I am aware that some other officers were
slightly injured, mainly cuts and bruises
caused by rocks and bricks thrown by the
inmates. As I will indicate later in this report,
as soon as these and other facts are reported
to me I, in turn, will report them.

The whole weekend’s events can possibly be
best understood from a factual recitation of
the chronology:

YOUTH CENTER—FRIDAY, MAY 22, 1970

At approximately 10:50 p.m. Friday, May
22, four Youth Center inmates attempted to
escape. They began scaling the fence be-
tween the main gate and another watch
tower. Since these four were attempting
escape, warning shots were fired. This re-
sulted in one being captured inside the
fence perimeter and two between the fences.
One managed to escape. None was injured.

As a lieutenant and several correctional of-
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ficers were escorting the would-be escapees
to control cells over 100 inmates surrounded
the group, but at a distance. They began
verbally harassing the officers and, as the
group neared the confinement area, throw-
ing objects, all of which fell short. Here I
should point out that while the distance be-
tween the escort group and the inmates was
not long, the inmates could easily have
struck the officers frequently, if that was
their intention.

Concurrent with this was a rapidly spread-
ing rumor that the shots fired killed one or
more of the escapees. This, we believe, set
off the activity of another 30 to 40 Inmates
who began tossing rocks and bricks at win-
dows. Nearly 100 were broken. There was no
other damage.

This disturbance lasted less than an hour
during which Superintendent A. M. Schu-
man and his staff, mainly using verbal per-
suasion, got the inmates to return to their
dormitories.

This accomplished, Mr. Schuman began,
and is continuing, a detailed investigation
of this and the subsequent Sunday evening
occurrence.

Saturday and most of Sunday, the Center
continued its normal operating procedure,

LORTON REFORMATORY—SATURDAY,
MAY 23, 1870

At the Reformatory, too, everything pro-
ceeded normally until a thunderstorm struck
at approximately 9:47 p.m. followed by a
failure of the commercially supplied power
source causing the lights to go out. A re-
cently installed, but not yet finally tested,
auxiliary system also failed, leaving the fa-
cility in darkness.

Shortly after the power failure and con-
sequent darkness, an estimated 50 inmates
began to loot, vandalize and set fires; five
of them attempted escape, as I mentioned
earlier.

Light was restored at 10:40 p.n., but falled
again at 10:52 pm. At 11:00 p.m. a fire was
reported in the laundry and, 12 minutes
later, an inmate was reported to have gone
over the fence between Nos. 2 and 3 towers,
some distance from the main gate (No. 1
tower) which was used as the control point
all that night.

At 11:15 p.m. we received the first report
of an officer injured in a dormitory. Subse-
quently, three other officers were reported
to have suffered injuries, all of which were
treated at hospitals. No other Injuries have
as yet been reported.

The next report of a fire came at 11:25
p.m. when a blaze was detected In the mail
room of the administration building. It was
at this time the inmate who suffered the
broken ankle sustained the injury.

From this point on, a careful log was kept
of all events. It is attached to this report.

Immediately after the disorder started, we
asked for help from local law enforcement
and fire fighting agencles: Falrfax County
Virginia Law Enforcement and Fire officials,
and the D. C. National Guard which brought
a lighting unit.

When the need for additional manpower
was clear, at 11:50 p.m. I requested dis-
patch of the Metropolitan Police Civil Dis-
turbance Unit. It arrived at 12:52 a.m. and
within minutes entered the institution as
fire equipment escort and protection. Earlier,
while preparing to go to Lorton, I called
Civil Defense (at 10:27 p.m.) and asked for
a portable emergency lighting unit. The Dis-
trict Fire Department responded at 10:44
p.m., at which time I agreed to meet the unit
at the 14th Street Bridge and provide escort
to Lorton, We arrived at 11:50 p.m., at which
time I called for the Civil Disturbance Unit.

After 11:00 p.m., several events were tak-
ing place concurrently. I'll deal with them
separately.

First, the matter of inmate disturbance.
For some time (slightly more than two
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hours) inmates engaged in looting, vandal-
ism and fire setting.

These activities resulted in destruction of
three buildings: the canteen and officers’
assembly, the inmate clothing issue, admin-
istrative segregation (the “punishment
cells”) buildings. The administrative segre-
gation building where a number of inmates
were confined was on fire, A special detail of
officers went into the building and released
the prisoners.

Lesser damage was done to the Control
Center and Captain’s office when some in-
mates attacked the building. Tear gas was
used to disperse the attackers. Tear gas was
also used to saturate the inmate Dining Hall
to prevent inmates from entering it.

During the incident, a few shots were fired;
once over the heads of inmates as a warning
and, later, at the request of fire fighting offi-
cials, to break second-story windows to en-
able firemen to direct water through those
windows.

Other damage included burned mattresses,
broken windows and doors in dormitories and
other buildings, paper and other materials
in the print shop, two mail carts, television
sets in the dormitories, a piece of equipment
burned in the bakery and another in the
laundry. Again, I am awalting a precise dol-
lars and cents evaluation of the damage.
(See attachment).

Shortly before midnight and minutes af-
ter I arrived at 11:48 p.m., I suggested to
Superintendent John Boone that he and his
staff begin exhorting the inmates to go to
the control area near the main gate. Imme-
diately, almost 750 responded and subse-
quently the total rose to near 800.

The other 400 or so were milling about the
dormitories area, apparently confused and
apprehensive. Associate Superintendent An-
derson McGruder and 14 officers, with the
vocal encouragement of the assembled in-
mates, escorted this group to the athletic
field.

The control of the inmate population was
accomplished by 12:50 a.m. and done with
cooperation of Inmates and by outstanding
performances by correctional personnel.

The institution thus secure, fire fighting
equipment entered at 1:07 am. and began
the difficult task of extinguishing the fires
and preventing their spread.

The 1,340 inmates remained in the two
areas the rest of the night. They were
orderly.

A count was conducted at 9:00 a.m., May
24, when the fact was established that four
had accomplished escape. (A fifth escapee
had been apprehended earlier in the evening.
He was captured by a Fairfax County officer.)
Two of the four successful escapees were ap-
prehended by Stafford County authorities
Sunday morning. Two remain at large as of
this report.

YOUTH CENTER—SUNDAY, MAY 24, 1970

We now turn to the events that occurred
at the Youth Center Sunday evening, May 24.

The Sunday night movie ended at 9:00
p.m, and, shortly after that, 20 to 30 in-
mates began to roam about the compound
attempting to set fires and break windows.

Immediately, Mr. Schuman called the Met-
ropolitan Police Civil Disturbance Unit to
the Center. They were able to respond in
minutes because they had not yet returned
to the city from the Correctional Complex.
Tear gas was used In all unoccupied build-
ings to keep inmates out and so they could
be assembled and counted on the athletic
field. Order was restored within 30 minutes.

During the disturbance, inmates managed
to set fire to a bulletin board in the school
and to some clothing. The damage in this
disturbance was minor—under $100—there
were no injuries. The small fires were put out
by Youth Center personnel almost as quickly
as they were set.

That, in summary, and as I said, based on
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the information available to me at this time,
is substantially what happened during the
weekend at the two institutions.

I am vitally interested in getting the most
complete as possible accounting of what hap-
pened on Friday, Saturday and Sunday. I
have ordered my stafl and those of the Super-
intendents to make a detailed and in-depth
study and report. When that is available, I
will make another report.

It iz well to keep in mind that inmates in
the institutions operated by the Department
reflect and, in a large sense, are affected by
many of the attitudes and actions in today's
soclety. They read and see what is happening
in America. They are young, many underedu-
cated, many militant, many “anti-establish-
ment.”

