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SENATE-Friday, February 20, 1970 
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m. and 

was called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. RUSSELL). 

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

0 Thou who art from everlasting to 
everlasting, who hast given us a nation 
of honor, prestige, and power, we hum
ble ourselves to remember that for all 
this we shall be brought to judgment; 
and that when much is given, much shall 
be expected in return. Thy providence 
plays no favorites. So we ask Thee to give 
us wisdom that we may rightly use all 
our natural and human resources. 
Cleanse the roots of our national life and 
our own lives that we may be loyal to 
the founding principles, steadfast in. the 
faith of our fathers, great in morality 
and virtue that this Nation may become 
a bastion of spiritual power for all man
kind. 

In the Redeemer's name. Amen. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, informed the Senate that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 1, 
Public Law 86-42, the Speaker had ap
pointed Mr. TAFT, of Ohio, as a member 
of the U.S. delegation of the Canada
United States Interparliamentary Group, 
on the part of the House, to fill the ex
isting vacancy thereon, vice Mr. BRooM
FIELD. 

The message announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 2701) to 
establish a Commission on Population 
Growth and the American Future, with 
an amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 14464) to 
amend the act of August 12, 1968, to in
sure that certain facilities constructed 
under authority of Federal law are de
signed and constructed to be accessible 
to the physically handicapped. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill <H.R. 14810) 
to amend section 602 (3) and section 
603c(6) (1) of the Agricultural Market
ing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, 
so as to authorize production research 
under marketing agreement and order 
programs, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate. 

CXVI--267-Part 4 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 14810) to amend section 

603(3) and section 608c(6) (1) of the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, as amended, so as to authorize 
production research under marketing 
agreement and order programs, was read 
twice by its title and referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs
day, February 19, 1970, be dispensed with. 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

have discussed this request with the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. HANSEN) who was to be recognized 
at this time. Accordingly, I ask unani
mous consent that I may proceed for not 
to exceed 10 minutes at this time, and 
that then the Senator from Wyoming 
will take up the full allotment of his 
time. 

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

THE CONDITION OF OUR NATION'S 
CAPITAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Dis
trict of Columbia residents do not need 
to be reminded of what has happened to 
this city. They know only too well, and 
I do, too, because in this city two Mon
tanans, a second lieutenant in the Ma
rine Corps, Thad Lesnik, of Fishtail, 
Mont., was murdered-gunned down 2 
years ago. This year, Harry Gelsing, are
search man, a frtend, from Helena, 
Mont., died. He was murdered-also gun
ned down in the street. Just yesterday 
a cattleman friend of mine from Mon
tana told me that his son, who had 
just finished school at the Marine Corps 
base at Quantico, had, with a companion, 
been held up. A gun had been pressed 
against his temple for 15 minutes, and 
he expected to be killed at any moment. 
He and his companion were robbed of 
their watches and their money, but, for
tunately, so far as they were personally 
concerned, nothing else happened to 
them. 

However-and what I have just said 
serves to highlight this--the citizens of 
the rest of the Nation also have a stake 
here. I would hope that they would not 
hesitate to express to the administration 
and to the Congress, a bona fide indig
nation at the sorry state of the Nation's 
Capital. 

In a very real sense, the District of Co
lumbia is our common national glory 
or our common national shame. I need 
not point out to Senators who live and 
work in the area which is which at this 
moment. A few years ago there was hope 
of a capital fit to symbolize a confident, 
capable, compassionate, and cultured 
country. People were attracted and 
drawn here by that hope. They came in 
ever-increasing numbers from all over 
the country and the world. 

Where is that hope now? What has 
happened to that dream? To be sure, 
from time to time, the words about a 
great capital still go out, from the White 
House or Capitol Hill. But they have a 
hollow sound. The truth is that we do not 
have a capital fit for a great nation. 
There is reasonable doubt even about 
Washington's fitness for the decent sur
vival of its citizens. It is a capital blan
keted in fear. Fear stalks the streets. It 
seeps into otnce and home. It amicts 
rich and poor. It is in Northeast, North
west, Southeast, and Southwest. It 
spreads and will continue to spread into 
what was supposed to be the "safe" 
suburbs. 

We have seen at firsthand in this city, 
Mr. President, the consequences of na
tional neglect and indifference. We have 
seen it lead to a corrosive crime, com
pounded by the spread of terror. People 
flee the streets at dark and, more and 
more, even in daylight. They board up 
their shops. They bolt, rebolt, and bolt 
again their doors and bar their windows. 
We begin to resemble the cities of the 
Middle Ages with brtghtiy lit shrines 
scattered in a fear-laden darkness. Who 
is to blame the inhabitants for taking 
personal precautions which sometimes 
become even more hazardous than the 
danger? Who is to say where the real 
risk ends and hysteria begins? 

I do not know the answers. I do know 
that a basic requirement for any decent 
civic survival is that the streets-not the 
streets in one section of town but in all 
sections of town-be reasonably safe. The 
words "reasonably safe" are stressed be
cause there can be no perfect securtty 
anywhere. 
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Nevertheless, in my judgment, the 

safety of the street is the critical factor. 
The streets are the avenues of human 
conta£t. Unless they can be so used, they 
will revert inevitably to the jungle. The 
streets must be open to the use cf all. 
They must be made safe for citizens wait
ing for a bus, for citizens getting out of a 
car, or for citizens who just want to get 
there on foot, as was the case with Harry 
Gel sing. 

What is or should be sought is not se
curity. It is not the security which some 
believe may be obtained by cowering be
hind locked doors. It is, I reiterate, "rea
sonable security" befitting a free society 
and, in my judgment, a 50-percent drop 
in street crimes would go a long way in 
bringing to an end the present reign of 
terror. 

At some point soon, I would hope that 
the Government and the police of this 
city will be able to provide a full blue
print of what is still required, in their 
best judgment, to bring about that rea
sonable degree of safety in the next 2 or 
3 years. May I say that the Senate has 
heretofore responded promptly with 
legislation for police needs. We have 
passed a full complement of five bills sent 
up by the administration covering the 
District of Columbia. Last month, we 
passed both the crime control bill and the 
drug control bill; so, the Senate has done 
its share so far as legislation is con
cerned. We have increased the force in 
numbers and raised the pay of its 
members. 

We have given just about whatever in 
the way of legislation the President has 
sought to fight crime. We have backed 
the Mayor. We have backed the Police 
Chief. We are even about to consider in 
the Senate the President's request for a 
special White House Police contingent to 
provide complete security for the foreign 
embassies in this city even though our 
own citizens do not yet have it. 

Notwithstanding this effort, I regret 
to say that so far as I am aware the 
situation has shown no real signs of 
improvement. 

I do not know what more can be done 
by the Senate at this point. If there is 
something further needed, I hope the 
President will point it out without delay. 
I hope the House of Representatives will 
fiag it for the attention of the Senate. 
Any such initiatives will be welcomed by 
the joint Senate leadership. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I wish to join the dis
tinguished majority leader in his ex
pressions of concern about the situation 
in the District of Columbia. I under
stand and share his concern about the 
situations involving citizens of Montana. 

Representing the leadership on this 
side, I wish to join in paying tribute 
to the majority leader and to the Senate 
as a whole for the quick attention it has 
paid and devoted to the President's re
quest for legislation to deal with the 
problem of crime. But it is a fact--and 
I think the distinguished majority 

leader, of course, indicated it--that the 
pa-ssage of legislation by the Senate does 
not make it law. And the President still 
does not have the legislation on his desk, 
so that he can sign it. 

I join in the hope that the other body 
will turn its attention to some of these 
measures. And I particularly want to 
commend the distinguished majoritY 
leader for his indication that the Senate 
will soon consider the special security 
legislation which the administration now 
has pending. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished acting minority 
leader. I knew before I started that the 
subject would have bipartisan support. 

I emphasize that so far as the Senate 
is concerned, we have done our share in 
facing up to the legislative proposals 
designed to combat crime and drugs in 
the District of Columbia, and in the Na
tion as a whole. If anything further is 
needed, the Senate stands ready to face 
up to the problem and cope with it. 

For something must be done to cope 
with the problem of crime which is spi
raling upward all the time. If not, the 
Republic will be in a very sorry state, a 
very dangerous state. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an article dealing 
with this problem, published in the Wall 
Street Journal of February 11, 1970. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
LIVING SCARED: SURGING CRIME FORCES WASH

INGTON RESIDENTS To CHANGE WAY OF 
LIFE-cABBIES, MERCHANTS STRIVE To FOIL 
ROBBERS-8ECURITY BOLSTERED FOR APART
MENTS-A STIMULUS TO NATIONAL ACTION 

(By Monroe W. Karmin) 
WASHINGTON.-John D. Holland is afraid. 

For 40 years he has been selling packaged 
liquor at his Maryland Beverage Mart in this 
city's southeast sector. Four years ago he in
stalled a burglar alarm system. Three years 
ago he put iron bars on his windows. Two 
years ago he began arming. Now on his desk 
on a platform overlooking the sales fioor are 
a black Italian-made pistol, a silver Ger
man-made pistol, a Winchester rifie and an 
L. C. Smith shotgun. "I've never been held 
up," Mr. Holland declares, "and I don't intend 
to be." Since rnid-1967, intruders have mur
dered seven local liquor dealers in the course 
of an estimated 700 robberies of such stores. 

Leroy R. Bailey Jr. is afraid. 
He drives a taxi. Last year he paid $20 to 

install an emergency fiasher in his cab. If 
he's threatened, Mr. Bailey steps on a. button 
that sets off a fiashing signal for police aid 
in his front grille and rear bumper. At night, 
he says, "nine out of 10 cabs won't pick up a 
man alone." The number of Washington cab 
drivers has dropped to about 11,000 from 
13,000 two years ago. Says James E. Jewell, 
president of the Independent Taxi Owners 
Association: "This is a very dangerous town 
to drive in. Many men won't work after the 
sun goes down." 

The people at the Mexican embassy are 
afraid. 

Last September, during an independence 
day celebration, two guests were robbed. 
Female employes have been accosted. Van
dals have struck repeatedly. Now all embassy 
doors are kept locked. A fence has been 
erected around the property, located two 
miles north of the White House. "We live in 
fear," says a spokesman. So does much of the 

crime-plagued diplomatic community. Pres
ident Nixon is asking Congress to expand the 
250-man White House police force to offer 
additional protection for Embassy Row. 

THE NO. 1 ISSUE 
Most of Washington is afraid of crime. 
Fear has changed the way of life of resi

dents of the nation's capital and its environs, 
affecting everyone from cab-driver to Sen
ator. It has also changed the way institu
tions, from schools t o embassies, operate. 
While race relations continue to be a major 
problem for this city, whose 850,000 residents 
are more than 70 % black, there is no doubt 
that today's No. 1 public concern is personal 
safety. 

"A couple of years ago the city's tension 
was seen in terms of white police versus the 
natives," says an aide to Mayor Walter Wash
ington. " Now it's seen as criminals versus 
vict ims. It's more crime and less racial." 

Mayor Washington, himself a Negro, says 
that black as well as white neighborhoods 
are demanding more foot patrolmen, even 
though the cop on the beat was viewed as 
"a Gestapo agent" by many blacks not long 
ago. The mayor finds ground for optimism 
in the change. "Never before have I seen 
such an attitude on the part of the people 
of the city, both black and white, to work 
together on a problem," he says. 

A TRAGIC EXAMPLE 
The nation's capital is by no means alone 

in its fear of crime; rather as Mr. Nixon 
pointed out in his State of the Union Mes
sage, it is a "tragic example" of the way crime 
and violence "increasingly threaten our 
cities, our homes and our lives." But Wash
ington is suffering more than most cities. In 
the nine months through September, accord
ing to District of Columbia Police Chief Jerry 
Wilson, reported crime in Washington 
jumped 26 % over a year earlier, compared 
with an average national increase of 11 % . 
Cleveland, San Francisco and Baltimore also 
topped the national average. 

Chief Wilson, who was appointed last sum
mer, hopes to come to grips with the rising 
crime rate here, if he gets enough help. 
President Nixon has proposed a new $12.4 
million crime-fighting package for the dis
trict to supplement the city's regular budget, 
which emphasizes public safety measures. 
and Congress is at work on other anticrime 
legislation for Washington. 

This war on crime focuses on several trou
ble spots. It aims to break the local court 
bottleneck (it now takes an average of nine 
months for a criminal case to go to trial and 
some wait as long as 20 months); to curb the 
freedom of those awaiting trial through a 
controversial preventive detention measure 
(an estimated 35 % of those arrested for 
armed robbery and released on bail commit 
another crime before they come to trial) ; 
and to crack down on drug traffic and use 
(50 % of those arrested here are drug ad
dicts). 

EXPANDING THE POLICE FORCE 
But this year's main thrust, Mayor Wash

ington says, is to put more policemen on the 
streets. The mayor hopes to beef up the force 
to 5,100 men by June 30 from 3,868 on Jan. 1. 
Also planned are expanded criminal rehabili
tation and social-welfare programs that the 
mayor hopes can be meshed into a compre
hensive criminal justice system. 

Because Washington is the seat of the Fed
eral Government, the crime surge here is an 
important stimulus to action on both dis
trict and national anticrime legislation. 
Among the victims of local crime have been 
Sen. Frank Church of Idaho, White House 
Press Secretary Ronald Ziegler, Mr. Nixon's 
personal secretary, Rose Mary Woods and 
Deputy Defense Secretary David Packard, to 
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name just a few. Political partisanship 1s 
diminishing as liberal Democrats feel the 
.impact of crime and join the President in 
his anticrime crusade. 

Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield re
cently expressed outrage over the "senseless" 
slaying of a fellow-Montanan and friend in 
the streets of Washington. He took the Sen
at e floor to demand "new and better ways 
to fight crime, to cut down the inordinate 
rate of violence." Another liberal Democrat, 
Rep. Frank Thompson Jr. of New Jersey, 
warned the other day that "things may get 
worse if the Administration and Congress 
do not put crime control on the front 
burner." 

But until this campaign begins to make 
headway, life in the District of Columbia 
will reflect fear, especially after dark. 

Cruise through downtown Washington in 
a police car on a Saturday night and the 
mood can be felt. On F Street, the main 
downtown shopping street, merchants lock 
their doors at 6 p.m. Many put up iron grill
work nightly to protect their windows. Shop
pers and employes hurry to the bus stops. 
Many employes who fear the lonely walk 
at the end of the bus ride wait in the 
stores until their spouses drive by to take 
them home. At 7 p.m. F Street is almost 
deserted. 

The relatively small number of people 
out for an evening of entertainment arrive 
a bit later. Some go to the National Thea
ter, which now raises its curtain at 7:30p.m. 
instead of 8:30 so patrons can get home 
early. Some head for downtown movie thea
ters. The servicemen's crowd patronizes the 
rock joints along 14th Street. Fashionable 
Georgetown, more than a mile from down
town, is still lively, as are some of the posh 
restaurants and clubs. But that's about it. 
Much of Washington is dark, and scared. 

"Watch the people," advises a seasoned 
policeman. "See how they walk quickly and 
with a purpose. There's no casual strolling. 
People don't come into this town at night 
unless they have a specific destination in 
mind. They go straight to it and then go 
home as fast as possible." 

RESTAURANTS CLOSE 

The effects are evident. The Ceres restau
rant next to the National Theater is closed, 
nearby Caruso's restaurant is gone and 
neighboring Bassin's has lost 50 percent of 
its night business. The Commerce Depart
ment, a block away, was robbed recently. 
Fumes Bassin's angry manager, Ed Hodges: 

"There isn't a waitress, cashier, busboy or 
anyone who works here who hasn't been 
robbed, mugged or attacked in some way. 
And there isn't a place in this block that 
hasn't been robbed, and most have been 
hit more than once." 

A few blocks away, on 9th Street, the Gay
ety Theater is showing "Man and Wife," 
an intimate film "for adults over 21." Even 
an attraction of this nature fails to draw 
the audience it once did. "Business is very 
bad, way off," says Robert Morris, the ticket 
seller. "People are afraid to come downtown. 
We've had lots of purse-snatchings, pockets 
cut out and all sorts of other things." 

Fear inhibits daytime activity as well. A 
survey taken last summer by the Metropoli
tan Washington Council of Governments 
discovered that 65 percent of the city's 
largely white suburban residents visit the 
downtown area less than once a month, 
and 15 percent come downtown less than 
once a year. -Asked their chief worry, the 
large majority of those surveyed responded: 
"Crime." 

Actually, crime is spreading in the sub
urbs as well as in the city. Three brutal 
slayings of young women, one in Alexan-

dria, Va., and two in Bethesda, Md., have 
occurred within the past few weeks. With 
these crimes unsolved, many suburbanites 
tend to view crime in their neighborhoods 
as a spillover from the city, and they still 
feel downtown is more dangerous. 

Crime continues to speed the flight of 
Washingtonians to the suburbs. Though 
m any single people and childless couples re
m ain in the city, Joseph Murray of the big 
Shannon & Luchs real estate firm reports: 
"Families are leaving at an accelerated rate; 
this includes both black and white." (In 
neighboring Prince Georges County, Md., 
Negro arrivals h ave recently outnumbered 
whit e newcomers.) 

NO CASH 

Sales of downtown department stores 
dropped by 4 % in the first 11 months of last 
year from a year earlier, while sales through
out the metropolitan area, including those 
of suburban stores, were rising 8 %. A recent 
Commerce Department survey of 10 central
city areas showed that the District of Co
lumbia suffered the steepest loss of business 
of all. Shoppers who do venture downtown 
are cont inually reminded of the risk. D.C. 
Transit bus drivers use scrip instead of cash 
to make change. Delivery trucks bear signs 
proclaiming, "This Vehicle Carries No Cash." 

There are bright spots. New office buildings 
are sprouting in some parts of town. Con
vention business continues to grow and tour
ist s arrive in record throngs. Lane Bryant has 
opened a new store on F Street, and the 
downtown Woodward & Lothrop department 
store is remodeling. But the merchants know 
safety must be assured before enough sub
urban shoppers will come downtown again 
to make business snap back. 

The big department stores are bolstering 
their protection. Harold Melnicove, an execu
tive of Hecht's, says his organization now has 
a security force "big enough to protect some 
small cities"; he won't give details. 