Events such as those at Kent (Ohio) and
Jackson (Mississippi) and Augusta (Geor-
gia) are well known to the inmates. And yet
I think it reflects credit on the Department’s
correctional staff and programs that only the
tiny minority of inmates took to violence
when the thunderstorm blacked out the
Reformatory and an erroneous rumor upset
some of the inmates at the Center.

This fact, that the disturbances were lim-
ited by both effective action on the part of
correctional personnel and inmate coopera-
tion, testifies to the fact the D.C. Department
of Corrections has been successful in deter-
ring inmate rioting.

District of Columbia Department of Correc-
tions, Lorton Correctional Complex—Esti-
mate of Damages in Disturbance, May 23,
1970

(Prepared May 26, 1970)

Control building (new roof, paint-
T I P I T e R e i

Canteen and officer assembly room
building

Canteen stock

Canteen equipment

Lockers (200)

Officers clothing

Inmate clothing . ________

Clothing issue building..

Window damage

Mattresses and beds

Televisions

Industrial printshop building

Laundry building (water and fire) _

Industries (miscellaneous dam-
ages)

Equipment

Transportation

Personnel enterprises

pool table,

! $35, 000

1175, 000
70, 000

6, 000

12, 000

50, 000

30, 000

- 1100, 000
5, 000
3, 000
6, 000
150, 000
10, 000

2, 000
20, 000
2, 000

(cigarette
television,
2,500

Correctional Industries:
Industries inventory ... ______
Equlpment industries
Supplies and row mats
Spare parts and miscellaneous.___
Paint and cleaner
Clothing shop

Rounded off
Clothing shop
Laundry—supplies

Subtotal

Grand total.—--____________ @70, 50(_)
! Preliminary rough estimate.

EXTENSION OF VOTING RIGHTS TO
MILLIONS OF YOUNG CITIZENS

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr. BROWN of California.
Speaker democracy is not a game.

Mr.
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Yesterday we achieved a milestone in
American history—by approving the ex-
tension of voting rights to millions of
young citizens.

I believe in our younger Americans,
see in them an extraordinary dedication
to the basic principles of freedom, liberty,
and equity upon which this Nation was
founded.

Therefore, I was upset to learn of the
seemingly ridiculous “game” that is now
going on in Oceanside, N.Y.

To put it bluntly, I cannot imagine a
Member of this body being denied the
privilege of addressing a commencement
exercise in his own congressional dis-
trict—no matter what political views may
be held by that Member.

That itself is absurd enough.

But, what worries me more at this
point is the sham perpetrated upon the
Oceanside High School students who
were first promised a voice in choosing
their commencement speaker and then
denied the chance to hear the person
they wanted.

To me, the issue here is not simply
ALLARD LOWENSTEIN'S personal and po-
litical philosophies. I believe Congress-
man LOwENSTEIN to be among the most
forceful and energetic young leaders in
this body. The feeble attempts by some
persons and officials in Oceanside to link
ArLarp LOwEeNSTEIN with violence and
disruption must be written off as the
work of mere crackpots; we all know how
hard and diligently AL LOwENSTEIN has
pressed for peace and nonviolence,

Yet, I would be just as upset if the
students has chosen someone with po-
litical views completely opposed to those
of Arparp LOowENSTEIN and myself. At
stake here is the prineiple, not the per-
sonality.

Democracy—the precious right to have
a voice in the decisions affecting a per-
son's life and the direction of his com-
munity and nation—cannot be a travesty.
It cannot be granted, then pulled back
whenever the decisions reached are not
agreeable to the officials administering it.

I can only hope that the Oceanside
students realize that democracy is—and
can be—better than the perverted exam-
ple they see today; I hope they do not
become overly cynical about their future
roles in our system.

And I urge the Oceanside officials to
reconsider their position, and to very
carefully analyze what they have done,
The game they play benefits no one.

DIRE NEED TO UPGRADE ALL
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, the need for
the Federal Government to provide
minimum standards in the local city and
State correctional institutions is dramat-
ically pointed out in an article appearing
in today's New York Times authored by
Tom Wicker. I would hope that our col-
leagues reading that article would be-
come cosponsors of H.R. 16794 originally
introduced by our distinguished col-
league from Chicago, AsNeEr Mikva. The
article follows:
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I THE Natrow: Due ProceEsSs FOR PRISONERS
(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON.—The office of the Attorney
General of the State of New York has in-
formed Federal Judge Constance Baker Mot-
ley that one of her decisions, “unprecedented
in almost every aspect,” had caused so much
unrest among prisoners that it might become
necessary to close the Wallklll State Prison.
This is a short-sighted response to a star-
tling, perhaps historic decision.

Judge Motley held, in a suit brought by
one Martin Sostre against various state offi-
cials, that “a prisoner carries with him to
prison his right to procedural due process™
before the imposition of severe punishment;
that prisoners “do not lose all of their rights
under the Constitution when sentenced to

». and that “basic constitutional
rights cannot be sacrificed, even in the case
of prisoners, in the interest of administra-
tive efficiency.”

JUDGE MOTLEY'S RULING

So holding, on May 14, Judge Motley
awarded Sostre $25 a day for each of the 372
days he had been held in “punitive segrega-
tion” (known to movie fans as “‘solitary”)
in the Green Haven Prison; enjoined prison
officlals from returning him to solitary con-
finement without such procedural safeguards
as written charges specifying the rules al-
legedly violated, a hearing before a “disin-
terested official” in which Sostre could have
counsel, call witnesses and cross-examine,
and a decision in writing that would include
the legal basis for the punishment imposed.

CHARGE AGAINST SOSTRE

This may sound as if Judge Motley held
that a prisoner could not be disciplined
without a trial, and that if he was, he could
be awarded damages, But in fact, Sostre, a
Black Muslim serving a 30-40-year sentence,
had been put into solitary confinement at
Green Haven not for “violence, attempting
to escape, incitement to riot, or any similar
charge” but for attempting to maill legal
papers he had prepared for a co-defendant
who had not yet been tried. These papers
were intercepted by the warden, who ordered
Sostre confined in solitary from June 25,
1968, until July 2, 1969.

Under the laws of New York these 372 days
of confinement also cost Sostre 124 days of
“good time” credlt against his original set-
tlement. Judge Motley ruled also that solitary
confinement for that long (when Sostre
could not work or get training, and could
have solitary recreation only after a “strip
frisk” that included rectal examination) was
“cruel and unusual punishment” in relation
to the offense, and risked Sostre's sanity. She
found that this sentence had been imposed,
not because of any serious infraction of dis-
cipline, but because of Sostre’s “legal and
Black Muslim activities,” including a threat
to sue the warden. Finally, Sostre was not
accorded any right at all to defend himself
or appeal the confinement order, and his
solltary incarceration was ended only by a
Federal court order he finally obtained.

In light of these facts, it seems clear that
Judge Motley, so far from attempting to
glve license to prisoners, was attempting to
impose on prison officials some degree of fair~
ness in their treatment of prisoners. Nor is
she alone in this concern. Last March, for
instance, in Rhode Island, Federal District
Judge Raymond J. Pettine also came to the
reHef of prisoners, although not quite so
sweepingly as Judge Motley was later to do,

In that case, the issue was a classification
system for determining the conditions in
which certain prisoners would be confined.
A group held in the harshest of these con-
ditions rebelled, and the N.A.A.C.P. Legal De-
fense Pund and Rhode Island legal services
intervened on their behalf. As a result, Judge
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Pettine—in negotiations with the prisoners’
counsel and prison officials—imposed a set of
regulations on the administration of the
classification system. These provided some
degree of “due process” for prisoners before
they could be severely punished.
FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS

These lower-court decisions, if sustained,
ought to be welcomed, not attacked, by law
enforcement officlals like the Attorney Gen-
eral of New York. Nowhere, after all, is crime
bred more certainly and grievously than in
inhumane prisons, which all too many are;
nowhere is the opportunity to rehabilitate
and reshape the lives of criminals more
often lost than in our ineffective and in-
sensitive “correction’ system; and if those
who supposedly represent decent soci-
ety in these institutions fall to observe mini-
mum standards of law and order in their
treatment of inmates, why should the lat-
ter develop any respect for those standards?