Smaller stores do the best they can. Frank 
Rich, president of both Rich's shoe stores 
and the D.C. Urban Coalition, is a downtown 
optimist. But in his F Street store he no 
longer displays shoes in pairs, just singles; 
all display cases are locked; key employes 
carry electronic devices in their pockets to 
summon help in the event of danger. 

High's dairy stores, which stay open nights 
and Sundays, have been robbed so many 
times, says General Manager William Darnell, 
"we don't like to talk about it." The chain's 
37 D.C. stores were held up "hundreds of 
times" last year, Mr. Darnell sighs, and sev
eral had to be closed. Money in all stores is 
kept to a minimum by frequent armored car 
pickups. 

GETTING OUT 

A survey by the mayor's Economic Devel
opment Committee of small businessmen 
found that one out of seven contacted 
"wanted to close down, relocate or simply 
stop doing business in the city." 

One who wants to get out is E. N. Hamp
ton, president of the Hampton Maintenance 
Engineering Co. His firm has been robbed, 
his trucks have been vandalized and his em
ployees have been threatened. "It's disgust
ing," Mr. Hampton snarls. "Now we ride 
armed guard in the trucks with shotguns. 
As soon as I can find somebody to buy this 
I'm getting out." 

Nor is black business immune. Berkeley 
Burrell's four dry cleaning stores have suf
fered 17 holdups in 10 months. Now the front 
door of each is locked; a customer can't get 
in "without a ticket or pair of pants in his 
hand," says Mr. Burrell. Employes are armed, 
and the proprietor is trying to replace fe
males with males. "I may sound like Barry 
Goldwater," he says, "but we've got to get 

the community back to where it's safe to live 
in." 

Banks have been a favorite target for 
bandits. Though these attacks have slackened 
lately, Francis Addison, president of the D.C. 
Bankers Association, says a "very high per
centage" of local banks are robbed every year. 
The National Bank of Washington recently 
closed one branch because of the danger. All 
banks have tightened security, but the most 
ext reme case is a Security Bank branch in the 
northeast section. 

In 1968 the branch was held up three times 
wit hin 55 days. Now the bank has put all em
ployes behind plexiglass. 

Tellers receive any payout money through 
scoops beneath the plexiglass. "The personnel 
were all shook up and couldn't work," Presi
dent Frank A. Gunther says, "so we bullet
proofed the whole place." The bank has not 
been held up since. 

INSURANCE HARD TO GET 

Faced with the cost of crime in Washington, 
insurance companies have turned cautious. 
"Lots of companies have stopped Writing fire 
and casualty insurance," says Thornton W. 
Owen, president of the Perpetual Building 
Association, the city's biggest savings and 
loan outfit. "And lots of investors will aban
don properties rather than maintain them." 
Hilliard Schulberg of the local liquor dealers 
association says that for his members "the 
cost of crime insurance is extremely high, 
and many companies won't write it." Pro
posed legislation would permit the Govern
ment to offer crime insurance where private 
insurers won't. 

Office building managers, bot h Government 
and private, are attempting to cope with the 
danger. James Sykes, manager of the William 
J. Burns Detective Agency here, reports many 
buildings have posted guards at their front 
doors and says, "We're providing lots more 
escort service for female employes working 
late at night." The local chapter of the Amer
ican Federation of Government Employes has 
advised its members to buy, at $5 apiece, 
antimugger aerosol spray devices. 

Security is a prime concern of apartment 
dwellers. The 670-unit Marberry Plaza, open 
three years ago in southeast Washington, ex
emplifies what a new building must offer to 
reassure nervous tenants. On weekends the 
project is patrolled by four armed guards 
with two dogs. All exterior doors are locked. 
A tenant who has invited a guest for dinner 
must present an "admit slip" with the guest's 
name to the desk clerk during the day. When 
the guest arrives, he must identify himself to 
the clerk and sign the regist er. "All of this 
is at the request of the tenant s ," says Sidney 
Glassman of the Charles E . Smith Property 
management company. 

SCHOOL VIOLENCE 

In some neighborhoods, newsboys no 
longer collect for their papers for fear of 
being robbed; subscribers must mail in pay
ments. One cabbie drives with self-addressed 
envelopes; whenever he accumulates $10 he 
mails it home. Some maids require their em
ployers to drive them home. An outbreak of 
violence including the shooting of a junior 
high school student has prompted Mayor 
Washington to post policemen throughout 
the city school system. Many schools have 
stopped dealing in cash, requiring students 
to pay for supplies and other items costing 
more than a dollar by check or money order. 

"It used to be that holdup students would 
use their fists; then came knives; now it's 
guns," says George Rhodes, a member of the 
D.C. school board. "Not that there have been 
that many incidents, but it's the fear that 
parents and teachers must live under that 
is most troublesome." 

School principals, anxious to protect the 
reputations of their inst itut ions, tend to 
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mlnlmJze the problem. W11llam J. Saunders, 
principal at Eastern High School (2,400 stu
dents including just three whites), says vio
lence is "not a major problem" in the school. 
Yet several thousand dollars worth of foot
ball equipment has been stolen, and pollee 
officer Sherman Smart says there have been 
three alleged rapes in and around the school 
since September. As Officer Smart talks to a 
reporter, a photographer's agent joins in to 
complain that he has visited the school twice 
to take orders for class pictures and has been 
robbed of his receipts both times. 

Not even the churches are spared. At the 
Vermont Avenue Baptist Church, the collec
tion plate was stolen by intruders in full 
view of the parishioners. Says Charles War
ren, executive director of the Greater Wash
ington Council of Churches: 

"Some churches have begun to lock their 
doors at 11 a.m. on Sundays for the worship 
service. Some have policemen at the service 
during the offering. Some have canceled eve
ning activities or rescheduled them for the 
afternoons.'' 

The National Presbyterian Church has 
moved from its 60-year location about half 
a mile from the White House to a new site 
three miles farther out. The Rev. Edward 
L. R. Elson calls the new location "the 
quietest zone in Washington," but vandalism 
1s as bad. at the new church as at the old 
one. According to Mr. Elson, the vandalism 
has included "obscenity on chapel pillars, 
destruction in the church hall and lights 
pilfered and broken." 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

Moss in the chair) . The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Oll..-IMPORT POLICY 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Wyoming is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, during 
the current controversy over U.S. oil
import policy, the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. MciNTYRE) 
and I have expressed some differing 
views and opinions in remarks here and 
in a letter to me in which he asked a 
number of questions. 

I replied to his letter, which was 
printed in the RECORD, and said I be
lieved that most of his questions would 
be answered 1n a series of speeches I 
have delivered here on the Senate floor. 

I would like, however, to now itemize 
my replies to the questions as Senator 
MciNTYRE asked them so that my an
swers will appear in the same sequence 
as his questions. His first question was 
divided into nine separate questions: 

1. (a) Do you believe Government pro
grams which establlsh a floor on prices to be 
Government control of prices? 

(b) It the Government can take action to 
establish a fioor on prices, why can't lt take 
action to adjust that 1J.oor, up or down? 

(c) Am I correct in assuming that you are 
against any regulation by the Government 
of the prices of commodities? 

(d) If this 1s true, what do you conceive 
to be the purpose and effect ot the 011 1m
port Program? 

(i) Doesn't any import quota system have 
an effect on prices? 

My response is that the purpose of the 
oil-import quota is to enhance our na
tional security. Since oil is clearly of vital 
importance to our industrial complex, to 
essential consumer needs and to military 
operations, it is necessary to provide for 
assured sources of supply. When it was 
apparent that the United States was 
about to become overly dependent on 
new, flush oil fields in the Middle East, 
where oil supply currently is cheap but 
insecure, the Government decided that a 
certain proportion of our total supply 
should come from domestic production. 
This was accomplished by setting import 
quotas as a percentage of production. 

Thus the purpose of the program is 
to encourage the finding and develop
ment of oil in the United States so that 
a reasonable portion of our essential 
needs could be met from our own domes
tic resources if major foreign supplies 
were cut off-as they have been from 
time to time. 

I believe that the program has achieved 
its objectives in a satisfactory manner, 
although certainly some improvements 
can be made. Even though the di1Hculty 
and expense of finding oil in the United 
States has increased over the years, the 
level of reserves has been maintained 
while larger and larger volumes have 
been produced. At the same time, the 
domestic oil industry has maintained a 
surplus productive capacity-at indus
try expense--which provides a measure 
of security for times of emergency. 

Although most import quota systems 
affect prices, in the oil-import program 
the price influence is incidental to the 
main goal of national security. The lim
ited imports of foreign oil become a part 
of the total United States supply. Total 
supply-domestic production and im
ports-together with the domestic de
mand, determine the domestic price of 
crude oil. Thus prices vary in accord
ance with total supply and demand con
ditions and are not subject to any specific 
"ceiling" or "floor." 

You have asked if I oppose "any regu
lations by the Government of the prices 
of commodities." Since this question 
would include regulation of utilities and 
monopolies in general, wartime emer
gency measures, and a variety of other 
governmental policies, it cannot be an
swered categorically. As a rule, I would 
favor a minimum of Government regu
lation, especially in situations where 
competitive market forces can perform 
the regulating function adequately. Free 
domestic markets usually serve the con
sumer best, although in some instances 
the domestic market should be protected 
against foreign dumping. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
further asks: 

(e) What do you believe to be the purpose 
and. effect o! the State market pro-rationing 
system, which is tied to demand? 

My reSPonse is that the on proration
log system was instituted by various oil
producing States in order to prevent the 
waste of oil and gas, conserve the natural 
resources of those States and to protect 
the correlative property rights of each 
owner of interests in common oil and 
gas reservoirs. This system has accom
plished these goals and in doing so pro
vided a stable economic environment for 
the domestic oil and gas industry, en
couraged further exploration for oil and 
gas reserves, led to the expansion of 
these reserves and very directly promoted 
the national security. 

I would like to share with you some 
of the background information that we 
in the West and Southwest have grown 
up with concerning the nature and his
tory of the oil business which has pro
vided the basis for the present State 
prorationing system. As you know, the 
legal system in the United States has rec
ognized the ownership of private prop
erty. Flowing from these concepts has 
been the rule that the owner of a tract 
of land had the absolute right to drill and 
produce as much oil or gas as he could 
from any well that he drilled. This right 
included the right to produce as much 
oil as he could even though it might have 
migrated from adjoining tracts. Thus, 
the owner of the adjoining tract, in order 
to prevent drainage of the oil under his 
tract, also had to drill a well and pro
duce as much of it as he could as fast as 
he could in order to protect his property 
rights. Until about 1930, there was little 
regulation of oil production: at which 
time the great east Texas field, the Okla
homa City, and the Seminole fields were 
discovered. These discoveries set off the 
wildest, most irresponsible and waste
ful binge the oil industry had ever seen. 
Local law enforcement broke down, mar
tial law was declared, and troops had to 
be sent into the area to restore order. 
Each property owner had been trying to 
drill as many wells and produce as much 
oil as he could. Oil was stored in ponds 
on the surface of the ground. Great quan
tities of natural gas were flared and 
wasted. There was great physical waste 
of the natural resources of our country. 

As a result of these and other huge oil 
discoveries, regulatory statutes were 
adopted which provided for agencies to 
enforce conservation regulations. One of 
the basics of such regulations under our 
concepts of individual property rights 
necessarily is the requirement to protect 
an individual from a neighbor's unre
stricted exercise of the right to drill and 
produce. As a result, among other rules, 
market demand prorationing was insti
tuted as a conservation tool to protect 
correlative rights of individuals and as a 
means of preventing physical waste of oil 
and gas resources. 

Prorationing has provided a climate 
under which additions to recoverable oil 
reserves in Texas alone over a 10-year 
period have exceeded the equivalent of 11 
billion barrels. This figure includes 15 
trillion cubic feet of casing head gas, so 
vitally needed now, which would other
wise have been vented and wasted to the 
atmosphere. During the same period, 4 
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billion barrels of additional oil were re
covered from stripper wells and second
ary recovery projects which would not 
have been in operation if they had not 
been assured access to a market by reason 
of market demand prorationing. 

This last statement is true because the 
market demand prorationing system in 
each State in which it applied allocates 
the demand for oil in that State to all of 
the operators having producible wens so 
that each operator is guaranteed a place 
in the market for his production. This 
allows a small independent producer who 
does not own his own refinery a market 
for his production. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
continues: 

(f) Does the import program or the pro
rationing system have any effect on prices? 

My response is that the prorationing 
system is designed to prevent the physical 
waste of oil and gas resources and to 
protect the correlative property rights 
of the various owners and operators in a 
particular field. Any effect on prices is 
incidental. This conclusion has been 
approved by judgment of various courts 
so that this principle is well established. 
All of the court decisions sustaining con
servation legislation have consistently 
refuted the claim that the conservation 
program of the States is designed pri
marily for economic and profit motives 
rather than to prevent waste of a natural 
resource or protect correlative rights. The 
decisions make it clear that the preven
tion of waste or protection of correlative 
rights is the principal objective and that 
economic considerations, if any, are but 
a means to that end or are incidental. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
asks: 

(g) Assuming that all analysts are correct 
in saying that the purpose of St ate pro
rationing is to set prices, shouldn't this job 
be done by the Federal Government, rather 
than only two states, Texas and Louisiana? 

I reject the assumption that "all 
analysts say that the purpose of prora
tioning is to set prices." The method used 
by the State agencies that regulate oil 
production is to allow the wells in that 
State to produce the amount of oil which 
can be used by the oil purchasers in that 
State. The price of oil is not considered by 
the agency. Their determination rests 
upon evidence of the amount of oil in 
storage and the estimates of the next 
months' "demand" for oil as reflected in 
the amounts "nominated" by the oil pur
chasers. The courts have consistently 
denied that the purpose of these laws is 
to set prices. To my knowledge, there · 
was only one instance when a State was 
even asked to set the price of crude oil. 
That was in 1916 when the attorney gen
eral of Oklahoma asked the regulatory 
agency of that State to fix the price of 
oil. That agency refused to do so saying 
that the fixing of the price of crude oil 
"is absolutely impossible and impracti
cal." Also many analysts do not believe 
that prorationing is a price-fixing mech
anism. For example, Prof. Erich Zimmer
mann in his book "Conservation in the 
Production of Petroleum" has stated: 

It is folly to Judge the achievements of 
modern industry solely by short-run bene-

fits to consumers in terms of lower prices, 
though the petroleum industry is proud of 
its record on that score, too. These achieve
ments must be appraised in the light of his
tory-in the glory of pioneering in new fields 
of endeavor, in the contributions to science, 
to knowledge, to the soundness of the econ
omy, and to the security of the nation. 
Judged in that light, the state system of 
conservation (including proration) of petro
leum as it has developed in this country is 
not a price-fixing scheme, but a policy neces
sary to prevent physical waste and to achieve 
equity among producers. 

It is my firm belief that the States of 
Texas and Louisiana do not "set prices" 
for oil, and that the Federal Government 
should not do this job either. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
continues: 

(h) Do you agree with the position taken 
by Assistant Attorney General McLaren in a 
letter of December 31, 1969, to Senattor Prox
mire that there is no competition in setting 
oil prices because of state market proration
ing systems and the posted price system of 
the major oil companies? 

My response is that I do not agree with 
Assistant Attorney General McLaren 
that there is no competition in the set
ting of oil prices. On the contrary, in my 
opinion, oil prices are responsive to 
changing supply-demand factors operat
ing in a free market environment char
acterized by intense and vigorous com
petition. Crude oil price postings which 
are contrary to the basic economic con
ditions in the industry will not stick. 
This conclusion is supported by abun
dant historic evidence. Postings have fre
quently varied up or down to reflect com
petitive response to changing conditions. 

Similarly, as I have said before, nei
ther are oil prices fixed or set by the oil 
prorationing system. Reports prepared 
by other Attorney Generals point out 
their belief that the prorationing system 
is not a price-fixing scheme. The 1959 
report of Attorney General William P. 
Rogers prepared with reference to con
gressional approval of the interstate 
compact to conserve oil and gas stated: 

No "shortage" of oil created by State ac
tion could be held responsible for any price 
movement. Considering the complex and 
varying bases of decision faced by each of 
the State agencies, and the constant pressure 
of local producers to be allowed the fullest 
share of production, the task of prorating 
to achieve a desired price level would be vir
tually impossible. 

In the report of the Attorney General 
of the United States, Robert F. Kennedy, 
dated May 15, 1963, pursuant to section 
2 of the joint resolution of August 7, 
1959, consenting to an interstate com
pact to conserve oil and gas, reference 
is made, page 14 of the typed report, to 
MER's and ratable take-purchasing. 
This was said: 

Like the MER concept, rules requiring 
ratable take within a reservoir seem beyond 
question essential to end gross waste in oil 
production which evoked t he need for con
servation. And, while both MER and "ratable 
take" requirements do level out t he flow from 
individual fields and thus diminish t h e 
"boom or bust" cycles, they leave nati on al 
a n d reg i on a l supply and pri ce generaUy re
sponsive t o competitive m arket conditions. 
(Emphasis added.) 

, The 1963 report further went on to 
say: 

Clearly this market demand control was 
not a surreptitious or illegal affair, aimed at 
"fixing" prices at a particular level. 

Senator MciNTYRE continues: 
2. You report that "oil product prices have 

remained remarkably stable during the in
flation of recent years and now average less 
at $3.88 per barrel than the 1957-59 weighted 
wholesale average of $3 .99 for the four prin
cipal products-gasoline, home heating oil, 
kerosene and residual." 

My understanding is, hov.ever, that oil 
prices were at abnormally high levels during 
the 1957-59 period due to the Suez crisis of 
1956. Therefore, I have measured the changes 
in oil prices over the past five years, years 
when the inflation in our country has be
come more intense. It would be helpful to 
me if you could provide information as you 
see it, on: 

(a) The domestic price of crude oil in each 
of the years 1965-69 wit h a comparison of 
those prices with world crude oil prices; 

(b) The wholesale and retail prices of the 
four principal products you outlined above
gasoline, home heating oil, kerosene and 
residual-for each product in each of the 
years 1965-69. 

My response is: 
You question the validity of the claim 

that oil product prices have remained 
remarkably stable during the inflation of 
recent years, pointing out that during 
the base period used for the price com
parison, 1957 to 1959, oil prices were ab
normally high as a result of the Suez 
crisis of 1956. 

The 1957-59 base period was used be
cause the Bureau of Labor Statistics has 
adopted these years as the base for its 
wholesale and consumer price indices. It 
is true that 1957 was an abnormal y-ear 
for petroleum prices. The years 1958-59, 
however, showed prices more normally in 
line with those in the pre-Suez crisis 
years and can be legitimately used as a 
basis for comparison. Accordingly, the 
price comparisons which follow are based 
on averages for the 2 years 1958-59. They 
provide more acceptable indices than the 
period 1965-69 suggested by you. As pre
viously mentioned, they are based on se
lected Government years for measuring 
price changes and a 10-year period mini
mizes the effect of random, year-to-year 
fluctuationS and those of intermediate 
term, both of which tend to distort the 
more basic, long term picture. 

CRUDE OIL PRICE S 

Table 1 shows the recent historical 
trend in annual average crude oil price 
at the wellhead in the United States 
compared with the wholesale price index 
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics for in
dustrial commodities. While 1969 crude 
oil price has risen only 3.6 percent above 
the 1958-59 average, the wholesale price 
index for industrial commodities had 
risen by 12.3 percent. 

As to comparison with so-called 
world prices to which you refer, I am 
not aware of any publicly available data 
on actual world crude oil prices for 
deliveries to the United States or else
where. ·while posted prices for foreign 
crudes have not changed since about 
1960, they have been subject to widely 
varying negotiated discounts, credits, 
freight and other private terms which 
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naturally do not appear in any available 
record. 

Admittedly, foreign crude prices are 
less than domestic prices. Two consid
erations, however, should be borne in 
mind: 

First, the difference between these 
prices would decrease if the United 
States were to import large volumes of 
foreign oil and thus become dependent 
on foreign producers for its supplies. 

Second, a valid comparison of domes
tic and imported fuel costs would have 
to take account of the price of natural 
gas. An eminent petroleum economist 
has pointed out that, whereas the aver
age pnice for crude oil at the point of 
production is about $3 a. barrel, the price 
for the equivalent energy as natural gas 
is less than $1.20. The average cost of 

domestic petroleum energy equivalent to 
a barrel of crude oil is, therefore, about 
$2.10, one-half of the sum of these two 
:figures since the domestic industry sup
plies as much energy in the form of 
natural gas as in the form of crude oil. 
He concludes this is about as cheap as 
foreign crude can be delivered to U.S. 
ports. 

PRODUCT PRICES 

Both wholesale and consumer prices 
for U.S. petroleum products have risen 
far less since 1958-59 than the cor
responding price indices of the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. The following table 
shows highlights of annual average 
wholesale prices at terminals and refin
eries for the four principal products to 
which you refer. Details are given in the 
attached table 2: 

WHOLESALE PRICES, CENTS PER GALLON 

Average 1958-59 ________ -----------------------
1969 _____ ---------- ---------------------------Percentage increase 1969 over 1958-59 __________ _ 

Regular 
gasoline 

11.69 
11.80 

.9 

Note that wholesale price for regular 
gasoline in 1969 was less than 1 percent 
above the average of 1958-59, despite the 
fact that during this period the perform
ance quality was advanced by two to 
three octane numbers. Comparison with 
the 12.3 percent rise shown by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics Wholesale Price Index 
over the same period justifies my claim 
for price stability, especially for gasoline, 
the largest volume petroleum product 
consumed in the United States. 

The table shows further that whole
sale prices for kerosene increased by 7.8 
percent compared to the average of 1958-
59, distillates increased 7.6 percent, and 
residual fuel actually declined in price 
by 12.6 percent. 

Key points in the consumer price his
tory for the two petroleum products most 
directly affecting private consumers, reg
ular gasoline and distillates, are given in 
the table below. The details appear in 
the attached table 3. 

CONSUMER PRICES, CENTS PER GALLON 

Consumer 
Regular price 
gasoline index 

(excludes 1957-
taxes) Distillates 59=100 

Average 1958-59 ______ 21.325 15.18 101.1 
1969_-- ------------- 23.85 17.81 127.7 
Percentage increase 

1969 over 1958-59 __ 11.85 17.3 26.3 

The data shows that, excluding excise 
taxes, the service station price for regu
lar gasoline obtained by averaging data 
for more than 50 U.S. cities, had by 1969 

Kerosene 

11.11 
11.98 
7.8 

Distillates 

9. 35 
10.06 
7.6 

Wholesale 
Residual price index 

fuel oil 1957-59=100 

4. 805 
4.20 

-12.6 

100.4 
112.7 
12.3 

gone up only 11.9 percent over the 1958-
59 average. Distillates at the consumer 
level had increased only 17.3 percent over 
the same period. The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Consumer Price Index had 
risen 26.3 percent. 

Senator MciNTYRE continues: 
3. You and I share a deep concern about 

prices, and because of this how do you view 
the impact on our economy of a one cent 
increase in the retail price of gasoline? A 
one cent increase in the retail price of home 
heating (No.2 fuel) oil? 

My respons~J is: 
While agreeing with you that price in

flation is one of our mos"; serious con
cerns, I do not understand the point of 
your question No. 3 regarding the impact 
on our economy of a 1-cent increase in 
the retail price of gasoline and of home 
heating oil. The foregoing discussion has 
demonstrated how oil product prices 
have contributed major resistance to 
price inflation in recent years. Further 
than this fact, I can only reply to your 
question in terms of the price increases 
which have actually occurred in the past. 

To a considerable extent the consumer 
ptice rises which have taken place for 
gasoline and distillates reflect increases 
in dealer and distributor margins, which 
must cover their costs of doing business. 
The following table shows this effect; the 
attached table 4 gives details. Note that 
the data for distillates in these tables is 
a 21-city average from the trade publica
tion, "Fuel Oil and Oil Heat," rather 
than from Platt's and the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, as these latter price 
series do not cover margins: 

Regular gasoline, cents per gallon Distillates, cents per gallon 

Price to 
dealer 

Price to Station dealer Price to 
retailer 

Price to 
consumer 

Retailer 
margin consumer margin 

Average 1958-59_________________ 16.155 21.325 __ --~·-~~- W: ~ l:: ~5 35~~ 
}~~============================- -------i7:ii _________ 23:85_____ - 6. 74 ---------- - ---- -- -------------------------

lncrn~l ~~=~ 1~~~~::::::::::::- --------:955--------T525------ ----c 57 ______ - - ---~~~--- - ---- - -~~~~--- - -------~·-~~ 
M~~~ne~ni~~~!~~f_e~~~~~~~~-n_·_ ------------------------------- 62 ---------------------------- 77 

According to these data, out of the 
2.525 cents per gallon average increase in 
service station price for gasoline from 
1958-59 to 1969, 1.57 per gallon, or 62 
percent, appears as increased dealer 
margin. Similarly, out of the 1.75-cent
per-gallon rise from 1958-59 to 1968 in 
consumer distillate price, 1.35 cent per 
gallon, or 77 percent went to retailers. 

Any share of the consumer price in
creases retained by the oil producing and 
refining industry was largely reinvested 
in the U.S. economy. 

Senator MciNTYRE continued: 
4. You say that "4 out of 10 barrels" of 

New England oil products are imported now. 
My understanding is that the 40% figure 
applies to the erutire East Coast and not New 
England. Your figures may also include a 
decontrolled product, residual fuel oil. I 
wonder if you have figures for controlled 
products for New England alone. 

My response is that the Senator's un
derstanding that the 40-percent figure 
applies to the entire east coast 1s cor
rect, as the following table shows: 
PRODUCT SUPPLY TO DISTRICT I, EASTERN DISTRICT 

(1969 PRELIMINARY) 

(Million barrels per day) Total Imports 

Domestic products from other 
districts ____________ ---- __ _ 2. 7 --------------Imported residual fuel oil _____ _ 

Imported light products ______ _ 
Refined from domestic crude __ _ 

1.3 1.3 
.2 .2 
• 5 --------------Refined from imported crude __ _ .8 .8 ------------------TotaL _____________ ---- 5. 5 2.3 

Imports equal 42 percent of total prod
uct supply. I have no reason to believe 
that the percentage for New England 
would differ substantially from that for 
the whole district. 

On the question of the total controlled 
products-that is, excluding residual 
fuel-imported into New England, sta
tistics are available on the port of entry 
of both imported crude and products. To 
my knowledge, however, no precise rec
ords are kept of the distribution of prod
uct made from imported crude, and 
therefore it is impossible to determine 
how much imported crude eventually 
finds its way into New England in the 
form of product. 

I should point out that almost all crude 
and residual fuel imported east of the 
Rockies goes to the east coast. The con
sumers on the east coast, including New 
England, are among the beneficiaries of 
the lower costs of these imported oils. 

Senator MciNTYRE continues: 
5. I note from the recent study of the 

Office of Emergency Preparedness that in 
1969 the people of Wyoming bore the high
est per capita burden of any State in added 
expenses due to the Oil Import Program
$62.00. The people of my State paid . a per 
capita burden of $42.09 and nationwide the 
per capita burden was $26.16. 

(a) Do you believe that these burdens are 
justified? 

(b) Do you believe that petrolewn imports 
from secure sources such as Canada, which 
would not affect our security and would 
certainly lower costs in your State, should 
be a.llowed free access to our markets! 

(c) If such imports would lower prices to 
consumers, help in the fight against 1n1la
tion, and not affect security, would you 
object? 
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My response, Mr. President, is that the 

conclusions reached by the o:m.ce of 
Emergency Preparedness appear to be 
at best questionable in respect to both 
their estimated total cost of oil import 
controls, and the validity of their per 
capita allocation of these costs. It should 
be kept in mind that the Deputy Direc
tor of the o:m.ce of Emergency Prepared
ness in transmitting this paper pointed 
out that it was an o:m.ce of Emergency 
Preparedness staff item and did not 
necessarily reflect the views of the Di
rector of the o:m.ce of Emergency Pre
paredness nor of the o:m.ce itself. 

The OEP estimates the "consumer" 
cost of oil import controls to have been 
$5.3 billion in 1969 rising to $7.3 billion 
by 1975. The OEP mentions, without 
estimating their magnitude, factors, for 
example, current under utilization of oil, 
which they say will change the cost of 
the program, generally upward. However, 
no account is taken of such offsetting 
factors as loss of revenue to local and 
Federal Governments, or of the economic 
disruption of the domestic oil and gas 
industries, particularly in the producing 
sectors. The consumer benefits of low gas 
prices are mentioned but not calculated. 
Interestingly enough, in reporting its 
estimate, OEP attached an analysis from 
the Department of the Interior's sub
mission of July 15, 1969, to the task force 
showing a consumer cost of $2.2 billion 
in 1975, but left unanswered major ques
tions as to the difference between its 
estimate and that of Interior which are 
widely disparate. While estimates by 
others of the cost of controls also vary 
greatly depending on the assumptions 
used, there is agreement among many 
experts that the net cost to the country 
is low. Prof. E. A. Thompson testified in 
May 1969 before the Senate Subcommit
tee on Antitrust and Monopoly that his 
analysis showed a net benefit to the 
Nation of $25 million per year. 

Apart from any inaccuracies in OEP's 
base figures, prorating this total per 
capita cost of the present oil import pro
gram by States without reference to its 
broad national security implications is a 
meaningless exercise. The program was 
specifically designed to preserve a 
healthy domestic petroleum industry in 
the national interest, and the whole Na
tion shares equally in the benefits from 
the security provided. Such security ob
viously costs something, in the same way 
that the maintenance of our Armed 
Forces costs something. Yet, I am sure 
no one has seriously suggested that we 
should prorate the cost of the Armed 
Forces among the States. 

On the question of Canadian imports, 
I believe the present arra~gements have 
served our national security interests well 
in the past. These arrangements which 
give us the advantage of overland im
ports subject to informal Government re
straints should be continued in the 
future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 30 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
able Senator from Wyoming be permitted 
to proceed for an additional 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank I ask unanimous consent to have 
the distinguished acting majority leader. printed in the RECORD a table showing 

Finally, on the question of oil prices, I a history of U.S. crude oil prices since 
am sure we would agree that the inter- 1957, a table showing a history of U.S. 
ests of the U.S. consumer should be pro- . bulk product prices since 1957, a table 
tected. As I have stated, our national showing a history of U.S. consumer prices 
security can only be purcha~ed at a price . . since 1957, and a table entitled "History 
Nevertheless, I should pomt out that, of Dealer Margins" beainning with the 
besides con~rib~t.ing to national security, year 1958. ' 5 

the .domestic oill:lldustry al:ead! has. an There being no objection the tables 
enviable record m combatmg inflatiOn. . . ' 
While the overall Bureau of Labor Sta- were ordered to be prmted m the RECORD, 
tis tics Consumer Price Index has risen as follows: 
by 25.8 percent since 1959 When the TABLE I.-U.S. CRUDE OIL PRICE HISTORY 
mandatory oil import program was 
adopted, the retail prices of gasoline and 
home heating oil have increased only 
12.6 and 16.5 percent, respectively. The 
consumer has constantly been the bene
ficiary of new technology and economies 
of scale that have enabled the oil indus
try to provide an improving product 
while maintaining prices that have actu
ally decreased in the past decade in 
terms of constant dollars. 

(1957)--- -------------------
1958_ -----------------------
1959_--- --------------------Average 1958-59 _______ _ 
1960 _____ ------------------
1961__----- -----------------
1962.-----------------------
1963.-----------------------
1964.-----------------------
1965_-- ---------------------
1966_-- ---------------------
1967------------------------
1968_-----------------------
196.9_- ----------------------
1 ncrease: 1969 over 1958~9 

average (percent) __ ____ ____ _ 

Crude oil Wholesale 
price 1 dollars price index 2 

per barrel (1957-59=100) 

(3. 09) 
3. 01 
2. 90 
2. 955 
2. 88 
2.89 
2. 90 
2. 89 
2. 88 
2.86 

"2.88 
2.92 
2.94 
3.06 

3.6 

(99. 2) 
99.5 

101.3 
100.4 
101.3 
100.8 
100.8 
100.7 
101.2 
102.5 
104.7 
106.3 
109.0 
112.7 

12.3 

And again I might ask, If the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. MciNTYRE) 
favors the use of imported oil as a means 
of forcing a price reduction in oil prod
ucts, would he also favor massive imports 
of any commodity or product-textiles, 
steel, dairy products, shoes, automobiles, 
electronics--so long as lower consumer w:ll~esalureau of Mines annual weighted average price at the 

prices resulted? ' Bureau of Labor Statistics, Industrial Commodities Index. 

TABLE 2.-U.S. BULK PRODUCT PRICE HISTORY 

Wholesale product prices, cents per gallon 1 
Wholesale 

Regular Residual price index z 
gasoline Kerosene Distillates fuel oil (1957-59=100) 

(1957) __ --------------------------------------
1958 _____ -------------------------------------

(12. 34) 
11.74 

(11. 54) 
10.96 

1959 ____ - ------------ -------- ---- ---- ---- ----- 11.64 11.26 
11.69 11.11 
11.61 11.17 

Average 1958--59 ____________ -------------
1960 ______ ------------------------------------
196L ______ ---------_ -------.----------------- 11.62 11.49 
1962 ____ ------------- -- ------------ ----------- 11.52 11.42 
1963 ____ ------- ------------------------------- 11.35 11.51 
1964 ____ - ------ ------------------------ ------- 11.27 10.93 
1965 ____ - -------- ----------------------------- 11.52 11.28 
1966 ____ -------------------------------------- 11.59 11.49 
1967------------------------------------------ 11.84 11.96 
1968 _____ - --------------- --------------------- 11.55 12.03 
1969 ___ ------------ -- -------------------- ----- 11.80 11.98 
Increase: 1969 over 1958-59 average (percent) ___ _ .9 7.8 

1 Annual averages of Platt's Price Service quotations at refineries and terminals. 
2 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Industrial Commodities Index. 

TABLE 4.-HISTORY OF DEALER MARGINS 

(10. 05) 
9.39 
9.31 
9. 35 
8. 79 
9.10 
9.11 
9.18 
8.65 
9.04 
9.09 
9. 71 
9.84 

10.06 
7.6 

(6. 15) 
4.82 
4.79 
4. 805 
4.88 
4.85 
4. 78 
4. 61 
4. 50 
4.81 
4. 73 
4. 53 
4.30 
4. 20 

-12.6 

Regular gasoline, cents per gallon Distillates, cents per gallon 

Price to Price to 
dealer (1) consumer (2) 

Station 
dealer 
margin 

Price to Price to 
retailer (3) consumer(') 

Retailer 
margin 

(99. 2) 
99.5 

101.3 
100.4 
101.3 
100.8 
100.8 
100.7 
101.2 
102.5 
104.7 
106.3 
109.0 
112.7 
12.3 

Consumer 
Price 

index (6) 
(1957-59 

100) 

1958____________________________ 16.22 21.47 5. 25 10.7 14.4 3. 7 ~8~: ~ 
1959-·A------i95S:59___________ lt ns ~}: ~~s ~: n 18:: ~t :s :: g5 101. 1 
1960----~~~-:e ________ ::::::::::: 16. 08 20.99 4. 91 10.5 14.4 3. 9 103. 1 
1961____________________________ 15.80 20. 53 4. 73 10. 8 15.2 4. 4 ~rs.· ~ 
1962____________________________ 15.45 20.36 4. 91 10.7 15.3 4. 6 
1963___________________________ _ 15. 22 20. 11 4. 89 10.4 15.3 4. 9 ~gg·. r 
1964____________________________ 14.82 19.98 5. 16 9. 9 15. 1 5. 2 
1965______ _______ _______________ 15.38 20.70 s. 32 10.2 15.4 5. 2 m: ~ 
~~~---------------- ---------- -- l~Jf ~ ~~ ~· ~: l&·: ~~- g ~· ~ 116. 3 

~~~~============================ l~: N ~r. ~~ ~: ~~ -------~~~~--------~~~~---------~~~- m: ~ 
lncre1~ssi over 1958-59_·------- -------------------------------------- • 4 1. 75 1. 35 ------------

1969 over 1958--59____ ___ ____ • 955 2. 525 1. 57 --------- -------------------------------------- · 
Margin increase, percent of total 

co~~~~~~~~l~et~~9 _____ ---------------------------------------------- --------------------- 77 ------------
1969 over 1958-59 ___________ -- ________________ ------- 62 ------------------------------------------- ----· 

1 Annual average of Platt's price service quotations of dealer tank wagon prices for 50 to 55 cities. . 
2 Annual average of Platt's price service quotations of service station prices, except excise taxes, for 50-55 CJties. 
a Fuel oil and oil heat annual averages of tank car price quotations to retailers. 
f Fuel oil and oil heat annual averages of tank wagon price quotations to consumers, except taxes. 
6 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index. 
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TABLE 3.-U.S. CONSUMER PRICE HISTORY 

1~~~>--~====== ======= 
1959.-- -- --- - -- ---- -
Average 1958- 59 ..... . 
1960.-------- ----- - -
196L ...... ________ _ 
1962 ___ ____________ _ 
1963.-------------- -
1964.---------------
1965.- - -------------
1966.- - -------------
1967-- - -------- - --- -
1968 . . - -- ---------- -
1969 ___ ------------ -
Increase: 1969 over 

1958- 59 average 
(percent) ...•.. ___ . 