No doubt unrest among prisoners and ap-
prehension among guards and officials have
been caused. But if the Motley and Pettine
rulings help ellminate punitive brutality
and arbitrary punishment in the prisons,
they will prove to be landmarks in the na-
tional effort to reduce the incidence of
crime.

ONCE A BRIGHT HOPE—AEC BEGINS
TO TAKE ITS “LUMPS”

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, no longer
can the Atomiec Energy Commission and
its congressional counterpart, the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy get away
with its supersecret, ivory tower, public-
be-damned attitude foward our national,
natural, and human environment. As the
first AEC Director has noted, “once a
bright hope shared by all mankind, in-
cluding myself, the rash proliferation of
atomic powerplants has become one of
the ugliest clouds hanging over America.”

The cause of the loss of public prestige
by the AEC—atomic establishment
complex—is not because its 25-year-old
public relations machinery is coming
apart, rather, it is because the public is
beginning to question the assumptions so
easily and persuasively made regarding
the role of nuclear power during the past
two-plus decades, Safety is the big factor
in the public’s mind today—at last.

“We want safety” eries the public and
the Atomiec establishment complex an-
swers with bigger and better advertise-
ments. I refer you to the current two-
page spread in Time magazine.

“We want safety” cries the public and
yet the Atomic establishment complex
does not explain why there was a de-
lay in making public the fact that an
explosion at the Enrico Fermi power-
plant near Monroe, Mich., 1ast month. In
case our colleagues have forgotten, Mr.
Speaker, the same plant has been shut
down since 1966 because of a previous
accident. And, in order to emphasize the
extent of the power of the AEC in sti-
fling bad news, I point out that the
newspaper that prints “all the news
that is fit to print” in its long article
on the AEC of June 12 still had not
mentioned the troubles at the Fermi
plant.
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“We want safety” cries the public and
yvet who can explain why so vitriolic a
campaign has been launched by the
Atomic establishment complex against
two of the AEC’s own scientists? The two
scientists, Drs. John Gofman and Arthur
Tamplin, have had the temerity to ques-
tion the official line on radiation
standards, stating in part, that if we
proceed to contaminate the environment
until we each receive the legally permis-
sible dose of radiation, cancer would in-
crease by 10. percent.

“We want safety” cries the public and
the Atomic Establishment Complex does
not deny that it stores radioactive wastes
in less than safe containers. This star-
tling revelation has only come fo light in
the past few weeks and is based on a
study of AEC radioactive waste disposal
facilities prepared in 1966. Part of the
conclusion of the study by the National
Acedemy of Seciences researchers was
that AEC methods are woefully negli-
gent.

“We want safety” cries the public and
instead of giving the public safety, the
Atomic Establishment Complex mounts
a lobbying campaign in the halls of Con-
gress to “convince” our colleagues and
congressional staff personnel that during
these many years of silence, the AEC has
been primarily concerned with the safety
of the public.

Mr. Speaker, there is no other Federal
Government bureaucracy that has been
granted so much quasi-official immunity
from criticism as the AEC and its con-
gressional counterpart. This era is com-
ing to an end, thank the Lord. Perhaps
now we can obtain a rational considera-
tion of all the ramifications of the proper
role of nuclear energy in our Nation's
system of public priorities. One thing is
for sure, Mr. Speaker, the time has
passed when the public's eries for safety
with nuclear material can be ignored.

ALABAMA JAYCEES ARE NO. 1

(Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the
Alabama Jaycees this year have been se-
lected the top Jaycee chapter in the
Nation, an honor fully merited because
of the outstanding work these young men
have done.

This is the first time in the 50 year
history of the U.S. Jaycees, although I
am sure it will not be the last, that the
Alabama Junior Chamber of Commerce
has received this award.

Our State chapter captured this recog-
nition because of its ecommunity involve-
ment, leadership training and member-
ship growth and excellence of program.

Under the leadership of its dynamie
and energetic president, Frank Parsons,
and with the help and support of other
Jaycees throughout the State, the Ala-
bama Jaycees have undertaken a series
of commendable programs.

Mr. Parsons, a native of Birmingham
and a graduate of the University of Ala-
bama and its law school, has been a
Jaycee for 6 years as a member of
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the suburban Birmingham Eastwood
Jaycees.

He has served in every local Jaycee
office and has been on the national board
of directors of the U.S. Jaycees.

Under his leadership the Eastwood
Jaycees recently initlated a drug abuse
education program which has been
adopted by the State chapter.

I commend President Parsons and the
Alabama Jaycees for their concern in
this and other very vital issues.

One of their highly successful projects
was a massive campaign on behalf of
constitutional revision. Their efforts led
to the establishment of a constitutional
revision commission to study the 1901
Alabama constitution which is now
heavily burdened with hundreds of
amendments.

The Jaycees have raised $50,000 to
establish a eamp for mentally retarded
youngsters and have completed a suc-
cessful drive to assist the 1st Infantry
Division in providing $1,500 scholarships
for the children of 1st Division soldiers
killed in Vietnam.

They are also to be commended for
their membership drive which resulted,
within the last year, in a doubling of the
membership.

Mr. Speaker, I share the delight of all
the people of Alabama that the Alabama
Jaycees have earned and received this
recognition. They have reflected credit
upon our entire State.

Never in the history of the US.
Jaycees, and this is its 50th anniversary,
has a State won twice in a row. The Ala-
bama Jaycees are, however, firmly de-
tigrmined to establish just such a record

1971.

PERSONAL STATEMENT ON SECU-
RITIES INDUSTRIES TASK FORCE

(Mr. MOSS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorbp.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I
introduced H.R. 18109, the securities in-
dustry task force proposal to provide
greater financial protection for custom-
ers of registered brokers and dealers and
members of national securities ex-
changes. I introduced this bill solely for
the purpose of having the proposal be-
fore the Congress, and my action should
not be taken as an indication of endorse-
ment of all of the provisions contained
therein.

PERUVIAN UNIVERSITY PROVIDES
STRONG LEADERSHIP

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp, and to include ex-
traneous matter,)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it was my
great privilege to attend a special early
evening ceremony at the Peruvian Em-
bassy on June 16 where an honorary doe-
torate from the Inca Garcilaso de la
Vega University, of Lima, Peru, was con-
ferred wupon Ambassador Fernando
Berckemeyer of Peru. This inspiring oc-
casion served to highlight significant
facts about the strong leadership of the
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university and its contributions during
the recent crisis following the devas-
tating earthquakes in Peru. The meeting
also emphasized the importance of the
warm friendship which has existed
through the years between Peru and our
own country.

The Ambassador spoke in moving terms
of the magnificent help which the peo-
ple and Government of the United States
are rendering to the people of Peru in
this tragic hour of their history, following
the shattering earthquake which befell
their country on May 31, 1970. This has
been referred to by Peru’s Minister of
Health as “the worst catastrophe this
country can remember.”

Ambassador Berckemeyer
stated:

It is a particular honor for me to accept
this degree from a University which bears
the name of a great and illustrious Peru-
vian, Garcilaso de la Vega. I appreciate the
introductory remarks of Dr. Guillermo Ram-
irez y Berrios, who is an outstanding lawyer,
and a great patriot and statesman of peru.