Consumer prices, 
tents per gallon 

Regular 
gasoline 1 Distillates 2 

(22. 11) 
21.47 
21.18 
21.325 
20.99 
20.53 
20.36 
20. 11 
19.98 
20. 70 
21. 57 
22. 55 
22.93 
23.85 

11. 9 

(15. 99) 
15.07 
15.29 
15.18 
15.02 
15.62 
15.62 
15.97 
15.71 
16.04 
16.43 
16.91 
17.41 
17. 81 

17.3 

Consumer 
price 

index a 
(1957- 59 

= 100) 

(98. 0) 
100.7 
101.5 
101.1 
103. 1 
104.2 
105. 4 
106.7 
108.1 
109.9 
113. 1 
116.3 
121.2 
127.7 

26.3 

1 Annual averages of Platt's Price Service quotations of 
service station prices, ex taxes in 50-55 cities. 

2 Bureau of Labor Statistics dealer price to consumers, in
cluding sales taxes, in 21 cities. 

3 Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator· yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. As the Senator from 
Wyoming knows, I made comments 
yesterday about a bill I have introduced 
pertaining to the oil import situation, 
and I again join the Senator in his ef
forts to highlight the problem. 

I ask the Senator if he is aware that 
the President is to make an announce
ment, I believe at about 11:30 a.m. today, 
concerning his request to the current 
task force on oil imports. It is my under
standing that the President will an
nounce that the matter will be subject 
to further scrutiny from the point of 
view, particularly, of national security. 

Mr. HANSEN. I am aware, Mr. Presi
dent, to the extent that I have read the 
news release, that the President will be 
making some observations. I am delighted 
to hear from the Senator from Alaska 
that he likewise will recommend further 
scrutiny. I think we have heard largely 
from the wrong people up to date. We 
have heard only from those who seek 
to find fault with a great industry that 
has served this country very well and has 
assured our national security, and I think 
we ought to hear both sides of that story. 
So I am delighted to hear the Senator's 
statement. 

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

Mr. HANSEN. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I thank my distin

guished Senator from Wyoming for his 
very knowledgeable and well-informed 
presentation. The Senator from Wyo
ming has always been a great champion 
of the preservation of one of our most 
important domestic industries-indeed, 
it could be said to be the most important, 
because a supply of energy is of vital 
importance to every endeavor in the 
United States, industrial or otherwise. 

So I associate myself with the remarks 
of the Senator from Wyoming, and 
again offer my commendation to him. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am 
grateful indeed to my two distinguished 
friends, who represent the largest and 
the next to the largest States. I shall 
not try to resolve that controversy at 

this moment; I will say, however, that if 
Wyoming were :flattened out, we think 
we might have a much larger State, also. 

Mr. TOWER. I might inform the Sen
ator from Wyoming that when the ice 
melts from Alaska, Texas will still be the 
largest State. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank my colleagues. 
I pay my respects to them for the great 
job they have done in bringing into an 
accurate and more nearly objective focus 
a problem that is of such great concern 
and moment to all of the more than 200 
million people of this country. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator yield 
further at that point? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. I have lll.tened to the 

Senator's comments concerning the New 
England situation, and I would urge him 
to examine the suggestion that the Sen
ator from Oklahoma and I have made 
concerning alleviating the immediate 
problems in the New England area, with 
the hope that if those immediate prob
lems could be met under the existing oil 
import quota program, they would ap
preciate the viewpoint of those of us 
who support them in their desire to pro
tect their industries, such as the shoe 
industry and the other New England 
industries, from the ravaging effects of 
very cheap foreign imports dumped into 
this country; and they perhaps could 
see that the effect of what they suggest, 
to emasculate the oil import program, 
would be even worse in the 31 oil-pro
ducing States, where it would destroy 
the whole program, just in the attempt 
to meet their immediate needs. 

I think we have another suggestion 
that could meet their immediate needs, 
if they would just listen to us as we 
try to preserve the protection the oil 
industry has had, which really led, as 
I have stated, to the development of the 
oil industry in my State. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I could 
not agree more with my distinguished 
colleague. 

I yield the :floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Illinois is recognized for 1 hour. 

THE U.S. COMMITMENT TO NATO 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the time 

has come for a tough reassessment of 
the U.S. commitment to NATO-both 
the level of that commitment and the 
costs associated with that commitment. 

Today, 25 years after the end of World 
War II, 1.2 million American troops are 
overseas-310,000, or more than 25 per
cent, are in Europe. Of the troops in 
Europe, about 220,000 are in West Ger
many. Along with our troops in Europe 
are 235,000 dependents and 14,000 U.S. 
civilian employees-a total of 569,000 
Americans in Western Europe. This rep
resents a larger U.S. military presence 
than the United States currently has 
in Vietnam where an actual war is going 
on. 

To support this military presence in 
Europe, a tremendous drain is placed 
on the U.S. budget. It costs $14 billion 
annually to support our troops in NATO. 
In addition, associated with the military 

commitment, is a $1.5 billion balance-of
payments deficit-a $1 billion deficit in 
Germany alone. The United States can 
no longer afford this commitment of 
men and money, considering our press
ing domestic needs. 

The Eisenhower Commission on the 
Causes and Prevention of Violence had 
this to say about nation building at 
home: · 

When in man's long history other great 
civiltizations fell, it was less often from 
external assault than from internal decay. 
Our own civilization has shown a remark
able capacity for responding to crises and 
for emerging to higher pinnacles of power 
and achievement. But our most serious chal
lenges to date have bee:o. external-the kind 
this strong and resourceful country could 
unite against. While serious external dangers 
remain, the graver threats today are internal: 
haphazard urbanization, racial discrimina
tion, disfiguring of the environment, un
precedented interdependence, the dislocation 
of human identity and motivation created 
by an amuent society-all resulting in a 
rising tide of individual and group violence. 

The greatness and durability of most civil
izations has been finally determined by how 
they have responded to these challenges 
from within. Ours will be no exception. . 

Mr. President, yesterday I reported to 
the Senate that we have reached a food 
crisis in many urban areas, including 
the city of Chicago. We simply have in
adequate sources of food in major cities
Chicago not excepted-to feed mal
nourished and hungry children. I men
tioned that a doctor had brought six 
children to my omce. They were mal
nourished and hungry-and there was 
no public source available in the city of 
Chicago to obtain food for them. 

I report today to the Senate that we 
have a crisis in caring for the ill in 
Chicago. As of yesterday, Cook County 
Hospital, the largest in the world, has 
notified all poor people in Chicago, 
"Don't come to Cook County Hospital 
unless you are on your death bed or 
have a critical emergency." For years 
now, ill peopl'e have gone to Cook County 
Hospital, taken several hours to get there, 
taken off from work, which they can ill 
afford, stood in lines and waited, some
times for half a day, and three out of 
four have always been turned down be
cause they are not bed cases. Today there 
are not even beds for those who really 
need help. 

Today we have a crisis, and certainly 
tomorrow we will have an increasing 
crisis, in environmental control; one 
crisis after another arises. Yet, we are 
spending today $14 billion in our budget 
to support U.S. troop forces in Europe. 

The time has come for the Europeans 
to do more in their own defense. I foresee 
a grave threat to the U.S. commitment 
to NATO unless the whole structure of 
NATO is reassessed and Europeans make 
a greater commitment to their own com
mon defense. 

President Nixon fully realizes the need 
to reassess the U.S. role in world affairs, 
including Europe. He spoke eloquently on 
this subject in his state of the Union 
message on January 22. In commenting 
on foreign policy, the President said: 

Today, let me describe the directions of 
our new policies. 

We have based our policies on an evalua-
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tion of the world as it is, rather than as it 
was twenty-five years ago at the end of 
World War ll. Many of the policies which 
were necessary and right then are obsolete 
today. 

Then, because of America's overwhelming 
military and economic strength, the weak
ness of other major free world powers and 
the inability of scores of newly independent_ 
nations to defend-let alone govern-them
selves, America had to assume the major 
burden for the defense of freedom in the 
world. 

In two wars, first in Korea and then in 
Vietnam, we furnished most of the money, 
most of the arms and most of the men to 
help others defend their freedom. 

Today the great industrial nations of 
Europe, as well as Japan, have regained 
their economic strength, and the nations of 
Latin America-and many of the nations 
that acquired their freedom from colonial
ism after World War II in Asia and Africa
have a new sense of pride and dignity, and 
a determination to assume the responsibility 
for their own defense. 

That is the basis of the doctrine I an
nounced at Guam. 

The President further said: 
Neither the defense nor the development 

of other nations can be exclusively or pri
marily an American undertaking; 

The nations of each part of the world 
should assume the primary responsibility for 
their own well-being; and they themselves 
should determine the terms of that well
being. 

To insist that other nations play a role is 
not a retreat from responsibility, but a shar
ing of responsibility. 

We shall be faithful to our treaty commit
ments, but we shall reduce our involvement 
and our presence in other nations' affairs. 

The President clearly states that the 
nations of the world must assume pri
mary responsibility for their own well
being and that the United States will 
reduce its involvement in the affairs of 
other nations. 

In his state of the world message to 
Congress just this week, the President 
called for a readjustment in the balance 
of "burdens and responsibilities" be
tween the United States and our NATO 
allies. 

Vice President AGNEW has also stated 
that the Guam doctrine should be ap
plied to all parts of the world, not just 
Asia. 

No one is saying that the United States 
should not fulfill its treaty commitments. 
The President has made that clear. What 
he is saying is that the United States has 
been doing a disproportionate share of 
NATO's job and that our allies should do 
more. This position was reiterated this 
week by Secretary of the Treasury Ken
nedy, Director of the Budget Mayo, and 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board 
At·thur Burns in testimony before the 
Joint Econmnic Committee. 

The United States can literally no 
longer afford to do as much as it has been 
doing. There are serious problems in this 
country which will take a massive com
mitment of national resources to correct. 
But just last month, because of inflation 
and budget strain, the President had to 
veto the HEW appropriation bill as he 
felt-desirable as the purposes of the bill 
were-that the budget could not afford 
the extra $1.2 billion level of spending 
called for in the bill. Yet, the United 

States continues to spend $14 billion an
nually to protect Europe. 

In the past attempts have been made 
to alleviate the balance-of-payments 
drain of NATO by offset arrangements. 
In the early 1960's these offset arrange
ments took the form of military pur
.chases by European countries in the 
United States. In recent years however 
these purchases have declined as Euro
pean armies equipped themselves. Thus, 
beginning in 1967, Germany started off
setting part of the U.S. balance-of-pay
ments cost in Germany through the use 
of loans to the U.S. Treasury. But a loan 
in no sense can be considered a true 
offset. Loans have to be repaid-and in 
the case of these offset loans-with 
interest. Payment of interest to Ger
many means to many Americans that the 
United States is paying Germany money 
for the privilege of defending Germany. 
The current offset arrangement with 
West Germany is totally unsatisfactory. 
Current financial arrangements run 
through June 30, 1971, and call for an 
offset of $1.52 billion-equivalent to 80 
percent of the U.S. balance-of-payments 
costs in Germany. Sixty-one percent of 
the offset will be in the form of purchases 
in the United States-$925 million. Thus, 
of total U.S. balance-of-payments loss in 
Germany, only 48.8 percent is in the form 
of purchases-61 percent of an offset of 
80 percent. 

Thirty-nine percent of the offset is in 
the form of other financial transac
tions-$595 million. The largest single 
item is a German loan to the U.S. Treas
ury of $250 million on which the United 
States pays interest-10 year maturity, 
3%-percent interest. 

The only good thing that can be said 
about this loan is that the interest rate 
is lower and the maturity longer than 
such loans negotiated in the previous ad
ministration which were at market rates 
of interest and 4% year maturity. 

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

Mr. PERCY. I am delighted to yield 
to the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would like to ask, 
most respectfully, what is good about a 
loan or an extended period of time at 
a reduced rate of interest, when in the 
long run this Government has to pay 
Germany for maintaining its troops on 
German soil? 

I think that this is one of the most 
unusual arrangements-and I am speak
ing conservatively-! have ever heard of, 
in considering this as an offset balance 
for compensation for American troops 
and dependents stationed in West Ger
many and Europe. We have approxi
mately 600,000 servicemen and depend
ents there. 

Unfortunately, I had to leave the 
Chamber for a few minutes, but I would 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois, who has been in Germany 
re~ently and who has shown an added 
interest in this subject so far as NATO 
is concerned and our participation in it: 
Just what does it cost this Government 
every year to maintain 600,000 troops and 
dependents in Western Europe? 

Mr. PERCY. The distinguished major
ity leader has asked a question which is 

difficult to determine because the ques
tion turns upon what proportion of the 
Defense Establishment in Washington 
should be charged to the NATO defense. 

However, the best figure I can get, one 
which I have enunciated publicly a num
ber of times, without correction by the 
State Department, Department of De
fense, White House, the Bureau of the 
Budget, or anyone in Europe, is $14 bil
lion to $15 billion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. A year? 
Mr. PERCY. The number of people we 

support in Europe is 569,000--
Mr. MANSFIELD. A year? 
Mr. PERCY. A year. Yes, it costs that 

much each year. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. $15 billion a year? 
Mr. PERCY. $14 billion to $15 billion 

a year. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. It costs the United 

States that much? 
Mr. PERCY. It costs the United States 

that much to support 310,000 troops and 
a total number of 569,000 Americans, in
cluding dependents-which is more 
Americans than we have in the defense 
of Vietnam. 

We can put it in no other terms than 
to say that these Americans are hostages 
in Europe for the purpose of insuring 
the credibility of our deterrent, should 
Europe be attacked. 

I say that the cost to this Govern
ment is absolutely outrageous, consider
ing the prosperity Europe is enjoying. 

The taxpayers of this country, as they 
learn about this-and they are not now 
aware of it-it is our job to inform them 
publicly-will also be outraged at the 
disproportionate share of the burden we 
are bearing. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from lllinois yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL
MADGE in the chair). Doas the Senator 
from Illinois yield to the Senator from 
Montana? 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with the dis

tinguished Senator when he says that, in 
effect, the United States is being held 
hostage so that we would be sure to honor 
our NATO commitments in case of a 
showdown. 

I would think that if we had just one 
regimental combat team in Berlin, that 
would be an earnest to indicate that 
when we signed up with the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization and that 
we intended to fulfill our commitments 
in deeds as well as in words. I am not 
advocating at this time that we should 
reduce our commitments down to a regi
mental combat team in Berlin, but it is 
my belief that many eminent military 
authorities in the past-General Eisen
hower, later President Eisenhower, 
among them-thought that we were too 
heavily committed, too overly committed, 
in stationing so much manpower in 
Germany and Western Europe. 

While I cannot recall his exact words, 
I am positive in my mind that President 
Eisenhower, years ago, stated that there 
could be a diminution of United States 
forces in Germany without any loss in 
the strength of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. 
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Mr. President, to me, it is odd that the 
only two countries which have fulfilled 
their commitments to NATO are Canada 
and the United States. 

Canada is now showing some common
sense, under Prime Minister Pierre El
liott Trudeau, and they are going to re
duce their forces by 60 p·ercent. 

I would hope that we would follow the 
lead of Canada and reduce our forces 
substantially, in line with the resolution 
which now has a majority of Senators 
cosponsoring it, seeking to give the Pres
ident, or at least to bring to his atten
tion, the need for a drastic change. 

But of all the countries in NATO, only 
Canada and the United States have met 
their commitments fully, completely, 
down through the years. 

Mr. President, Britain has done away 
entirely with conscription. In the Low 
Countries and Denmark they have re
duced the conscription period. But in this 
country we have a 2-year draft policy. 
We make our commitments both in men 
and money through NATO. 

I believe that a quarter of a century 
after the end of the Second World War 
it is time that this Nation changed its 
policy, recognizing that Europe is now 
fully rehabilitated and reconstructed and 
is quite capable of undertaking a greater 
share of its own defense, both in man
power and in cost, and that we should 
change with the times. 

The old French saying, "The more 
things change the more they remain the 
same," just is not true in this age in 
which we live. 

I have been interested in the shifts in 
policy so far announced and put into ac
tion by President Nixon. I am pleased 
that the Nixon doctrine, which many 
thought applied only to Asia, now applies 
to the whole world. I hope that, on the 
basis of the Nixon doctrine, there will be 
a substantial withdrawal of troops and 
dependents from Europe and that we will 
get away from this vested policy of a 
quarter of a century ago-this outmoded 
and invalid policy-and that we will rec
ognize that we are, indeed, considered
as the Senator says-as hostages held 
for the security of some other country. 

I firmly believe in NATO. But, not to 
the extent of 600,000 men and depend
ents, and not to the extent of $14 billion 
to $15 billion a year. 

As the Senator from Illinois pointed 
out in his opening remarks, we have 
problems here at home for which that 
money could be spent more legitimately, 
more wisely, and more constructively. 
Perhaps, with some of that money and 
with what is being made available from 
a reduction of operations in Vietnam, we 
can face up to the problems at home of 
crime, corruption, drugs, pollution, the 
disfigurement of our environment, the 
ghettos, the health of our people-all of 
the things which have not yet been done. 

We are not going to achieve the kind 
of security that many people think we 
have, just by spending billions and bil
lions of dollars in stationing troops over
seas, or in building missiles if, at the 
same time, we allow our domestic diffi
culties to go to pot. 

It is not a case of priorities, one over 
the other. It is a case of balance between 

the security of this Nation on the one 
hand and the security of its people in
ternally and domestically on the other. 

I have taken too much time. I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I welcome 
the comments, just as I have welcomed 
the resolution in the Senate introduced 
by the distinguished Senator, which has 
been so immensely helpful to me as I 
have waged what has so many times 
seemed to be a lonely battle. 

When I go to Europe, it is always nice 
to be able to talk about our traditional 
ties and friendships, and all the things 
we have in common. But now, every 
single trip I have taken there, I have 
gone over simply reiterating that times 
have changed, that we cannot live as we 
have in the past. 

It is unfair and ludicrous, that the Eu
ropeans do not pick up a greater share 
of the cost of their own defense. There 
has been no greater weapon that has 
helped me in these negotiations than the 
resolution introduced by the distin
guished Senator. 

I have not tried to get into the ques
tion as to exactly how many troops are 
required or needed. As I will comment 
later in my remarks, I think the best 
approach for me to take is merely to 
start a drive forward, to have an objec
tive and a goal towards which we can 
work-an immediate goal, I would say, 
that we should take on in the next fiscal 
year. 

Mr. President, I think that we should 
now consider reducing our NATO ex
penses by $2 billion. The resolution of the 
distinguished Senator from Montana has 
never encompassed a precipitous, over
night, or any kind of sudden dangerous 
withdrawal. He has been very cautious 
and very careful in the way he has intro
duced the resolution. But I believe that 
$2 billion is not too large a reduction to 
expect out of a $14 billion figure. We 
have ourselves in Congress reduced the 
budget for our space program from $6 
billion down to $3.6 billion. And we have 
done that over a period of a few years. We 
ought to be able to draw our expenses 
down for NATO. It can be done by some 
troop withdrawals or by Germany and 
other countries picking up immediately 
some of the expenses we are now bear
ing, such as payments to German na
tionals. 

We are paying 70,000 of them one
quarter of a billion dollars. This is not 
hiring mercenary troops. This is to pay 
German citizens for providing services to 
the NATO forces. Germany should pick 
up and pay the costs of the buildings 
constructed in Germany. We are spend
ing money for those buildings which will 
stay there. We should be paid for them. 
Certainly we should not pay taxes to the 
German Government. We do not pay 
taxes to our own States and communi
ties where we have troops. We are paying 
millions of dollars in taxes to the Ger
man Government. 

We certainly should not be paying for 
the cost of transporting our troops 
around Germany when the transporta
tion means are owned by the Goveln
ment. We should not be paying for power. 

because the power companies are owned 
by the Government. 

Germany is benefiting so much in an 
overall sense from the offset loans that 
the Senator mentioned. I did not want in 
any way to imply that these loans were 
good. I consider that it is a phony delay 
of the real costs we will have to pay. 

I was very delighted to note that Chair
man Burns of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem and Secretary of the Treasury David 
Kennedy, and Robert Mayo, the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget, all abso
lutely agreed that the loans are wrong, 
that they should not have been made. 

They are not a real offset. The loans 
simply delay the agony and fracture our 
relationship when they are called, with 
no advance notice to us. The Bundes
bank said, "We need the money. We want 
the money back.'' A half billion dollars of 
the loans have been called, and there is 
an indication that Germany will call the 
balance. This is a phony arrangement 
from the negotiations of the past 
administration. 

But, further, even the previous loans 
are changed further due to the German 
revaluation of the mark. We do not have 
to pay back $500 million. We have to 
pay back $545 million. And because there 
is no provision in the offset arrangement 
for revaluation, we have to pay 9.3 per
cent more in repaying these loans. 

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am 

glad the Senator emphasized the point 
that the Bundesbank called those loans 
in, so to speak, before the expiration of 
the agreement agreed to by the United 
States and the West German Govern
ment. But I hesitate to use an adjective 
which would describe my real feelings 
about this being an offset payment or a 
way of taking care of our needs, because 
it is true that all the Germans are doing 
is buying our bonds on which we pay in
terest. And at the end of a certain pe
riod under the agreement, we pay them 
the interest and the principal. But what 
the Bundesbank has done is to come in 
ahead of time to cash their bonds in 
because they need the money, they say. 

But financially speaking they are in 
far better shape than we are. And all we 
have to do, unless things have changed 
drastically in the past 2 or 3 months, is 
to compare the mark and the dollar. And 
how much of a debt does the German 
Government have? Very little, I am sure. 

Mr. PERCY. Nothing compared to 
ours. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No country has a 
debt that would compare to ours. But 
these countries have been rehabilitated. 
And they have had to do it themselves, 
and I honor them for it. They started 
from scratch, whereas our debt has been 
accumulating decade after decade and 
we have carried it. They are economi
cally better off. 

And if one raises the question about 
withdrawing a certain number of U.S. 
troops and dependents, even gradually, 
it seems that the German officials of 
West Germany seem to think the roof 
is going to fall in. But if this question of 
a resolution was not pending and being 
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given some publicity and attention, they 
would take the very opposite tack from 
what they are doing now. They would 
say they are getting along well with the 
rest of Eastern Europe, with the Soviet 
Union, and with China, because they 
have gone that far away to build a roll
ing mill in China. They have changed 
their thoughts with the times and the 
circumstances. 

I have received a lot of criticism from 
time to time because of the resolution 
which I introduced. Every time I have 
been told it is the wrong time. Well, I 
think it is the right time, and I hope that 
if something is not done voluntarily by 
this administration in accord with the 
West German Government, in accord 
with the members of NATO then I think 
it is up to the Congress of the United 
States to make its views known and to 
do something about this great cost, this 
outflow of capital, this deficit in pay
ments, and to face up to a policy which 
was good 25 years ago, was needed 25 
years ago, was valid 25 years ago, but 
which has outlived its usefulness in its 
present form and has persisted past its 
time without adequate adjustments. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 

the majority leader for his comments. I 
would like to repeat a quotation from the 
Eisenhower Commission on The Causes 
and Prevention of Violence. I read one 
short sentence: 

When in ma.n's long history, other great 
civilizations fell, it was less often from ex
ternal assault than from internal decay. 

I simply ask the question, how can this 
Nation stand up as a credible leader of 
the world? I have been in Europe when 
Europeans are watching on television 
American cities burning from riots and 
disorders. 

We know that we have a great deal of 
rot and decay in the urban centers of this 
country. In a few years, 80 percent of the 
popul&.tion of the country will live in the 
urban centers. 

I think we have a crisis. I think we face 
emergency conditions. 

I want to be as specific as I can to 
show that in the city of Chicago-which 
I know very well-how that ((ity i.:: failing 
to meet the needs of the hundreds of 
thousands of people who are bitter and 
frustrated and feel that the promise of 
the American dream is not for them. 

How can we then continue to say that 
we have to have all of these armaments 
and all of the armies, that we have to 
provide billions of dollars for defense, 
that we have to have 41 nuclear sub
marines under the seas, hundreds of 
bombers, thousands of missiles, and then 
start to build new weapons on top of that, 
such as the ABM, which might run any
where from $6 billion or $7 billion to $50 
billion, and once again get us committed 
to continue on the mad nuclear arms 
race in which the world is engaged. 

I turn to problems inside the country, 
when I say that we cannot afford our 
NATO expenses. I am very glad that this 
is an entirely bipartisan approach, and 
that many of us feel very deeply and 
strongly about this on both sides of the 
aisle. 

Mr. President, I am happy to report 
to the majority leader that in the con
ference I attended in Germany, where 
we had distinguished Americans, such 
as former Under Secreta.ry of State 
George Ball, and John McCloy, former 
Ambassador George McGhee, and men 
of that caliber, that they sat through 
this entire meeting and they heard time 
after time, when I put the question to 
the Germans, and all three German 
parties were also represented, "We are 
not going to be able to afford it. We 
are going to have to draw down our 
troops. What is you:: reaction?" 

The Germans thought it would be ca
lamitous. They have always said that 
the United St.1tes must provide the 
troops and forces. It would be dangerous 
if the United States did not. But at the 
end of that meeting, there was the 
conclusion that the time has now come 
when Germans must bear more of the 
cost of that burden. I think they are 
becoming very realistic about it. 

Mr. President, I would like to insert 
in the RECORD the details of the loan 
agreements which the distinguished 
majority leader mentioned. 

Recent developments show the utter 
falsity of these loans as a true offset. In 
January, the German Federal Bank
Bundesbank--cashed in $500 million 
worth of offset bonds 3 years ahead of 
time. These bonds were cashed and the 
proceeds put into a certificate of in
debtedness-a liquid liability-with the 
same rate of interest as the old notes. 
This can be called at any time. There 
are indications that the German Gov
ernment also wants to cash in the re
maining $500 million of offset bonds 
that it holds. 

I am not at all unmindful of the fine 
relationship we have had with the Fed
eral Republic of Germany in the postwar 
years. However, I find this action of 
the Bundesbank incredible. At a time 
when pressures are growing in this very 
body for withdrawal of substantial num
bers of U.S. troops from NATO, Germany 
now is even unwilling to loan money to 
help the U.S. balance of payments. The 
German Central Bank evidently thinks 
that the American taxpayer will con
tinue to pay and pay for the privilege of 
having American troops in Europe. 

The mere fact of these redemptions 
shows that the current offset arrange
ment is unsatisfactory. But this is not 
the whole story. Because of provisions 
written into the agreements negotiated 
by the previous administration, the 
United States is liable for paying Ger
many not $500 million, but $545 million 
due to the 9.3 percent revaluation of the 
mark last October by Germany. Thus the 
American taxpayer gets stuck again. 

This action was a serious miscalcula
tion on the part of Germany, in my judg
ment. I recognize that Germany has 
some economic uncertainties since reval
uation, but the United States has even 
worse economic problems, as the dis
tinguished majority leader pointed out. 
I find it almost inconceivable that this 
action was taken by the Bundesbank 
without giving any thought to possible 
political repercussions. If ever proof was 

needed that the current offset arrange
ment does not work, this latest action 
established it. 

Since 1968 I have been working with 
the NATO North Atlantic Assembly to 
devise a better plan to handle military 
expenditures within NATO. I commented 
at length on this work within the As
sembly on the Senate floor on October 
29, 1969. To stress the highlights of this 
work, I presented a plan to all NATO gov
ernments this past October which had 
been worked out with the cooperation of 
the U.S. Treasury. 

I am not wedded to the details of this 
plan and I have invited all NATO gov
ernments, in writing, to submit sugges
tions for an improved plan. This is just 
the best plan we have been able to devel
op to date. I ask unanimous consent that 
the main points of the plan be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The main points of the plan are that a 
clearinghouse be set up by NATO accurately 
to identify the balance-of-payments gains or 
losses to each NATO country as a result of its 
commitment to the common defense, and to 
provide the structure for adjustment of the 
balance-of-payments gains or losses; that 
this structure be set up and commence its 
work by July 1, 1970, so that balance-of
payments adjustments can automatically be 
made to begin on July 1, 1971, and in all suc
ceeding years; that in the interim the exist
ing bilateral arrangements between various 
NATO countries be continued until such time 
as the new adjustment mechanism takes ef
fect; furthermore, that in computing mili
tary balance-of-payments gains or deficits of 
member countries, included shall be the full 
costs of official expenditures for goods and 
services within the host country's territory 
as well as spending by personne:-other than 
local nationals--and dependents for local 
goods and services and also official expendi
tures for goods, such as major equipment, for 
use outside the host country's territory; that 
official expenditures for goods and services 
within the host country's territory-includ
ing the pay of local national employees, con
struction, contractual services, and materials 
and supplies for official use within the coun
try-shall be paid for as a budget expense by 
the host country; that spending by person
nel and dependents for local goods and serv
ices and official expenditures for goods for 
use outside the host country's territory shall 
be paid for in blocked currency for military 
procurement or other purchases that clearly 
have an element of additionality. 

This plan was unanimously approved by all 
the members of the Economic Committee. 
For the first time, other members of the 
NATO Alllance affirmed the principle that 
they must help support U.S. troops in Europe 
through direct budgetary contributions as 
well as help offset the balance of payments 
effects of our commitment in Europe. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, NATO 
member governments are now compiling 
pertinent data and information to ascer
tain what the total budget and balance
of-payments costs are of all countries 
within NATO. Many NATO countries 
have already supplied detailed figures on 
their military costs for NATO and the re
maining countries have promised their 
figures soon. It is the Assembly's hope 
that using these figures a plan can be 
devised on a multilateral basis to auto
matically make financial adjustments 
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within NATO. Such a plan should be set 
up by the conclusion of existing bilateral 
arrangements between the United States, 
United Kingdom, and Germany on June 
30, 1971. 

Last month as I previously mentioned, 
I attended a German-American confer
ence of legislators and other prominent 
Americans and Germans in Bad Godes
berg, Germany. The Senator from Flor
ida <Mr. GURNEY) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) were also pres
ent at that conference. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a list 
of both German and American repre
sentatives who attended the conference. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 
VI .AMERICAN-GER:MAN CONFERENCE, JANUARY 

22-25, 1970, IN BAD GODESBERG 

AMERICAN DELEGATION 

Harry B. Anderson, President, Merrill 
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith International 
Ltd. 

Dwayne Andreas, Chairman, First Inter
oceanic Cooperation. 

George Ball, former Under Secretary of 
State; Partner, Lehman Bros. 

Francis M. Bator, former Deputy Special 
Assistant !or National Security Affairs to 
President Johnson; Professor of Political 
Economy, Harvard University. 

Robert Bowie, former Counselor, State De
partment; Director, Center for International 
Affairs, Harvard University. 

Ralph Brown, former Political Officer, U.S. 
Embassy, Bonn; Public Relations, Berlin. 

Richard Cooper, Professor of Monetary 
Policy, Yale University. 

John Diebold, President, The Diebold 
Group. 

William Diebold, Senior Research Fellow, 
Council on Foreign Relations. 

Klaus Dohrn, Representative of the pub
lisher of Time-Life in Europe. 

R. M. Dorman, Vice President, Bechtel In
ternationru-Construction Engineers. 

Christopher Emmet, Executive Vice Presi
dent, American Council on Germany, Inc. 

Philip Geyelin, Editor, Editorial Page, 
Washington Post. 

Harry Gideonse, Chancellor, The New 
School, N.Y.C. 

William Griffth, Professor, Center for Inter
national Studies, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. 

Senator Edward J. Gurney (R., Fla.). 
John Habberton, Director of the Business 

Council for International Understanding. 
Professor Richard M. Hunt, Assistant Dean, 

Harvard Graduate School of Arts and Sci
ences. 

Herman George Kaiser, Oil Producer. 
Joseph Kaskell, Attorney. 
Senator Charles Mathias (R., Md.) 
Baldwin Maull, Vice Chairman of the 

Board, Marine Midland Banks, Inc. 
John J. McCloy, former High Commissioner 

to Germany; Attorney, Milbank, Tweed, Had
ley and McCloy. 

George C. McGhee, former Ambassador of 
the United States to Germany; Spec. Rep., 
The Urban Coalition; Chairman, Business 
Council for International Understanding. 

Horst Mendershausen, The Rand Corpo-
ration. 

Dr. Norbert Muhlen, Journalist. 
Vernon F. Neuhaus, Oil Producer. 
Senator Charles Percy (R., lll.). 
Congressman Henry Reuss (D., Wis.). 
Eugene Rostow, former Under Secretary 

of State for Political Affairs; Professor, Yale 
Law School. 

Harry Rowen, President, The Rand Cor
poration. 

Joseph Slater, President, The Salk Insti
tute. 

Fritz Stem, Professor of History, Columbia 
University; Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton University. 

Shepard Stone, President, International As
sociation for Cultural Freedom, Paris. 

Congressman James Symington (D., Mo.). 
John W. Tuthill, Director General, The At

lantic Institute, Paris. 
Gordon Tweedy, Chairman, C. V. Starr & 

Co. 
Henry Wallich, Professor of Economics, 

Yale University, Senior Consultant to the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Eric M. Warburg, President, E . M. Warburg 
& Co., Bankers. 

Seymour Weiss, Member, Planning and Co
ordinating Committee, U.S. State Depart
ment. 

Frederick S. Wyle, former Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for European and NATO 
Affairs; Vice President, Schroeder's, Inc. 

OBSERVERS 

William Bader, The Ford Foundation. 
Dr. Walter Hahn, Institute of Defense 

Analysis. 
Moselle Kimbler, The Ford Foundation. 
Hilde Walter, Berlin Representative, Amer

Ican Council on Germany, Inc. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, all the leg
islators attended a dinner session hosted 
by Chancellor Willy Brandt and certain 
members of his Cabinet. Certain minis
ters of the German Government also 
joined the conferenee and we exchanged 
views at that time. 

One of the main topics of discussion 
was the financial problem associated 
with the NATO defense. After prolonged 
discussion I saw an encouraging degree 
of consensus that the common defense 
problems of NATO urgently require a re
evaluation of how the United States and 
Europe share the financial burden of 
maintaining the common defense. I 
found the German participants aware of 
and sympathetic to the enormous U.S. 
problems of maintaining the present 
levels of U.S. forces in Europe. Germans 
and Americans alike agreed that a full 
range of new proposals--including a 
multilateral arrangement to adjust au
tomatically the financial burden within 
the Alliance which I had been working 
on with the NATO North Atlantic As
sembly-must be thoughtfully and thor
oughly developed if a major U.S. force 
reduction is to be avoided, a reduction 
which President Nixon has made clear 
he wishes to avoid if at all possible. 

Along with Senator GURNEY and Sena
tor MATHIAS I tried to make it clear to the 
Germans that the majority of the Sen
ate and the American people are dissatis
fied with the present arrangement and 
that changes must be made in sharing 
the financial burden or substantial troop 
reductions will become inevitable. 

We attempted to identify areas at the 
conference where Europeans could pick 
up the cost burden from the United 
States. I feel strongly that there are sev
eral areas of U.S. military activity in 
NATO that Europeans should pay for. 
U.S. operational expenses in Europe are 
about $3 billion a year of which half, or 
$1.5 billion, is a balance of payments 
drain. 

These cost assumptions could come in 
the following areas: 

First. Pay for local nationals employed 
by U.S. forces. These local nationals are 

actually working for NATO and just hap
pen to be servicing Americans. Why 
should not the local government not as
sume their costs? 

Second. Construction costs. Buildings 
built in Europe for American troops cer
tainly are not going to be brought back 
to the United States if American troops 
leave. They should be paid for by the host 
government. 

Third. Material and supplles purchased 
in the local economy for use 1n that 
country. 