The University, though only established
6 years ago, already has performed a tre-
mendous service to Peru in supplying the
country with technically trained and quali-
fied young people, reared in the finest tra-
ditions of Peru, who are dedicating them-
selves to the needs of our country, especially
acute in this tragic hour brought about by
the violent earthquake which has befallen
our beloved nation and people. I congrat-
ulate the Rector, Dr. Ezequiel Sanchez Soto
and General Alfredo Tepada Lapoint, Presi-
dent of the Conseio Superior, of the Univer-
sity, for their magnificent leadership and
dedication to this great cause of channeling
the energies and talents of our youth in the
direction of service to Peru.

The rector of the Inca Garcilaso de la
Vega University, Dr. Ezequiel Sanchez
Soto, the President of the Consejo Su-
perior, General Alfredo Tejado Lapoint,
and a distinguished Peruvian jurist, Dr.
Guillermo Ramirez y Berrios, represented
the university at the Embassy ceremony.
Each of them spoke of their country’s
deep-felt gratitude for the immediate re-
sponse of the people of the United States
in assisting the earthquake victims.

The rector, in his remarks paid a
glowing tribute to Ambassador Bercke-
meyer and to the outstanding service he
has rendered his country and Latin
America. He emphasized that the caliber
of the youth at the university is con-
sistent with the finest traditions of Peru.
He stated the demands of the country
for technical expertise is great, and it is
planned to augment the facilities and
student body so as to adequately meet
the growing needs of Peru, especially
now when so much reconstruction is cru-
cially needed.

The university, devoted to developing
the technical skills so sorely needed by
Peru, especially now, stands for the prin-
ciples of freedom and service of youth
to country. At a time when many stu-
dents throughout the world are unsure
of their goals and unsure of their place
in society, it is comforting to know that
in Peru the Inca Garcilaso de la Vega
University is turning out young citizens
who know their goals, who know their
roles in society and understand their re-
sponsibilities to their country. The Uni-
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versity Inca Garcelaso de la Vega is
unique among the great universities of
Latin America.

It is indeed encouraging to note this
evidence of useful leadership on the part
of an important institution of learning in
a neighbor country and the accompany-
ing expressions of goodwill which are
directed by its personnel and by others
for the Unuted States. It is my hope that
a new chapter is unfolding in US.-
Peruvian relations as a result of the great
outpouring of good will from the hearts
of the people of the United States dur-
ing this period of great tragedy for our
friends in Peru. The historically good re-
lations between our two countries should
be restored and fortified. As one who
has a particular affection for the peoples
of Latin America, I am delighted that
this unfolding of traditional friendship
appears to be taking place.

Mr. Speaker, I am today introducing
a House resolution, expressing the senti-
ments of the House toward the people of
Peru and commending the University
Inca Garcilaso de la Vega, and the other
great universities of Peru, on the record
of achievement which its students and
graduates are establishing in building a
better future for their fellow citizens and
their country. In this I am joined by the
distinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. HannNA) . The text of the resolution
is as follows:

H. REs. 1102

Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the United States of America in Congress
assembled,

Whereas, the people of our sister Republic,
Peru, suffered a devastating blow as the re-
sult of an earthquake on May 31, 1970; and

Whereas, the earthquake caused the loss
of thousands of Hves and the destruction
or devastation of many towns and villages,
rendering homeless and destitute many
thousands of people; and

Whereas, the people and government of
the United States have opened their hearts
and material resources to the needs of the
people of Peru in their tragic hour of bereave-
ment and suffering; and

‘Whereas, the University, Inca Garcilaso de
la Vega, of Lima, Peru, and other universities
and Institutions of higher learning of Peru
are playing an important part in meeting the
reconstruction needs of that country through
the full utilization of the technical skills
which they have developed and through these
services are demonstrating how the youth of
a nation can rise to noble heights in serv-
ice to their country: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives extend its deepest sympathy to the
President and the people of Peru in this
dark hour of their suffering and distress.

Segc. 2. It is the sense of the House of
Representatives that the Universidad Par-
ticular Inca Garcllaso de la Vega and other
Peruvian universities and institutions of
higher learning and their students, should
be commended for their leadership in help-
ing in the reconstruction of the devastated
areas and in resettlement relief.

SEec. 3. It is further the sense of the House
of Representatives that attention be di-
rected in all appropriate Executive agencies to
the needs of the country and the special
role and requirements of the universities of
Peru in rebuilding their country.

Sec. 4. Coples of the present resolution
shall be distributed through appropriate
channels to the President of Peru and to
the heads of the universities of Peru.
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GALLAGHER INTRODUCES BILL TO
STRIKE “CLEARLY UNCONSTITU-
TIONAL LANGUAGE' FROM CIVIL
SERVICE COMMISSION LAW

(Mr. GALLAGHER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp, and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce legislation which will
strike a line from the United States Code
at title 5, section 8347(c¢). That language
is:

The decisions of the Commission concern-
ing these matters are final and conclusive
and are not subject to review.

“These matters” are the retirement of
Federal employees because of disability
and dependency and that sentence has
often been quoted as the authority for
closing avenues of legal relief to people
aggrieved by Civil Service Commission
decisions. My bill will strike that sentence
and allow the individual to file court ac-
tion, including a new and independent
finding of the facts at the trial.

I regard the existing language as un-
constitutional on its face. In several cases
which have come to my attention, it has
meant that if a Federal agency, most
frequently within the Department of De-
fense, decides that a man is disabled and
the review of the Civil Service Commis-
sion coneurs, he cannot turn to the courts
for relief. The most recent example oc-
curred when that sentence was quoted
on May 12, 1970, by Government lawyers
as a reason to throw out the case of Mr.
Kenneth Cook. Mr. Cook was a civilian
employee of the Air Force and was a
former top level weapons systems analyst.
He contends that he was involuntarily
retired on a 100-percent physical and
mental disability because, among other
reasons, he refused to alter data in a
technieal report he had prepared which
could have been construed as being crit-
ical of the development of the current
version of the ABM.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that this
language which restricts a man’s right
to employment in the Federal service and
can render him unable to work for de-
fense contractors as well, may deny our
country top-flight technical expertise of
an innovative and independent nature.
This can be a crushing blow to an in-
dividual and can be equally harmful to
our Nation as well.

We should not allow the decisions of
the Commission concerning these mat-
ters are final and conclusive are not sub-
ject to review to be final and conclusive.
We must subject it to the review of a
concerned Congress. It can, and prob-
ably has been, used to permit what I
would call house lunacy proceeding in
which unpopular opinions are an invita-
tion to a finding of disability. I do not
believe that the Congress intended the
Civil Service Commission to have such
absolute power. Let me add that it is not
my intention to have every decision made
by the Civil Service Commission become
the subject of a court action and I would
expect that the hearings conducted on
my proposal before the Congressional
committees having jurisdiction would
make that clear.
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Mr. Speaker, I believe my bill will
correct a situation which denies consti-
tutional protections to individuals simply
because they work for the Federal Gov-
ernment. I insert a copy of my bill and
the Government’s plea of May 12, 1970,
in the Recorp at this point:

HR. 18118

A bill to amend title 5, United States Code,
to provide for judicial review of decisions
of the Civil Service Commission with re-
spect to questions of disabllity and de-
pendency under the civil service retire-
ment program, and for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section

8347(c) of title 5, United States Code, is

amended—

(1) by inserting *“(1)" immediately after
“(e);

(2) by striking out—

“The decisions of the Commission concern-

ing these matters are final and conclusive

and are not subject to review.”;

and
(3) by adding at the end thereol—

“(2) Any person aggrieved by a decision of
the Commission concerning a question of
disability or dependency arising under this
subchapter may, within 30 days after the
date of that decision, file in a district court
of the United States a petition for a review
of that decision, including a determination
de novo of the question of disability or de-
pendency. The petition shall name the Com-
mission as defendant and a copy thereof shall
be served on the Commission. The Comimis-
sion, through its chairman, shall file with
the court an answer to the petition and shall
participate in the proceedings before the
court. When a copy of the petition is served
on the Commission, it shall, through its
chalrman, certify and file with the court a
transcript of the record on which the deci-
sion of the Commission is based.