Fourth. Transportation and various 
other services. 

Fifth. Fuel and supplies. 
Sixth. Major equipment purchases in 

the host country for use within the host 
country. 

Seventh. NATO infrastructure ex
penses. Items such as runways and roads 
certainly cannot be brought back to this 
country either. 

Just the items I have mentioned above, 
if picked up by European governments, 
would save the United States about a 
billion dollars in budgetary costs, about 
half of that in Germany alone. 

There are certainly other specific 
areas that can be identified as areas 
where Europeans should assume the cost 
of the NATO commitment. 

One scandalous area where U.S. ex
penditures should immediately be 
stopped is the payment by the United 
States of taxes to NATO governments for 
certain services received. 

The General Accounting Office
GAO-released a report on January 20, 
1970, detailing millions of dollars of tax 
payments by the U.S. Government to 
NATO partners for such items as leases 
of property, rentals of family housing, 
procurement in the country, and imports. 
These included real property taxes, local 
and municipal taxes, business and trade 
taxes, excise taxes, and import taxes. 

GAO believes, and I thoroughly concur, 
that such tax payments are inappropri
ate. The United States spends billions to 
protect other countries and then winds 
up paying local, State, and national 
taxes. The U.s. Government does not 
pay taxes to our own State and local 
governments. This payment of taxes 
abroad is a particular problem in the 
United Kingdom and Germany but also 
exists in Italy and Belgium. The tax ex
emption status of U.S. military involve
ment in NATO certainly needs clarifica
tion and I fully support the GAO inten
tion to press forward to eliminate this 
unfair burden on the United States. It is 
bad enough to pay interest on loans for 
NATO but to also pay taxes passes the 
point of credulity. 

I am encouraged by the way the cur
rent administration has begun to take 
hold and approach this whole problem. 
I referred earlier to the President's de
sire to have our allies assume a larger 
share of the burden of common defense. 
This desire is beginning to be imple
mented in concrete terms by the forma
tion of an interagency task force to work 
out a better method of handling NATO 
expenses. This task force has representa
tives of State, Treasury, Defense, and the 
NSC. The administration accepts the 
concept of Europeans sharing more of 
the costs of the NATO common defense 
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and is now trying to determine the best 
possible plan to share those costs. 

Unless a more satisfactory arrange
ment can be found, I see no alternative 
to substantial troop withdrawals from 
Europe. 

I personally believe that some Ameri
can troops could be brought home from 
Europe without impairing the security 
of NATO and the United States. But this 
should be decided on military and strate
gic grounds. They should not be forced 
home because the United States cannot 
afford to keep them there-and yet this 
is the precise situation into which we 
are heading. 

Adjustments have to be made in our 
foreign expenditures. It is my hope that 
these adjustments can be made with our 
allies participating in those decisions, 
but if these financial problems cannot be 
resolved satisfactorily on a joint basis, 
then the United States will have to act 
unilaterally and solve the financial prob
lem by bringing troops home. 

Mr. President, the question of our 
NATO involvement and associated costs 
is of great importance. I have spoken at 
length today because I feel that this 
question concerns all of us in the Con
gress as well as in this country. I intend 
to continue my interest and work in this 
area for I am convinced that unless per
manent financial arrangements can be 
found to pay the cost of U.S. troops in 
Germany and in Europe, there is no al
ternative to substantial troop withdraw
als from Germany and Europe. 

Mr. President, I wish to conclude by 
stating that if we can Vietnamize the war 
in Southeast Asia we can Europeanize 
the defense of Europe. I think we will not 
get any place in this effort, however, 
without a definite goal. For purposes of 
discussion I would simply project the 
thought that I feel we should work to
ward a $2 billion reduction in the present 
$14 billion level of expenditures which is 
the U.S. cost of our contribution to 
NATO in the next fiscal year budget. I 
believe that we should work toward an 
additional $2 billion reduction as soon 
thereafter as is possible. 

I yield the floor. 

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR 
RALPH E. FLANDERS 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, it is 
my sad duty to inform my colleagues 
that my predecessor in the Senate, Ralph 
E. Flanders, died last night in Spring
field, Vt. 

Last night when I received word of 
his death I felt only sadness and loss. 
Then today as I began to recall Ralph 
Flanders' life I felt pride that I was 
able to share a small part in his abun
dant life. I felt humble that the people 
of vermont thought me worthy to be his 
successor. I felt thankful that the ex
ample of his life is before all of us. 

Senator Flanders exemplified the 
unique virtues of our New England. He 
was a practical and resourceful man. He 
left formal school at an early age, but 
never paused in his quest for knowledge. 
He was at once a scholar. statesman, en-

gineer, inventor, industrialist, econo
mist; truly a "Renaissance man" in our 
time, whose presence endowed Vermont 
and New England and our Nation with 
significant progress and an unparalleled 
example of the complete life. 

To recall the positions Ralph E. Flan
ders has held in his decades of public 
service is like looking at the surface 
of a deep lake. The currents that flow 
beneath are most important. In his full 
life he was: 

A member of the Vermont Special In-:
vestigation Committee. 

Member for Vermont of the Interstate 
Flood Commission. 

Member of Vermont State Planning 
Board. 

Vice chairman of the Business Advisory 
Council. 

President of the New England Coun
cil. 

President of the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Boston. 

Member of the Economic Stabilization 
Board. 

Chairman, research committee, Com
mittee for Economic Development. 

U.S. Senator from Vermont. 
He brought to each task a zest for life 

and his enduring conviction that, in his 
words, "what is practically involved is 
that we must have respect for people
anywhere on the face of ~he earth." 

He imparted this philosophy to Ver
mont, New England, the Nation, and the 
world by the written and spoken word. 
His speeches and writings are replete 
with timeless truths and insights. His ac
tions showed remarkable foresight. 

I would like b1iefly to call to your at
tention an often overlooked episode in 
Ralph E. Flanders' senatorial career. It 
is a!l episode which particularly today 
serves as a reminder of Ralph Flanders' 
foresight. 

In 1958 Senator Flanders expressed 
alarm that the Defense Department, un
like other departments, was not required 
to receive congressional authorizations 
for specific and often immense expendi
tures. He sought an amendment requir
ing such authorizations. It was defeated 
at that time, but was enacted into law 
requiring the authorization for aircraft 
and missiles. 

I trust you will agree that this is a 
most timely reminder of the wisdom and 
foresight of Ralph E. Flanders. If my 
or your time permitted, I could fill pages 
with similar examples of Ralph Fland
ers' inestimable contributions to our 
times and people. However, I think it best 
to close recalling the words of Vermont's 
immortal poet, Robert Frost, and say 
that Ralph E. Flanders "took the road 
less traveled and that has made all the 
difference" to all of us who have fol
lowed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order of the Senate, morn
ing business is now in order. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN). 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXEC
UTIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
REPORT ON PROPOSED FACILITIES PROJECTS, Am 

NATIONAL GUARD AND Am FORCE RESERVE 
A letter from the Deputy Assistant Sec

retary of Defense (Installations and Hous
ing), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port Gn the location, nature and estimated 
cost of certain facilities projects proposed 
to be undertaken for the Air National Guard 
and the Air Force Reserve (with an accom
panying report); to the Gommittee on Armed 
Services. 
REPORT ON THE FEDERAL PLAN FOR METEORO

LOGICAL SERVICES AND SUPPORTING RESEARCH 
A letter from the Acting Deputy Director, 

Bureau of the Budget, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on the Federal Plan for Meteorologi
cal Services and Supporting Research, for 
fiscal year 1971 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Gommerce. 

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF THE VETERANS' 
ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Administrator, Veterans' 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of the activities of the Veterans' 
Administration for the fiscal year ended June 
30, 1969 (with an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Finance. 
REPORT OF BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 

A le~er from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report of the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration for fiscal year 1969 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 
THmD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE 

CLASSIFICATIONS FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 
A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra

tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
reports relating to third preference and sixth 
preference classifications for certain aliens 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND A MEMORIAL 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

The petition, signed by citizens of the State 
of Georgia, members of the Hands Across 
Atlanta Group, Atlanta, Ga., praying for 
a formal hearing of their grievance in 
relation to recent court cases involving the 
State of Georgia and the city of Atlanta, in 
which the judicial branch allegedly exceedP.d 
its constitutional authority and unlawfully 
seized a legislative prerogative of the Con
gress when it established percentage quotas 
based upon race with regard to the composi
tion of student bodies and teaching faculties 
of various public schools; which petition was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The petition of John Meredith Taylor, of 
Chevy Chase, Md., praying for a redress of 
grievances; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

The petition of the New York State Labor 
Relations Board, New York, N.Y., in the mat
ter of Cornell University and the Associa
tion of Cornell Employees-Libraries, et al.; 
to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

A resolution adopted by the Robert A. 
Millikan Chapter of the California Junior 
Statesman of America, remonstrating against 
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games conducted by oil companies; to the 
Committee on the Judlc:lary. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
as in executive session, from the Commit
tee on Armed Services I report favorably 
102 flag and general officers in the Air 
Force, Marine Corps, and Navy. In ad
ditiDn I report favorably the appoint
ment of four second lieutenants in the 
Marine Corps. I ask that these names 
be placed on the Executive Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
ports will be received and the names will 
be placed on the Executive Calendar, as 
requested by the Senator from Maine. 

The nominations, ordered placed on 
the Executive Calendar, are as follows: 

Lt. Gen. Herman Nickerson, Jr., U.S. Marine 
Corps, for appointment to the grade of 
lieutenant general on the retired list; 

Maj. Gen. Robert L. Petit (brigadier gen
eral, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, and 
sundry other officers, for appointment in the 
Regular Air Force, in the grade of majors 
general; 

Brig. Gen. Jones E. Bolt (colonel, Regular 
Air Force), U.S. Air Force, and sundry other 
officers, for appointment in the Regular Air 
Force, in the grade of brigadiers general; 

Brig. Gen. Maurice F. Casey (colonel, Reg
ular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, and sundry 
other officers, for temporary appointment in 
the U.S. Air Force, in the grade of majors 
gE __ eral; 

Vice Adm. Lawson P. Ranage, U.S. Navy, for 
appointment to the grade of vice admiral, 
when retired; 

Maj. Gen. Keith B. McCutcheon, U.S. 
Marine Corps, for commands and other duties 
determined by the President, for appoint
ment to the grade of lieutenant general while 
so serving; 

Lt. Gen. Henry W. Buse, Jr., Lt. Gen. Lewis 
J. Field, and Lt. Gen. Frank c. Tharin, U.S. 
Marine Corps, for appointment to the grade 
of lieutenant general on the retired list; and 

Larry E. Beagley, Frank Fraun IV, Thomas 
L. Ekie, and Dwight R. Rickman (Naval Re
serve Officers Training Corps), for permanent 
appointment to the grade of second lieuten
ant in the Marine Corps. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. PERCY: 
S. 3485. A bill to provide for the designa

tion of certain highways as part of the Na
tional System of Inte:rState and Defense 
Highways; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

(The remarks of Mr. PERCY when he intro
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. BELLMON: 
S. 3486. A bill to establish a Commission 

on Oil Imports as an independent agency of 
the Government, to authorize the Commis
sion to impose quotas on imports of petro
leum and petroleum products, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

(The remark~ of Mr. BELLMON when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. CHURCH (for himself and Mr. 
JoRDAN of Idaho): 

S. 3487. A bill to authorize the sale and 
.exchange of certain lands on the Coeur 
d'Alene Indian Reservation, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular A1faJ.rs. 

(The remarks of Mr. CHURCH when he 
introduced the bill appear later 1n the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey: 
S. 3488. A bill to amend the Federal Water 

Pollution Act, as amended, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works. 

(The remarks of Mr. WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey when he introduced the bill appear 
later in the RECORD under the appropriate 
heading.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request): 
S. 3489. A bill to authorize appropriations 

for certain maritime program~ of the De
partment of Commerce; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

(The remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

S. 3485-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
DESIGNATING CERTAIN HIGH
WAYS AS PART OF THE NATIONAL 
SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE AND DE
FENSE HIGHWAYS 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today we 

are faced with a crisis in transportation. 
This statement is already well accepted 
because it is based on fact. It will only be 
a cliche until we take positive steps to 
meet and overcome the crisis. 

In the past, our Nation has seen the 
challenge and has responded to it. In 
1954, then Vice President :=tichard Nixon, 
on behalf of former President Eisenhow
er, presented to the Governor's Confer
ence the basic plan for the completion of 
the Interstate Highway System. In 1956 
and 1958, the Interstate Highway Acts 
were passed by Congress, and a trust 
fund was established from which funds 
could be taken to improve our Nation's 
interstate highways. These acts have 
provided answers to some of the trans
portation challenges with which we have 
been faced. 

Now, however, the challenges still face 
us, and they demand an appropriate re
sponse. We have made a beginning, but 
it is our responsibility to build upon this 
basis in an effort to keep pace with the 
ever-increasing problems of transporta
tion in this Nation. We must continue to 
search for ways in which we can amelio
rate the conditions on our Nation's high
ways. 

Mr. President, in terms of vehicle mile
age, highway traffic is increasing at the 
rate of 4.5 percent per year. It is impera
tive that we provide measures that will 
meet this constant growth. One of these 
necessary measures is the continued in
clusion of existing highways into the 
Interstate System. 

I have been in contact with Mr. Wil
liam F. Cellini, the very able director of 
the department of public works and 
buildings of the State of Illinois. He has 
made a formal request that the follow
ing segments of freeway be added to the 
Interstate System: 

FA 61-Dlinois 53-FAI 55 to FAI 80, 
33 miles. 

U.S. 20, Rockford to Dubuque, 93 miles. 
Cicero Avenue-Illinois 50-FAI 494 

to FAI 80, 13 miles. 
Illinois 29, Peoria to FAI 180, 43 miles. 
U.S. 51, Rockford to FAI 80, 62 miles . 
U.S. 51, FAI 80 to Decatur, 100 miles. 

U.S. 51, Decatur to FAI 57 to Salem, 83 
miles. 

Central Illinois Expressway, Spring- -
field to Quincy 99 miles. 

U.S. 24, Quincy to Peoria, 130 miles. 
Mr. President, by including these seg

ments into the Interstate System, we will 
have taken a necessary step in meeting 
the highway needs with which we are 
faced. Today, I am introducing a bill 
which will provide for the inclusion of 
these segments. I feel that this is neces
sary not only for the State of Dlinois, 
but also for the Interstate System as a 
whole because of the strategic location 
of Dlinois in the transcontinental flow 
of traffic from east to west and from 
north to south. 

It will be to the advantage of all of 
our citizens to have these extra miles of 
highway provided for under the Inter
state System. 

Mr. President, we are faced with a 
transportation crisis. This will be a con
tinuing problem which we must continue 
to meet. The measures that I propose to
day are necessary if we are to keep pace 
in the heartland of America with the 
challenges of our N9tion's highways. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 3485) to provide for the 
designation of certain highways as part 
of the National System of Interstate and 
Defense Highways, introduced by Mr. 
PERCY, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

S. 3486-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO ESTABLISH A COMMISSION ON 
OIL IMPORTS 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, for the 

past several months, a great debate has 
been going on in this country regarding 
the oil-import program. Charges and 
counter charges regarding whether or 
not the program serves the welfare of 
American consumers and the defense 
needs of our Nation has been made. There 
is little point of my taking the time, of 
the Senate to review these issues, and 
I do not propose to do so. I firmly be
lieve the oil-import program has served 
a vitally important function and that it 
must be preserved. 

In addition, speaking as a representa
tive of an oil-producing State, and a 
former Chairman of the Interstate Oil 
Compact Commission, I am convinced 
that the oil industry has met its respon
sibility to supply this Nation with a re
liable supply of low-cost energy and that 
the industry deserves commendation, not 
condemnation. In addition, it is almost 
totally due to the technology and the 
resourcefulness of the American oil in
dustry that petroleum developments in 
other parts of the world have been made 
possible. 