“(3) On the filing of, or in its considera~-
tion of, the petition, the court may issue such
order or injunction as it considers necessary.
In its determination de novo of the question
of dependency or disability the court shall
decide all questions of law and fact.

“(4) The court shall issue such order or
decree affirming, modifying, or setting aside
the decision of the Commission, as the court
considers appropriate.”.

|U.S. District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, Civil Action No. 2442-69]

KeNNETH S. Coox, PLAINTIFF, v. ROBERT C.
SEAMANS, ET AL., DEFENDANTS

DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER AND
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDANTS SEAMANS AND HAMPTON

Come now defendants Seamans and Hamp-
ton by their attorney, the United States At-
torney for the District of Columbia, and
move the Court for a protective order under
Rules 30(b) and 33, F.R.C.P,, and oppose
plaintiff’s interrogatories to these defendants.

THoMAS A, FLANNERY,
U.5. Attorney.
JosEPH H. HAMMON,
Assistant U.S. Atlorney.
ArnoLp T, AIKENS,
Assistant U.S. Attorney.

| U.8. District Court for the District of Colum-
bia, Civil action No. 2412-69]

KENNETH S, CooK, PLAINTIFF, v. RoBeErRT C.
SEAMANS, ET AL., DEFENDANTS
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER
AND OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S INTERROGA-
TORIES TO DEFENDANTS SEAMANS AND HAMP~-

TON

Come now defendants Seamans and Hamp-
ton by their attorney, the United States At-
torney for the District of Columbia, and

June 18, 1970

move the Court for a protective order under
Rules 30(b) and 33, F.R.C/P,, and oppose
plaintifi’s interrogatories to defendants for
the following reasons.

This is a suit for declaratory judgment.
Plaintiff alleges his involuntary retirement
from a government position for disability is
invalid. The Civil Service Commission's de-
termination on matters of disability are
“final and conclusive and are not subject
to review.” 5 U.S.C.A. 8347. See also Ellmore
v. Brucker, 99 U.S. App. D.C. 1, 236 F. 2d 734
(1956) , cert. denied, 352 U.8. 9565; Murphy v.
Wilson, 99 U.S. App. D.C. 4, 236 F. 2d 737
(1956), cert. denied, 362 U.S. 954.

The suilt thus presents solely a question of
law for determination by the Court. This
Court, in the proper performance of its judi-
cial review function, is limited to conduct-
ing its review on the basis of the certified
record of the Civil Service Commission. The
courts are not at liberty to conduct a de
novo judicial trial of the facts or to consider
evidence proffered dehors the administra-
tive record. Ellmore v. Brucker, supra. See
also Dabney v. Freeman, 123 U.S. App. D.C.
166, 358 F. 2d 533 (1965); Goodman v. United
States, 123 U.S. App. D.C. 165, 358 F. 2d 532
(1966) ; Couch v. Udall, 265 F. Supp. 848, B40-
850, aff’'d, 404 F. 2d 99 (10th Cir. 1968).

Plaintif's interrogatories are further ob-
jectionable for the reason that those ad-
dressed to defendant Hampton, Chairman of
the Civil Service Commission, seek discovery
into the Commission’s decision-making proe-
ess, This practice has been expressly rejected
by the Supreme Court. The Fourth Morgan
Case, (United States v. Morgan, 313 U.S. 409,
422) (1941). See also Chung Wing Ping v.
Kennedy, 111 U.S. App. D.C. 106, 108, 204 F. 2d
735, T37-738, cert. denied, 368 U.S. 938 (1961).
The interrogatories also seek the results of
medical reports filed with the Commission.
The Commission’s refusal to disclose medical
reports has been consistently upheld. Ell-
more V. Brucker, supra, Murphy v. Wilson,
supra; Cerrano v. Fleishman, 339 F. 2d 929 (2d
Cir. 1964), cert. denied, 382 U.S. 855, See also
this Court’s earlier ruling on the same sub-
ject In this case, April 17, 1870 per Judge
Hart.

Plaintifi’s interrogatories to defendent Sea-
mans are objectionable for the additional
reason that they seek discovery as to the
withdrawal of plaintifi's need-to-know se-
curity clearance. These matters are outside
the scope of the present litigation. Plaintiff's
previous attempts of discovery into these
matters were rejected by the pre-trial exam-
iner February 26, 1970. The pre-trial exam-
iner's recommendations were sustained by
this Court in its order of April 17, 1970.

For the foregoing reasons, it is respect-
fully requested that the Court grant defend-
ants' motion for a protective order.

T. A. PLANNERY,
U.S. Attorney.
JosepH M. HANNON,
Asgistant U.S. Attorney.
ArnoLp T. AIKENS,
Assistant U.S. Attorney.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that service of the fore-
going Defendants’ Motion for Protective Or-
der and Opposition to Plaintiffi’s Interroga-
tories to Defendants Seamans and Hampton
has been made upon plaintiff by mailing a
copy thereof to Warren Belmar, Esq., 1815
H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006, on
this 12th day of May, 1970.

(8)

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the RECORD.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr., Speaker,
today we should take note of America's
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great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a Nation,
The United States is the world’s largest
producer of soap. In 1966 the United
States manufactured 525,300,000 metric
tons of soap. This was 1'% times more
than produced by the United Kingdom,
the second-ranked nation.

MR. PATMAN PRAISES SENATOR
SPARKMAN FOR THRIFT INSTI-
TUTIONS STUDY—SAVINGS AND
LOAN AND CREDIT UNIONS

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of the
great pleasures and rewards of serving
as chairman of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee is the association with outstand-
ing colleagues from both sides of the
aisle and from both Houses of the Con-
gress. It is with that thought that I
would like to call the attention of this
body to an excellent study of thrift in-
stitution development in Latin America
prepared and issued by the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee’s Subcommitiee on
Inter-American Economic Relationships,
which is chaired by my distinguished col-
league, Senator JOHN SPARKMAN. It is a
most incisive and encouraging picture of
Latin American possibilities for self-help
that Senator SPARKMAN gives us in this
study.

Savings and loan institutions are rela-
tively new to Latin America and did not
begin until the 1950's. By December of
1968, however, there were 105 savings
and loans in various South American
countries with three-quarters of a mil-
lion savers, and these institutions have
made loans exceeding one-third of a bil-
lion dollars.

The study shows how these associa-
tions help to improve the housing condi-
tions of the urban middle classes and the
lower middle class. Just as in other sec-
tions of the world, the cities of South
America are drawing population from
rural areas and they are faced with
severe housing shortages in the cities.
The affluent families are able to take
care of their own borrowing from the
banks and the very poor inhabitants get
some help from subsidized public hous-
ing; but that whole range of people in
between these two groups suffers from
housing shortages and the thrift institu-
tions are beginning to help them.