Mr. President, I have before me sev
eral tables which sum up the record of 
the petroleum industry and I ask unan
imous consent that they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 



PRICES ~ 
Li~uid hydrocarbons Natural gas ~ 

million barrels) Natural Crude oil per new 0'1 
0 Crude oil at well (per barrel) 

Natural gas Motor gasoline retail (cents per gallon) 
gas per new gas well ~ 

M Crude Gas Total (trillion oil well {million ~ 
Current Constant 1958 at well (cents Year oil liquids liquids cubic feet) (barrels) cubic feet) 

~ i Year dollars dollars per Mel) Excludes tax Taxes Total 

~ 1962 ___________ ----------------- 2,181 733 2, 914 19.6 102,640 3, 359 
~ 1950.-------------------------- $2.51 $3.13 6. 5 20.08 6. 68 26.76 1963 •••• ------------------------ 2,174 878 3, 052 18.4 107, 156 3, 877 ~ 
0) 1951_- ------------------------- 2. 53 2. 96 7.3 20.31 6. 84 27. 15 1964 •••• ------------------------ 2, 665 609 3, 274 20.4 129, 243 4, 212 
(I) 

1952.-------------------------- 2. 53 2. 89 7. 8 20.24 7.32 27.56 1965 •••• ------------------------ 3, 048 832 3, 880 21.5 162,464 4, 545 .. c 
~ 1953------ ------------------- -- 2.68 3. 04 9. 2 21.28 7. 41 28.69 1966 .•.• ------------------------ 2, 964 894 3, 858 20.4 176,638 4, 650 

1954---------------- --------- -- 2. 78 3.10 10.1 21.56 7. 48 29.04 1967----- ----------------------- 2, 962 930 3, 892 22.0 193,228 6, 000 N ~ 1955.----------------- ------- -- 2. 77 3. 05 10.4 21.42 7. 65 29.07 1968 .••• ------------------------ 2, 455 686 3,141 13.8 171,306 3, 998 ~ ~ 1956--------------------------- 2. 79 2. 97 10.8 21.57 8. 36 29.93 
IP- 1957--------------------------- 3. 09 3.17 11.3 22. 11 8. 85 30.96 Average 1950-68 ••.•••.••.• 2, 837 679 3, 516 18.3 128, 194 4, 331 ~ 

1958.--------------- ------- ---- 3. 01 3. 01 11.9 21.47 8. 91 30.38 c 
1959------------------ ------- -- 2. 90 2. 85 12.9 21. 18 9. 31 30.49 
1960.-------------------------- 2.88 2. 79 14. 0 20.99 10.14 31.13 
1961_- ------------------------- 2. 89 2. 76 15. 1 20.53 10.23 30.76 PROVED RESERVES (LIQUID HYDROCARBONS AND NATURAL GAS) 1962.-------------------------- 2. 90 2. 74 15.5 20.36 10.28 30.64 
1963.------------------ -- ------ 2. 89 2. 70 15.8 20. 11 10.31 30.42 
1964-------------- -- -------- --- 2.88 2.64 15. 4 19.98 10.37 30.35 Liquid ,hydrocarbons (million barrels) Natural gas Reserve/production ratio 1965.------ ----------- -------- - 2. 86 2. 58 15.6 20.71 10.46 31.17 
1966- -------------------------- 2.88 2. 52 15.7 21.57 10.51 32.08 Jan. 1 

(trillion ~ 
1967---------------- ----------- 2. 91 2.49 16.0 22.55 10.60 33.15 Crude oil Gas liquids Total liquids cubic ft.) Crude oil Total liquids Natural gas 

0 1968.----- ------ --------------- 2.94 2. 40 16.4 22.93 10.78 33.71 
1969-------------- ------------- 3. 06 2.35 16.9 23.85 10.99 34.84 1950 ________ ______ 26,650 3, 729 30,379 179.4 13.6 14.1 28.9 z 

195L ••...•...... 25, 268 4, 268 29,536 184.6 13. 0 13.7 26.9 ~ 
CONSUMPTION 

1952 .••.. --------- 27,468 4, 725 32,193 192.8 12.4 13.1 24.3 

~ 1953 _________ __ --- 27,961 4, 997 32,958 198.6 12.4 13.1 23.1 
1954 _____ --------- 28,945 5, 438 34,383 · 210. 3 12.5 13.2 22.9 1955 ______________ 29,561 5, 244 34,805 210.6 13.1 13.6 22.5 Vl 

Petroleum demand (thousand B/D) Percent U.S. energy consumption Vl 1956 •••.• ------- -- 30,012 5, 439 35, 451 222.5 12.4 12.8 22.1 ....... 
Liquid Natural 1957-------------- 30,435 5, 902 36,337 236.6 11.9 12.5 21.8 

~ 1958 .••. ---------- 30, 300 5, 687 35,987 245.2 11.8 12.4 21.4 
Year Domestic Export Total petroleum gas (dry) Total 1959 ___________ --- 30, 536 6, 204 36,740 252.8 12.9 13.5 22.1 1960 ___________ --- 31,719 6, 522 38,241 261.2 12.8 13.3 21.1 

~ 1950 _____ ------ ----------------- 6, 509 305 6, 814 39.5 18.0 57.5 
1961. ............. 31,613 6, 816 38,429 262.3 12.8 13.2 20.1 
1962.. ••. -- ------- 31,786 7, 049 38,835 266.3 12.6 13.0 19.9 

1951. •.•. -------- --------------- 7, 060 '422 7, 482 40.3 19.6 59.9 1963 ____________ _ - 31,389 7, 312 38,701 272.3 12.3 12.8 20.0 
1952 .... ---- -- ------------------ 7, 283 436 7, 719 42.0 21.2 63.2 1964 ______________ 30,970 7, 674 38,644 276.2 11.9 12.4 19.0 ~ 1953 _____ ------------ ----------- 7, 624 401 8, 025 42.7 21.6 64.3 1965 ________ ------ 30,991 7, 747 38,738 281.3 11.7 12.2 18.3 
1954 ____ ----- ------------------- 7, 784 355 8,139 44.3 23.5 67.8 1966 _____________ - 31,352 8, 024 39,376 286.5 11.7 12.1 17.6 ~ 1955 ____ ------------------- ----- 8, 493 368 8, 861 43. 8 23.1 66.9 1967----- --------- 31,452 8, 329 39,781 289.3 11.0 11.5 16.5 0 1956 ____ ------------------------ 8, 822 430 9, 252 44.4 23.4 67.8 1968 ___________ --- 31,377 8,614 39,991 292.9 10.3 10.9 15.9 
1957---- ------------------------ 8,860 568 9, 428 44.4 24.8 69.2 1969__ _________ --- 30,707 8, 598 39,305 287.4 9.8 10.3 14.8 l=d 1958 •••• ------------------------ 9,146 276 9, 422 45.0 26.5 71.5 tj 1959 ••.• ------------------------ 9, 494 255 9, 749 45.3 27.6 72.9 
1960 .••• ------------------------ 9, 807 202 10, 009 44.8 28.9 73.7 I 1961. •.•. ----------------------- 9, 985 174 10, 159 44.9 29.0 73.9 
1962 .... ------------------------ 10,410 168 10, 578 44.6 29.5 74.1 
1963 •••• ------------------------ 10, 753 208 10, 961 44.2 29.8 74.0 Vl 
1964 .••• --- --------------------- 11,032 202 11,234 43.5 30.3 73.8 SUPPLY (DOMESTIC PRODUCTION AND TOTAL IMPORTS, THOUSAND BARRELS DAILY) ~ 
1965 .••• ------------------ ------ 11,523 187 11,710 43.4 29.8 73.2 z 
1966 ••.• ----------------- ---- --- 12, 095 198 12,293 43.2 30.3 73.5 > 1967------------------------- --- 12, 5~9 307 12,876 43.1 31.1 74.2 Domestic production Imports 
1968 . •••• --.-------.------------ 13,4 4 231 13,635 43.5 31.3 74.8 g 1969 •••• ----------------------.- 14, 140 235 14,375 43.5 31.8 75.3 Percent of 

Year Crude oil N.G.l. Total Total supply Total supply 

DISCOVERIES (NEW RESERVES FOUND) 
1950 •••••••• ------------------ -- 5, 407 499 5,906 850 13.1 6, 758 
1951.------------------------- -- 6,158 562 6, 720 844 11.1 7, 571 

Li~uid hydrocarbons Natural gas 1952 •••••••• -------------------- 6, 256 612 6,868 952 12.2 7, 827 
million barrels) Natural Crude oil per new 1953 ...• ---------- · ·····----- --- 6, 458 655 7,113 1, 034 12.7 8,167 

gas per new ~as well 1954 .... -----.-- ---------------- 6, 343 692 7, 035 1, 052 13.0 8,110 
Crude Gas Total (trillion oil well million 1955_-- --------------.-------- -- 6, 807 772 7, 579 1, 248 14.1 8, 861 

Year oil liquids liquids cubic feet) (barrels) cubic feet) 1956.--------------- ·-------.--- 7,151 801 7, 952 1, 436 15.2 9, 431 
1957------------- ----- ---------- 7,170 809 7, 979 1, 574 16.4 9, 595 
1958. -----------.--------------- 6, 710 808 7, 518 1, 700 18.3 9, 282 

1950 ____ ••• ·- •••• --------------- 2, 563 766 3, 329 12.0 104,911 4, 234 1959 ________ ---- ---------------- 7, 053 880 7, 933 1, 780 18.2 9, 799 
195L •••••••••••• ------------ •• _ 4,414 724 5, 318 16.1 188,206 5, 313 1960 ____ ---------- -- ------------ 7, 035 930 7,.965 1, 815 18.3 9, 926 
1952 ••••• -- --------------------- 2, 749 557 3,306 14.5 117,465 4, 444 1961 .---------------- •• -----.-.- 7, 183 991 8,174 1, 917 18.7 10,270 
1953 ____ --- --------------------- 3,296 744 4, 040 20.9 127,940 5, 480 1962 •• -----. -· ----------- --·- --. 7, 332 1, 021 8, 353 2, 082 19.6 10,610 
1954 •••• --. ---.----------------- 2, 873 107 2, 980 9. 6 96,496 2, 423 1963.------. -· ------------- ----- 7, 542 1, 098 8, 640 2,123 19.4 10,965 
1955 .•••• --. -------------------- 2, 871 515 3, 386 22.0 90, 949 6, 085 1964.------------------------ -- 7, 614 1,155 8, 769 2, 258 20.1 11,244 
1956 ••••••• -- .• ---.---------.--- 2, 974 810 3, 784 24.8 96,778 5, 470 1965 .••••• -.- ••..• -.•.••.• ------ 7, 804 1, 210 9, 014 2, 468 21.1 11,702 
1957------- •• ---- -----·-··· ----- 2, 425 137 2, 562 20.2 84, 755 4, 364 1966 .•••. ------ •. ----------.---. 8, 295 1, 284 9, 579 2, 573 20.8 12,397 
1958 •••••••• ----------- •• ·------ 2, 608 858 3, 466 19.0 106, lll 3, 946 1967--- ·-··- ---- -.-------- -· ---- 8, 810 1, 410 10, 220 2, 537 19.4 13,049 
1959 ____ --------------------.--- 3,667 703 4, 370 20. 8 142, 131 4,132 1968--------------- ·---.- ----- -- 9, 096 1, 503 10, 599 2, 840 20.6 13,787 
1960 .••• ----------- ·------·-· --. 2, 365 725 3,090 14.2 111,630 2, 696 1969 ...• --- -------------. ·- -- ·-- 9, 225 1, 585 10,810 3,150 22.1 14,300 tf3 196L ••••••••.••.••••••••••••••• 2, 658 695 3, 353 17.3 125,965 3, 059 

0') ...... 
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PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY (CRUDE OIL AND NATURAL GAS LIQUIDS, THOUSAND BARRELS DAILY) 

Productive capacity Crude oil capacity 

Yearly Percent 
Jan. 1 Crude oil N.G.L Total change Spare spare 

1954 ____ --- ------- - --- -- -------- 7, 926 744 8, 670 ------------ - - 1, 583 20. 0 
1955 ____ --- --- - --- - --- - -- - ------ 8, 442 778 9, 220 + 516 1, 635 19. 4 
1956 _____ ---- -- - - - - - - ----------- 8, 929 825 9, 754 +487 1, 778 19.9 
1957-------- - - ------ -- - --- - ---- - 9, 250 850 10, 100 + 321 2, 080 22.5 
1958 ____ ----- ---- -- ------------- 9,493 880 10, 373 + 243 2, 783 29.3 
1959 ____ ------ -- - - -- ---- - ------ - 9, 656 930 10,586 + 163 2,603 27.0 
1960 ___ _ ----- ------------------- 9, 708 967 10, 675 +52 2, 673 27.5 
1961 ___ _ ------ - - - - - --------- - --- 9, 892 1, 041 10,993 +184 2, 709 27.4 
1962 ___ ___ - - ------------- -- ----- 10,081 1, 049 11, 130 + 189 2, 749 27.3 
1963 ____ ------------ -- - -------- - 10, 169 1, 090 11,259 + 88 2, 627 25. 8 
1964 _____ ---- ---------- -- ------- 10,286 1, 177 11 , 463 + 111 3, 212 31. 2 
1965 ____ ------- ----------------- 10, 534 1, 222 11 , 756 + 248 2, 730 25. 9 
1966 ____ --- --------------------- 10, 743 1, 281 12,024 + 209 2, 448 22.8 
1967---------------------------- 11 , 050 1, 405 12,455 + 307 2, 240 20.3 
1968 _____ ___ ___ ----------------- 11 , 218 1, 488 12, 706 + 168 2, 123 18. 9 
1969 ____ --- - -- ------------------ 11, 137 1, 586 12, 723 -61 1, 912 17. 2 

TOTAL IMPORTS (THOUSAND BARRELS DAI LY) 

Light 
Yea r Crude oil products 

1950 __ __ - ------ - ---------------- 487 24 
1951_ ____ - - - - - --- - - - ------------ 491 27 
1952 ____ --- - -- - - ---------------- 573 28 
1953 ____ - - - - --- ---- - --- - --- - --- - 648 26 
1954 _____ -- - - - -- - -- - ------- - ---- 656 42 
1955 ____ ---- - - -- ------- ------ - - - 782 49 
1956 _____ - -- - - --- - ------------- - 934 57 
1957--- - - ---- ---- - - - ------------ 1, 023 76 
1958 ____ - ---- - -- -- - -- ---------- - 953 248 
1959 ____ - - - - - - - ---- - - _: ---- ----- 966 204 
1960 _____ - -- --- - - - --------- - ---- 1, 015 163 
1961_ ___ - ------ ---- ---- --------- 1, 045 206 
1962 _____ ---- - --- - ------ - ------- 1, 126 232 
1963 ____ --- --- - - - - - - ------------ 1, 131 245 
1964 ____ ----- - -- ---- --- - --- - ---- 1,198 252 
1965 ___ _ -- - - - --- -- --- ----------- 1, 238 286 
1966 ___ ----- - --- -- - - ------------ 1, 225 316 
1967--------- - - - - - ---- -- ------- - 1, 128 324 
1968 _____ - ----- - - - --------- - ---- 1, 290 430 
1969 ____ - -- - - -- - -- - -- - - --------- 1, 410 495 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, summed 
up, they show that the oil industry in 
this counrty is now producing and sell
ing a barrel of crude oil for 16 cents less 
in constant dollars than was the case 20 
years ago. To my knowledge, there is no 
other major industry that can equal this 
record of holding down costs to con
sumers. 

These charts also dramatically point 
up dangerous developments relating to 
this country's economic development and 
national security. They show that proven 
domestic reserves of petroleum have been 
reduced sharply during the last 20 years. 
Reserves of crude oil have varied from a 
13.6 years' supply in 1950 to a 9.8 years' 
supply in 1969. Reserves of natural gas 
have been reduced from a 28.9 years' 
supply in 1950 to 14.8 years' supply in 
1969. Reserves of both are still going 
down rapidly. 

Recent changes in the tax laws of this 
country and the uncertainty of the oil 
import program have greatly demoralized 
the oil and gas industry. Exploration and 
development appropriations by major oil 
companies have been drastically reduced 
from the 1969 level. Independent oil op
erators who find most of the oil in the 
continental United States have already 
begun to follow this trend established by 
the majors in reducing exploration 
activities. 

Mr. President, the shortage of petro
leum reserves in this country was re
cently brought home to me in a dramatic 
way. When I visited the city of Akron, 
Ohio, last week, I found that during a 

Percent of 
total domestic 

Su btotal Residual fuel Total imports production 

521 329 850 14.4 
518 326 844 12. 6 
601 351 952 13. 9 
674 360 1, 034 14. 5 
698 354 1, 052 15.0 
831 417 1, 248 16.5 
991 445 1, 436 18. 1 

1, 099 475 1, 574 19. 7 
1, 201 499 1, 700 22.6 
1,170 610 1, 780 22.3 
1, 178 637 1, 815 22.8 
1, 251 666 1, 917 23. 5 
1, 358 724 2, 082 24. 9 
1, 376 747 2, 123 24. 6 
1, 450 808 2, 258 25.7 
1, 524 944 2,468 27. 4 
1, 541 1, 032 2, 573 26.9 
1, 452 1, 085 2, 537 24.8 
1. 720 1,120 2, 840 26.8 
1, 905 1, 245 3, 150 29.1 

recent cold wave, many of the rubber 
factories in that city were forced to close 
because of a lack of natural gas. Also, I 
dfscovered that the efforts of electric 
generating companies in the Great Lakes 
region to reduce air pollution are being 
thwarted because no supply of low
sulfur natural gas is available to fuel 
existing or for planned new generating 
plants. Since the discovery and develop
ment of oil and gas are generally closely 
related, there is no practical way to in
crease supplies of natural gas unless eco
nomic incentives for overall petroleum 
exploration exist. 

At the same time this serious decline 
in our Nation's oil and gas reserves is 
occurring, a concerted attack on the oil 
import program is underway. This pro
gram has operated without major 
changes during the terms of three Pres
idents-two Democrats and one Republi
can. It has served the best interests of 
this country through several crises and 
has helped assure consumers of reliable 
supplies of energy. Its continuation is not 
a partisan matter, but rather a matter 
of enormous national importance for 
both economic and national defense rea
sons. 

Those who oppose the oil import pro
gram point to theoretical temporary 
savings to American consumers which 
might result if this Nation dismantled 
its petroleum-producing industry and 
permitted unlimited imports of crude oil 
f rom Middle East sources. They fail to 
point out that similar savings would 
theoretically temporarily result if this 

Nation dismantled any of its other ma
jor industries and became dependent up
on foreign sources of steel, textiles, dairy 
products, automobiles, or shoes, or other 
products from low-wage, low-income 
parts of the world. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, the 
criticism which the oil import program 
now faces has been brought about large
ly because no procedure for public re
view exists. Public debate and disclosure 
of facts relating to oil import decisions 
would have produced a much greater 
understanding on the part of American 
consumers and on the part of Govern
ment officials who are charged with de
cisions relating to the welfare of our 
country. I believe that a regular public 
review of the energy needs of this Na
tion and the process whereby these needs 
are met by domestic and imported petro
leum products will resolve much of the 
misunderstanding and confusion which 
presently surrounds the oil import pro
gram. 

For these reasons, I am introducing a 
bill to establish a Commission on Oil Im
ports as an independent agency of the 
Government, to authorize the Commis
sion to impose quotas on imports of 
petroleum and petroleum products, and 
for other purposes. The bill also estab
lishes a joint congressional committee 
which is authorized to examine and 
exercise oversight on the entire question 
of imports. 

Basically, this legislation is tailored 
after the statute which established the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the joint 
congressional committee which has over
sight in the operation of that agency. In 
my discussion with individuals and com
panies which were active in atomic en
ergy actvities, I have become convinced 
that this Nation's success in meeting the 
challenges which the country faced in 
the atomic energy field has been greatly 
enhanced by the decision and direction 
inherent in the structure of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and to the conges
sional oversight which the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy provides. I 
strongly feel that a similar structure and 
a similar approach tr the oil import pro
gram will succeed in clearing away much 
of the misunderstanding and confusion 
which now exiiSts and in bringing the 
stability which this Nation's economic 
and national defense interests require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 3486) to establish a Com
mission on Oil Imports as an independ
ent agency of the Government, to au
thorize the Commission to impose quotas 
on imports of petroleum arid petroleum 
products, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. BELLMON, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 3487-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
FOR COEUR D'ALENE INDIAN 
TRIBAL LAND CONSOLIDATION 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on be-

half of myself and my colleague from 
Idaho <Mr. JoRDAN), I introduce for ap
propriate reference a bill to authorize 
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the sale and exchange of certain lands 
on the Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation, 
and for other purposes. 