There are many interesting observa-
tions and insights in this fine study
which I cannot discuss in detail today.
I hope that my colleagues will look at
Senator Sparkman’s study. I would like
to observe, however, that it points out the
need for some change in the kind of aid
we provide to stimulate savings and
loans in Latin America. Up to now, we
have followed a practice of giving “seed
capital” to stimulate the growth of sav-
ings and loans in Latin America. This
was obviously necessary to get them
started but now the study concludes that
continuation of ‘'seed capital” loans
from the United States may make such
institutions too dependent on U.S. funds
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and discourage them from exercising
initiative in seeking capital on their own.
For this reason, it is concluded that em-
phasis on U.S. assistance be switched to
financing technical assistance for train-
ing supervisors and strengthening the
management of Latin American systems
and guaranteeing loans from private
U.S. lenders to Latin American savings
and loans.
CREDIT UNIONS

The study analyzes the eredit union
movement in Latin America as well as
the savings and loans. The achievements
of the credit unions of Latin America
are impressive—all the more so since de-
positors in these institutions generally
come from the more impoverished in-
come groups. At the end of 1968 there
were approximately 2 million Latin
American depositors in 4,600 credit
unions with average savings of nearly
$65 per depositor. When compared with
the approximately $100 annual monetary
income of these depositors, their capacity
to save is truly impressive. When we con-
sider this average against the annual
monetary income of most of these de-
positors, we begin to realize how power-
ful a media the credit union is for these
people. Moreover, they have drawn most
of their depositors from the poor rural
groups. This means that they are pro-
tected from the usurious moneylenders
who abound in Latin American coun-
tries and often charge over 100 percent.

The loans go for housing improve-
ments, consumer durables, educational
expenses, or sometimes small business ac-
tivities as well as for farm operation and
improvement. Sometimes the credit
unions give valuable technical assist-
ance to farmers also.

Mr. Speaker, I commend my able col-
league, Mr. SparkmMaN, for this very fine
study and I submit for the record, a
summary of the report prepared by the
subcommitftee, including its major con-
clusions.

A SUMMARY OF “THRIFT INSTITU-
TION DEVELOPMENT IN LATIN
AMERICA,” A STAFF S7TUDY IS-
SUED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTER-AMERICAN ECONOMIC RE-
LATIONSHIPS OF THE JOINT ECO-
NOMIC SUBCOMMITTEE

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the study
first reviews efforts to foster savings and
loan systems; the experiences of savings
and loans in seven countries—Bolivia,
Chile, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Peru, El Salvador, and Brazil—are then
compared in detail. The seconc part of
the study concentrates on the develop-
ment of credit unions. Credit unions are
examined less intensively because they
are not as complex finanecially as savings
and loans and because they vary less
throughout Latin America.

SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

Savings and loan institutions were vir-
tually unknown in Latin America at the
beginning of 1960. But as of December
1968, 105 savings and loans have been
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established with 728,000 savers. These
institutions had acquired over $220 mil-
lion in net savings and had made loans
exceeding $365 million.

Savings and loan associations have
been founded primarily to improve the
housing conditions of the urban middle
and lower-middle class. As the cities have
continue to draw population from rural
areas, the urban housing shortage has
become increasingly severe. More afflu-
ent families are generally able to afford
the expensive housing credit extended
by mortgage banks, and the poorest in-
habitants are served by subsidized pub-
lic housing programs. Thus, the middle
class is the portion of the population
suffering from housing shortages that is
most capable of saving in thrift institu-
tions to improve its own condition.

Throughout most of the 1960’s, the
United States followed a practice of giv-
ing “seed capital” loans to accelerate
the growth of savings and loan systems
in Latin America. If these institutions
had been forced to wait for the gradual
accumulation of deposits before grant-
ing housing loans to their depositors,
enthusiasm towards regular saving would
have built up much more slowly. But
even with this assistance, the erosion of
savings by inflation—in the absence of
adequate protective devices—and the
slow rate of mortgage repayments have
tended to limit the resources of savings
and loans on the one hand, and to rap-
idly exhaust their supplies of loanable
funds on the other.

Most Latin American countries have
taken a number of steps to encourage
the growth of domestic savings and loan
systems.

First, central housing banks have
been established to supervise the activ-
ities of savings and loan systems and to
distribute funds received from central
governments or external lenders. Un-
fortunately, in many instances, the at-
tention of these central housing banks
has been diverted by charging them also
with the responsibility of supervising
housing assistance programs to low in-
come classes.

Second, most countries provide insur-
ance against bank insolvency and many
have also established guidelines to read-
just the value of savings deposits in an
attempt to protect them from excessive
rates of inflation. Generally, however,
protection from inflation has been in-
complete and savers have not been fully
compensated for the losses they have
suffered from declines in the purchas-
ing power of their assets.

Third, a variety of attempts have been
made to increase the attractiveness of
mortgages as investments and to chan-
nel more funds into mortgage lending.
For example, many countries are at-
tempting to institute a standard nation-
wide mortgage document and fo intro-
duce systems for guaranteeing mort-
gages patterned after the activities of
the U.S. Federal Housing Administra-
tion—FHA. Some governments are also
supporting the secondary mortgage
market to maintain its liquidity and en-
courage its development.

As a reflection of the U.S. experience,
American advisers persuaded several
Latin American countries to authorize
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only mutual savings and loan institu-
tions. But in those countries where
stockholder-owned institutions are also
permitted, such as Brazil, El Salvador
and Guatemala, superior management
has frequently led to faster growth and
greater numbers of homes financed.

The question remains unanswered
whether depositors in savings and loan
institutions will continue to save as a
regular habit once they have qualified
for housing loans. The inconclusive evi-
dence available suggests that, as in the
United States, these individuals will con-
tinue to save even after their single ini-
tial objective has been realized. Any such
conclusion must be tentative, however,
since in Latin America imporfant deter-
rents to saving exist that are not present
in the United States, including political
instability, high rates of inflation, and
higher returns from other competing op-
portunities for investment.

The experiences of Latin American
savings and loan systems during the last
decade conclusively indicate that a po-
tential for mobilizing savings to improve
housing conditions does exist and can be
expanded with the aid of intelligent
policies and proper reforms.

The portion of the study devoted to
savings and loans concludes with a num-
ber of recommendations to achieve this
end: guarantee the value of deposits in
savings and loans against bank failure,
establish correction mechanisms that
will effectively protect these assets from
inflation, and alter administrative regu-
lations to permit savings and loans to
compete more vigorously against other

forms of banks; amend legislation to per-
mit the formation of stock, as well as
mutual, savings and loan associations,
standardize mortgage documents, pro-
vide FHA-type guarantees for mort-
gages, and encourage the investment of
capital generated by commercial banks,

insurance companies, social security
trust funds, and employers in secondary
mortgage markets; lift responsibility for
low-income social housing programs
from Government banks charged with
the administration of savings and loan
systems.

Continued extension of “seed capital”
loans from the United States to Latin
American savings and loans institutions
is likely to run increasing risks of making
such institutions dependent on U.S.
funds and discourage them from devising
new methods to aggressively seek capital
on their own. Therefore, the emphasis of
U.S. activities should probably be shifted
from “seed capital” lending to financing
technical assistance for training super-
visors and strengthening the manage-
ment of Latin American systems and
guaranteeing loans from private U.S.
lenders to Latin America savings and

loans.

CREDIT UNIONS

In many respects, the achievements of
credit unions in Latin America are even
more impressive than the gains made by
savings and loan institutions, since the
depositors in credit unions are generally
from the lowest and most impoverished
income groups. Nevertheless, these indi-
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viduals have exhibited a surprising capa-
bility to save. At the end of 1968 there
were approximately 2 million Latin
American depositors in 4,600 -credit
unions with an average savings of
nearly $65 per depositor. When com-
pared with the approximately $100 an-
nual monetary income of most of these
depositors, their capacity to save is truly
impressive.

In confrast to savings and loan insti-
tutions, credit unions have attracted the
largest proportion of their depositors
from rural areas. These organizations
give their members the opportunity to
avoid dependence upon usurious money-
lenders charging annual rates from 50 to
several hundred percent, to put their sav-
ings in a safe place, and to cooperate
with other members of their community
in mobilizing capital for socially useful
purposes.

As with savings and loans, the initial
inducement to save in a credit union is to
qualify for a loan. In urban areas, these
loans are largely for consumer durables,
housing improvements, the educational
expenses of children, or small business
activities. Rural borrowers, while also
interested in consumer durables and bet-
ter housing, apparently use the largest
portion of their borrowings to buy seed,
fertilizer, tools, or other agricultural in-
puts In some countries, the activities of
rural credit unions have been combined
with technical assistance to farmers, and
loans have been made contingent upon
the adoption of more productive farming
methods.

A few members of almost any com-
munity can decide to start a credit union;
all they need is a place to dispense the
services of the union and a secretary-
treasurer to collect funds and keep rec-
ords. When a number of credit unions
have been established in a country or
region, they generally find it advan-
tageous to form an association. Such an
association can obtain advice on manage-
ment. methods and can pool their re-
sources to lend among one another and
to obtain funds from commercial banks,

Because credit unions are so easily es-
tablished once people understand the
benefits derived from these organiza-
tions, the chief problems of Latin Amer-
ican credit unions tend to be those of
increasing their resources in pace with
expanding demand for their services and
of efficient management as they grow.
Moreover, in rural areas where credit
unions have concentrated on granting
agricultural production credit in con-
junction with technical assistance to
farmers, severe shortages of qualified ad-
visers have developed.

Thus, the problems of credit unions
have stemmed directly from their sue-
cesses. While AID has granted some
“seed capital” loans for credit union ex-
pansion and has more recently intro-
duced a program of guaranteeing loans
by private U.S. institutions to Latin
American credit unions, the surface of
the underlying need has hardly been
scratched. Approximately 100 million
Latin Americans are potential savers in
credit unions, but only about 2 million
presently use them.

June 18, 1970

Members of the Subcommittee on
Inter-American Economic Relation-
ships:

Senators JoHN SPARKMAN, Democrat,
of Alabama, chairman; J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Democrat, of Arkansas; ABRAHAM RiBI-
corr, Democrat, of Connecticut; Jacos
K. Javits, Republican, of New York; and
Len B. JorpaN, Republican, of Idaho.

Representatives RICHARD BOLLING,
Democrat, of Missouri; HarLe BoGes,
Democrat, of Louisiana; MARTHA W.
GRriFFITHS, Democrat, of Michigan;
Bareer B. ConaBLE, JR., Republican, of
New York; and CLARENCE J. BROWN, Re-
publican, of Ohio.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Bow (at the request of Mr. GERALD
R. Forp), from 5:30 p.m. today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr, Price of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GEraLD R, Forp), from 6 p.m. today
for the balance of the week, on account
of official business.

Mr. McDape (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), from 8 p.m. today, on
account of death in family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. PatmaN, for 60 minutes, on Tues-
day and Wednesday, June 23 and 24, and
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCLOSKEY), to revise and
extend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous maftter:)

Mr. Hocan, today, for 20 minutes.

Mr. McDonaALD of Michigan, today, for
10 minutes.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, STokes), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. FeicHAN, today, for 10 minutes.

Mr. GonNzaLez, today, for 10 minutes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. ADAMS.

Mr. Crang, in the Committee of the
Whole today, and to include extraneous
material.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, McCroskey) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DErwiNskI in two instances.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. WYATT.

Mr. KEITH.

Mr. ScHERLE in three instances.

Mr. DuncaN in two instances.

Mr, WyMaN in two instances.

Mr. GROVER.

Mr. RHODES.

Mr. McDADE.
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Mr, Steicer of Wisconsin,

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. LANDGREBE.

Mr. SCHNEEBELL

Mr, WIDNALL.

Mr. MAYNE.

Mr. GOLDWATER in three instances.

Mr. Price of Texas in three instances.

Mr, MICHEL.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON.

Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. McCLURE.

Mr. HALPERN.

Mr. Reip of New York.

Mr. Hocanw in two instances.

Mr. NELSEN in two instances.

Mr. Bow in five instances.

Mr. ROTH.

Mr. LUKENS.

Mr. Roeison in three instances.

Mr., HALL.

Mr. RIEGLE.

Mr. HARVEY.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. AnpeErson of Illinois.

Mr. LUJAN.

Mr. WYDLER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Stoxkes) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Mann in five instances.

Mr. CrArLEs H. WiLson in two in-
stances.

Mr. Fraser in two instances.

Mr. HannNa in two instances.

Mrs. MiINK in two instances.

Mr, ADDABBO.

Mr, WRIGHT.

Mr. AnpersoN of California in three
instances.

Mr. HeLsTosKI in two instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON in four instances.

Mr, BOLAND.

Mr. MoorHEAD in two instances.

Mr. Van DeerLIN in two instances.

Mr. WOLFF.

Mr. ASHLEY.

Mr. BoGas.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS.

Mr. DELANEY.

Mr, KEE in two instances.

Mr. KasTENMEIER in two instances.

Mr. Gaypos in five instances,

Mr, NicHoLs in two instances.

Mr. GonNzaLEZ in two instances.

Mr. JonEes of Tennessee.

Mr. KocH in three instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. RaricK in five instances,

Mr, PICKLE.

Mr, Di1caGs.

Mr. HacaN in two instances.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

5. 3825. An act to authorize further ad-
Jjustments in the amount of silver certificates
outstanding, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
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enrolled bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

H.R. 4249, An act to extend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 with respect to the dis-
criminatory use of tests, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 16731, An act to amend the provisions
of title III of the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950, as amended.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, bills of the
House of the following titles:

H.R. 4249. To extend the Voting Rights Act
of 1965 with respect to the discriminatory
use of tests, and for other purposes; and

HR. 16731. To amend the provisions of
title 111 of the Federal Civil Defense Act of
1950, as amended.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 10 o'clock and 12 minutes pm.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, June 22, 1970, at
12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

2136. A letter from the Secretary of the
Export-Import Bank of the United States,
transmitting a report of activities of the
export expansion facility program (Public
Law 90-390) during the quarter ended
March 31, 1970; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

RECEIVED FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

2137. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on opportunities for improvement in
management of Government materials pro-
vided to overseas contractors by the Depart-
ment of the Army and the Department of
the Air Force; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

2138. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on inequitable charges for calibration
services and the need for accounting im-
provements at the National Bureau of Stand-
ards, Department of Commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. EIRWAN: Committee on appropria-
tions, H.R. 18127. A bill making appropria-
tions for public works for water, pollution
control, and power development, including
the Corps of Engineers—Civil, the Panama
Canal, the Federal Water Quality Adminis-
tration, the Bureau of Reclamation, power
agencies of the Department of the Interior,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Atomic
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Energy Commission, and related independent
agencies and commissions for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and for other purposes.
(Rept. No. 91-1219). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. MAHON: Committee on appropriations,
House Joint Resolution 1264. Joint resolu-
tion making continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1971, and for other purposes.
(Rept. No. 91-1220). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture. S.
3592. An act to amend the Federal Meat In-
spection Act, as amended, to clarify the pro-
visions relating to custom slaughtering oper-
ations. (Rept, No. 91-1221). Referred to the
Committee on the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R. 18116. A bill to provide partial reim-
bursement for losses incurred by commercial
fishermen as a result of restrictions imposed
on domestic commercial fishing by a State or
the Federal Government; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ASHLEY (for himself, Mr.
Rees and Mr. STOKES) :

H.R. 18117. A bill to amend title 32 of the
United States Code to establish a Commis-
slon to oversee and improve the capability
of the National Guard to control civil dis-
turbances, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. GALLAGHER:

H.R. 18118. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for judicial review
of decisions of the Civil SBervice Commission
with respect to questions of disability and
dependency under the civil service retirement
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HENDERSON:

H.R. 18119. A bill to increase the avall-
abllity of morigage credit for the financing of
urgently needed housing, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. KUYKENDALL:

H.R. 18120. A bill to exempt from certain
deep-draft safety statutes passenger vessels
operating solely on the inland rivers and
waterways; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York (for
himself, Mr. AppaBEO, Mr. BUTTON,
Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr.
MoorHEAD, Mr. Moss, Mr. MacDoxN-
aLp of Massachusetts, Mr. FLYNT,
Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. Hicks, Mr. RosSEN-
THAL, Mr, MAILLIARD, Mr. Ryan, Mr.
McEnNEALLY, Mr. RaRICK, Mr. Har-'
RINGTON, Mr. PowELL, Mr. KocH, Mr.
Frreper, Mr., Maww, and Mr. Binc-
HAM) :

H.R, 18121. A bill requiring that each
Member of Congress be notified of the in-
tended disposition of federally owned real
property in the district he represents; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. PASSMAN:

H.R. 18122, A bill to encourage the growth
of international trade on a fair and equi-
table basis; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R.18123. A bill to establish a compre-
hensive midcareer development service pro-
gram for middle-aged and older persons, to
expand employment and educational oppor-
tunities for such persons, to expand Fed-
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eral employment opportunities for such per-
sons, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

HR.18124. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1037 to provide a 5 per-
cent and cost-of-living increase in annuities
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself, Mr.
SerinGER, and Mr. GEraLD R. Forp) ©

H.R. 18125. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Transportation to guarantee loans
to rall carriers to assist them in the perform-
ance of transportation services necessary to
the maintenance of a national transporta-
tion system, and for other purposes; to the
Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WYDLER.:

H.R. 18126. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide for holding
district court for the eastern district of New
York at Westbury, N.Y.; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. EIRWAN:

H.R.18127. A bill making appropriations
for public works for water, pollution control,
and power development, including the Corps
of Engineers—Civil, the Panama Canal, the
Federal Water Quality Administration, the
Bureau of Reclamation, power agencies of
the Department of the Interior, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and related independent
agencies and commissions for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and for other purposes.

By Mr. ESCH:

H.R.18128. A bill to provide more efficlent
and convenlient passport services to citizens
of the United States of America; to the Com-~
mittee on Forelgn Affalrs.

By Mr. HANNA (for himself, and Mr.
TUNNEY) :

H.R.18129. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to study the desirability
of establishing a national wildlife refuge In
California and/or adjacent Western States
for the preservations of the Californis tule
elk; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. EEE.

H.R. 18130. A bill to authorize a study for
a waterway connecting the Kanawha Rlver,
W. Va., and the James River, Va., and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

H.R. 18131. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act in order to provide financial
assistance for the construction of solld waste
disposal facilities, to Improve research pro-
grams pursuant to such aect, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R. 18132. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to designate the medal
of honor awarded for military heroism as the
“Congressional Medal of Honor"; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 18133. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to establish the Thad-
deus Kosciuszko Home National Historic Site
in the State of Pennsylvania, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MOLLOHAN:

H.R. 18134. A bill to name the Veterans'
Administration hospital located in Clarks-
burg, W. Va., the “Louis A. Johnson Memorial
Veterans' Hospital”; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. OBEY:

H.R. 18135. A bill to authorize emergency
loans under subtitle C of the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961
to mink farmers who suffer severe losses
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caused by economie conditions; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. POLLOCK:

H.R. 18136. A bill to strengthen the penalty
provisions of the Gun Control Act of 1968;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. QUIE:

H.R. 18137. A bill to make rules respecting
military hostilities in the absence of a dec-
laration of war; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

By Mr. WHITE:

H.R. 18138. A bill to permit public school
teachers (and other public school employ-
ees) who do not have coverage pursuant to
State agreement under the Federal old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance system
to elect coverage under such system as self-
employed individuals; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ZION:

H.R. 18139. A bill to exempt from certain
deep-draft safety statutes passenger vessels
operating solely on the inland rivers and
waterways; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

H.R.18140. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in sugar beet molasses, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HATHAWAY:

H.R.18141. A bill to amend the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1869, to pro-
vide for a National Environmental Data
Bank; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisherles.

By Mr. HOGAN (for himself, Mr.
BeaLL of Maryand, Mr. BELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BurToN, Mr. Dowpy, Mr.
FrIEDEL, Mr. Gupe, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mr. HawrmNs, Mr. Kyros, Mr,
PopeLnL, Mr. Roe, and Mr, WiL-
LIAMS) ;

HR.18142. A bill to estabilsh a national
catastrophic illness insurance program under
which the Federal Government, acting in
cooperation with State insurance authori-
tles and the private Insurance industry, will
reinsure and otherwise encourage the lssu-
ance of private health insurance policles
which make adequate health protection
available to all Americans at a reasonable
cost; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 18143. A bill to recognize direct bene-
fits to the United States from the construc-
tion of the Toledo Bend Dam and Reservoir
project and exempt Sabine River Authorty,
State of Louisiana, and Sabine River Au-
thority of Texas, from further charges for
the use, occupancy, and enjoyment of cer-
tain lands of the United States within the
Babine National Forest, Tex.; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TUNNEY :

HR.18144. A bill to promote environ-
mental quality by providing Federal grants
to allow for increased public education to
encourage individual responsibility and deci-
sion with regard to thood and popula-
tion growth; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.J. Res. 1264. Joint resolution making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1971, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.J. Res. 1265. Joint resolution to authorize
the Foreign Claims Settlement Commission of
the United States to settle certain claims of
inhabitants of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands for death and injury to per-
sons, and for use of and damage to private
property, arising from acts and omissions of
the U.S. Armed Forces, or members thereof,
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and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. PATTEN:

H.J. Res. 1266. 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 Judici-
ary.

By Mr. PURCELL:

H.J. Res. 1267. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States extending the right to vote to
citizens 18 years of age or older; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BURTON of Utah:

H. Res. 1098. Resolution creating a stand-
ing Committee on Small Business in the
House of Representatives; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H. Res. 1099. Resolution providing for an
annual reception day for former Members of
the House of Representatives; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. McDADE:

H. Res. 1100. Resolution designating Jan-
uary 22 of each year as Ukralnian Independ-
ence Day; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. OBEY (for himself, Mr.
SYMINGTON, Mr. HeEcHLER of West
Virginla, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. FrAsSER,
Mrs. CrissoLm, Mr, Nix, Mr. Leg-
GeETT, Mr, Moss, and Mr, CAREY) :

H. Res. 1101. Resolution to reestablish
congressional responsibility in the determi-
nation of U.S. policy in Indochina; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. SIKES (for himselr and Mr.
HANNA) :

H. Res, 1102. Resolution expressing the
sympathy and friendship of the House of
Representatives to the people of Peru and
commending their universities for services
of reconstruction and relief; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. EILBERG:

H.R. 18145. A bill for the relief of Leon
Fogelman, his wife Shoshana Fogelman, and
their children, Ester Fogelman and Yoram
Fogelman; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

HR. 18146. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Marion Scolnick; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R. 18147. A bill for the relief of Tomas
Ramos-Lopez; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. EOCH:

H.R. 18148. A bill for the relief of Ralph
Rocco D'Alessandro; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. POLLOCK:

H.R. 18149. A bill for the relief of Beatrice
Walsh Westover and Ralph F. Westover; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT,

408. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Louisiana,
ratifying an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States providing that the rights
of citizens to vote shall not be denled or
abridged on account of sex, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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