This is a land consolidation bill whlch 
is introduced at the request of the tribe, 
and provides that the tribe, through 
action by or approval of the Secretary of 
the Interior, may sell, exchange, or mort
gage tribal land. This authority, particu
larly to sell or exchange, is a necessity 
to a meaningful land consolidation pro
gram. 

The tribe owns isolated tracts of land 
surrounded by non-Indian land, which 
may be of great value to adjacent owners, 
but because of their isolation is of little 
value to the tribe. Sale proceeds from 
such tracts can be used to acquire other 
tracts adjacent to or checkerboarded 
within tribal land holdings, making for 
more economical, manageable units. The 
tribe needs the right to sell or exchange 
also to assist tribal members in consoli
dating and unifying their individual in
terests. 

Mr. President, I believe this bill to be 
essential for the welfare of the Coeur 
d'Alene Indian Tribe, and I hope it will 
receive early consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 3487) to authorize the sale 
and exchange of certain lands on the 
Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation, and 
for other purposes, introduced by Mr. 
CHURCH, for himself and Mr. JORDAN of 
Idaho, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3488-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
NATIONAL MARINE WATERS POL
LUTION CONTROL AND QUALITY 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1970 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, the residents of New Jersey 
and I am sure, all the people of this coun
try, are alarmed over reports made pub
lic last week indicating that millions of 
tons of sewage sludge and highly con
taminated harbor dredging are being 
dunped annually into the Atlantic Ocean 
just 4 miles off the New Jersey coast. And 
this constitutes only a part of such 
dumping. New York City and other com
munities on the other side of the Hudson 
River dump at least twice as much sludge 
as from New Jersey. In addition similar 
waste discharges are made in the Dela
ware Bay affecting not only the Jersey 
coast but the shorelines of Pennsylvania, 
Delaware, and Maryland. 

It shocks me that this dumping at sea 
has been going on for the past 40 years. 
Yet, we have ignored or minimized the 
consequences of such action. 

Sludge from New York harbor has been 
found not to decompose because of the 
need for oxygen, the cold water tempera
tures, and indrifting back to our beaches. 

A preliminary report on this subject by 
the Chief of the Branch of Fish Ecosys
tem Research of the U.S. Bureau of 
Sports Fisheries and Wildlife was pub
lished in the October 1969 issue of the 
SFI bulletiu of the Sport Fishing Insti
tute. It makes clear that the dumping of 
sewage sludge is having a tragic effect 

on the marine environment and beach 
ecology-with particular reference to the 
sea off Sandy Hook. I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, that the two re
ports of these investigations, which ap
peared in the SFI bulletin, be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the reports 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REFUSE DISPOSAL AT SEA? 

The August 1969 issue (No. 207) of the 
SFI Bulletin (Washington, D.C.) carried a 
preliminary summary of a five-year study 
by researchers at Harvard University's. School 
of Public Health (HUSPH) and the Univers
ity of Rhode Island's Graduate School of 
Oceanography (URIGSO) on the feasibility 
of high-seas incineration and dumping of 
garbage and other wastes. The HUSPH
URIGSO studies indicated that such a dis
posal procedure for urban domestic wastes, 
as.suming effective incineration and dumping 
in depths between 100 and 200 feet, would 
not cause significant damage to fish, beaches, 
ships, or traffic. 

Results of the studies indicated little or no 
toxicity to a series of representative marine 
organisms from expected incinerator residues 
or ash, and that beaches would not be fouled 
by residue drift. Dr. Melvin W. First 
(HUSPH) recently told the U.S. Senate SUb
committee on Air and Water Pollution (in 
part, emphasis added) that " .•. It appears 
practical, therefore, to utilize the vast as
similative capacity of ocean waters and the 
ocean atmosphere to solve a troublesome ur
ban problem. Stuclies show this can be done 
without polluting the enVironment, decreas
ing the recreational use of the waters or 
interfering with commercial and sport 
fishing." 

As a result of the preliminary summariza
tion by the Sport Fishing Institute (SFI) 
of the HUSPH-URIGSO findings on its study 
of refuse disposal at sea, the Institute has 
been advised of another study of the effects 
of waste disposal on offshore marine en
vironments in progress at the Sandy Hook 
(New Jersey) Marine Laboratory of the 
U.S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 
(USBSFW). The research, being supported 
by the U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers, is cen
tered on the sewage sludge and acid waste 
disposal areas in the New York Bight. In a 
summarization of progress to date, Mr. J. 
Bruce Kimsey, Chief of the Branch of Fish 
Ecosystem Research of the USBSFW (Wash
ington, D.C.), reported to SFI that their 
"initial findings are not nearly so favorable 
as those reported by the Harvard group." 

According to Mr. Kimsey's report to the 
Sport Fishing Institute, benthic collections 
made in the sewage disposal area of the New 
York Bight show that an area of 15 to 20 
square miles is largely impoverished of nor
mal benthic life. Samples taken during De
cember, January and February, 1969, indicate 
that during Winter storms sludge deposits 
moved one to two miles westward and sands 
to the east of the sludge deposit area were 
carried onto the sludge beds. Some animals 
living in these sands were moved With the 
sediments to the sludge beds. Recently dead 
shells and tubes suggest that these organisms 
are killed when they come in contact with 
the sludge deposits. Sections made through 
grab samples show a layering of sludges and 
clean sands; there is no evidence of normal 
burrowing or reworking activities in these 
stratified sediments. · 

Judging from sediment analysis and ba
thymetry, Kimsey advised the SFI, the sewage 
sludge deposit area before contamination 
with sludges almost certainly contained the 
same fauna as the more productive areas of 
the Hudson Canyon. As a consequence of the 
sludge this area has become almost sterile, 
he said. Three di:trerent benthic samples have 

contained insect larvae which probably rep
resent species indigenous to sewer procesS
ing sludge ponds. This, and numerous intact 
artifacts, suggest that at least on occasion 
sewer sludges are not completely processed 
before being carried to sea. It seems unlikely 
that the larvae could have any origin other 
than incompletely or untreated sludges. 

During January, 1969, examination was 
made of· returns of seabed drifters and drift 
bottles that had been released monthly at 
Ambrose Lightship and during Sandy Hook 
aerial surveys of the continental shelf from 
1966 to 1967-where the aerial drops had been 
made about 10 miles to the east of the waste 
disposal area. The pattern of return, Kimsey 
noted, indicates a gene1·al movement of sea
bed drifters to the north and northeast dur
ing late fall to early spring and a movement 
to the northwest and west in late spring and 
summer. Since no surface drift bottles were 
recovered, these presumably had moved off
shore in the winter and to the northeast in 
the spring and summer. 

The returns from the bottom drifters and 
bottles distributed from October, 1968 to 
March, 1969, indicate a strong movement of 
bottom water from the waste disposal area 
to Long Island, N.Y. beaches. By May, 1969, 
63 of 100 seabed drifters released on Octo
ber 31, 1968, had been recovered between 
Rockaway and Fire Island, N.Y. Similar re
leases during November and December, 1968, 
had resulted in fewer but still significant re
turns from the same area. No bottles were 
recovered. 

In February and March, 1969, the study 
area was expanded to include 19 stations 
covering an area of 450 square miles. Ten bot
tom drifters and 10 surface bottles were 
released and a temperature-salinity profile 
was recorded monthly. Seabed drifters re
leased 2 miles off New Jersey in January 
and February moved in a northwest direc
tion onto Sandy Hook beaches. Other drift
ers released 2 miles otr Long Island were 
carried in a WNW direction onto Sandy Hook 
beaches. 

Further evidence to support the results 
of the seabed drifter returns, Kimsey stated, 
is given by the pattern of temperature and 
salinity which indicates that during Feb
ruary bottom water in the Hudson Gorge was 
moving due north and onto the Long Island 
beaches. 

Preliminary analysis of sediments for heavy 
metals indicates an unusually high content 
of iron and chromium in sediments from 
the sludge disposal area. Bottom water sam
ples are collected at selected stations and 
sent to Cincinnati (FWPCA Water Quality 
Laboratory) to analyze for 19 trace elements 
using a distribution of these materials in re
lationship to the sludge and the industrial 
waste disposal areas. 

The levels of phosphates and nitrates at 
16 stations have been investigated. Phos
phate levels have been consistent through
out the period January 1, 1969, to March 31, 
1969, and are comparable to winter levels in 
other temperate marine environments. Ni
trates have also been consistent from sta
tion to station through the same period. 
There do not appear to be any significant dif
ferences in levels of these nutrients between 
the sewage sludge disposal area, the acid 
grounds and apparently unpolluted areas. 

Levels of particulate iron vary from sta
tion to station. High values were always as
sociated with the center of acid dumping 
activity. Soluble iron forms about 10 per cent 
of the total iron in most samples. 

The total number of dominant zooplank
ton organisms have averaged 30 per cent 
less in samples taken in the acid waste dis
posal area when compared with samples 
collected outside of the "acid grounds." 
Kimsey indicated that phytoplankton blooms 
have O'·~urred during the past quarter (July
August, 1969), but no quantitative data are 
available. 
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Bruce Kimsey, summarized the import of 
these interim findings from the USBSFW 
study in these words: "It appears from these 
preliminary but substantial observations 
that the dumping of sewage sludge is in this 
instance detrimental to the marine environ
ment and also of some danger to beach ecol
ogy and use. Dr. First's suggestion to utilize 
the vast assimilative capacity of ocean water 
and ocean atmosphere to solve a trouble
some urban problem needs some further 
qualifying remarks. It also appears that some 
of this urban problem being deposited in 
the New York Bight is coming right back 
to the beaches of the same urban areas." 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
interim progress report of the U.S. Ma
rine Laboratory at Sandy Hook, N.J., has 
now been completed and its results made 
public only a few days ago. It points out, 
for example, that some currents move to
ward the shore and could take wastes 
discharged 20 miles out to sea back to 
th3 Jersey coast or the coasts of our 
sister States. The dumping ground has 
grown into a "dead sea" of about 20 
square miles. The health, indeed the 
lives, of persons who eat fish from these 
waters and who swim off nearby beaches 
are needlessly endangered by such ac
tion. And this is not to mention the 
damage which is done to the ocean en
vironment and our commercial fishing 
industry. 

Mr. President, I have carefully re
viewed existing and pending Federal 
legislation to determine whether it is 
adequate to deal with the problem of 
waste disposal at sea. I find it is not. 
Accordingly, I have prepared a bill 
which would amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended, to 
cope with this problem on a nationwide 
basis. 

The Water Quality Improvement Act 
passed by the Senate on October 8, 1969, 
provides very strong and effective meas
ures to prevent, control, and clean up 
oil discharges into the navigable waters 
of the Uhited States and the waters of 
the contiguous zone. I am pleased to 
read in the New York Times of Feb
ruary 17, 1969, that certain Members of 
the House, after viewing the effects of 
an oil spill in Tampa Bay, Fla., are now 
coming around to accepting the stiffer 
and more effective provisions of the 
Senate-passed bill developed by the bi
partisan efforts of the Air and Water 
Pollution Subcommittee chaired by 
Senator MusKIE. I hope that this change 
in position Will lead to a quick conclu
sion of the conference and enactment 
of this· vital bill which the President ne
glected to even mention in his environ
mental message. Possibly this is be
cause the administration on April 3, 
1969, in a letter signed by the Under 
Se .... retary of the Interior, indicated its 
approval and recommended passage of 
the proposed legislation in the House 
which contained less stringent require
ments than those found in the Senate 
bill. 

The bill which I have introduced to
day supplements the Water Quality Im
provement Act to cover wastes of all 
other kinds or description. 

My bill would: 

Apply to the discharge of wastes not 
just off the coast of New Jersey, but 
those off the coasts of all States; 

Permanently prohibit waste dis
charges into the waters of the con
tiguous zone-that 9-mile belt suround
ing our territorial sea established by the 
United States under article 24 of the 
Convention of the Territorial Sea and 
the Contiguous Zone; 

Prohibit waste discharges into or up
on waters beyond the contiguous zone, 
except under the regulations promul
gated by the Secretary or unless other
wise permitted under the act; 

Provide for the issuance of regula
tions by the Secretary of the Interior 
governing the discharge of wastes into 
waters beyond the zone and for the 
designation of water areas where such 
controlled discharges are permitted; 

Establish procedures, including pub
lic hearings, for the promulgation of 
such regulations which will give full 
consideration to all environmental needs 
and protect the quality of the waters; 

Give the Governor of each State the 
right to halt the issuance of such reg
ulations on the basis that they would 
permit discharges of wastes into waters 
beyond the contiguous zone which would 
adversely affect the public health or wel
fare of the waters, shorelines, or natural 
resources of that State; 

Authorize the continuance of waste 
discharges now permitted under law 
pending issuance of such regulations, 
only if such discharges are made at least 
100 or more nautical miles from the 
United States, and authorize grants to 
States and municipalities to cover in
creased costs incurred by this restriction; 

Make available to the States and 
municipalities grants for the transport
ing and discharge of wastes beyond the . 
contiguous zone so long as these wastes 
receive the most advanced treatment 
possible in order to prevent any damage 
to the ocean waters and the total en
vironment; 

Provide civil penalties against owners 
or operators who fail to comply with the 
requirements of this legislation to be en
forced and assessments to be made by 
the Coast Guard; 

Provide for the monitoring of waste 
discharges; and 

Provide for the study, collection, 
evaluation, and periodic publication of 
waste discharges and other environ
mental data concerning these waters. 

In 1965 the Environmental Pollution 
Panel of the President's Science Advi
sory Committee recommended that: 

Issuance by the U.S. Army Cvrps of En
gineers of permits for dredging and deci
sions concerning the Corps' own operations, 
be conditioned on the anticipated effects 
on other resources, both in t!:le areas from 
which spoil is removed and in those where 
it is deposited. 

The time has come to foliow through 
on that recommendation. 

Certain Members of the New Jersey 
delegation in the House have sponsored 
legislation which would prohibit the 
Corps of Engineers from granting li
censes authorizing waste discharges into 
the waters of the New York Bight or 
within a 25 mile radius of the Ambrose 

Lighthouse. Governor Cahill of New Jer
sey has called for prompt action to stop 
the dumping of sludge where it is likely 
to destroy the sea and its ecology. I ap
plaud the forthright stand taken by 
those New Jersey public officials. The 
legislation which I have proposed today 
should accomplish those very purposes 
until we realize the ultimate goal of 
phasing out ocean dumping as a regu
larly accepted method of disposal of sew
age sludge and other toxic materials. 

Yesterday, the Army Corps of Engi
neers declared that it could not make 
any immediate decision requiring that 
sewage sludge and other industrial waste 
be discharged at least 100 miles out in 
the Atlantic. Corps officials stated that 
New Jersey and New York officials were 
living in "ivory towers" because they did 
not understand the enormous cost and 
logistical impossibility of dumping wastes 
further out to sea. The legislation which 
I offer today lends strong support to the 
efforts of Governor Cahill and New Jer
sey Congressmen to change the present 
situation. I cannot accept the arguments 
of the Corps of Engineers and the pro
gram established under my bill should 
make corps officials realize that we mean 
business. 

Earlier this week I joined with several 
other of my colleagues to cosponsor the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1970, 
designed to fill the void of a national pol
icy and planning mechanism to provide 
effective management, beneficial use, 
proper protection, and balanced develop
ment of the air, land, and marine re
sources of the Nation's coastal zone. My 
bill, the National Marine Waters Pollu
tion Control and Quality Enhancement 
Act of 1970, will further that objective. 
I am hopeful that during the upcoming 
water pollution control hearings of the 
Air and Water Pollution Subcommittee, 
this legislative proposal will receive fav
orable consideration. Action must be 
taken now to preserve one of the truly 
great natural resources--our oceans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill be printed in 
the RECORV at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 34S8) to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Act, as amended, and 
for other purposes, introduced by Mr. 
WILLIAMS of New Jersey, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Public Works, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3488 
Be it enacted by the State and House of 

Representatives of the United of America in 
Congress assembled, That this Act may be 
cited as the "National Marine Waters Pollu
tion Control and Quality Enhancement Act 
of 1970.'' 

SEc. 2. The Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act, as amended, is further amended by 
amending section 17 to read as follows: 

"MARINE WATERS POLLUTION CONTROL AND 

QUALITY ENHANCEMENT 

"SEc. 18. (a) The Congress finds and de
clares that 

"(1) in the pursuit of solving significant 
problems involving the disposal of municipal, 
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industrial, and other wastes, man has turned 
to the sea; 

"(2) man, realizing the potentially vast 
assimilative capacity of ocean waters, is dis
posing of treated, untreated, and inade
quately treated wastes into the sea; 

"(3) recent studies indicate that the 
largely uncontrolled discharge of wastes into 
the waters of the contiguous zone and the 
sea and beyond is degrading the quality of 
the marine environment and threatens to 
pollute the navigable waters of the United 
States and adjoining shorelines; and 

"(4) it is therefore the purpose of this 
section to provide means and measures to 
control the discharge of wastes transported 
by any means from areas within the United 
States and to protect and enhance the qual
ity of the ma,rine environment. 

"(b) For the purpose of this section, the 
term 

"(1) 'wastes' means matter of any kind or 
in any form; 

"(2) 'discharge' means any spilling, leak
ing, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, 
or dumping; 

"(3) 'vessel' includes every description of 
watercraft or other artificial contrivance 
used, or capable of being used, as a means 
of transportation on water; 

"(4) 'onshore or offshore facility• means 
any facility of any kind and related ap
purtenances thereto located in, on, or under, 
the surface of any land, or permanently or 
temporarily affixed to any land, including 
lands beneath the navigable waters of the 
United States or lands of the outer con
tinental shelf of the United States, which is 
used or capable of being used for the pur
;pose of transporting or discharging wastes; 

"(5) 'United States' and 'State• include a 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone, 
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands; 

"(6) 'owner or operator' means, as the 
context requires, any person, subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States, owning, 
operating, or chartering by demise, a vessel, 
or owning or operating an onshore or oft'
shore facility; 

"(7) 'person' includes an individual, firm, 
corporation, partnership, association, State, 
municipality, and other political subdivision 
of a State; and 

"(8) 'contiguous zone' means the entire 
zone established by the United States un
der article 24 of the Convention on the Ter
ritorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone. 

"(c) (1). No owner or operator shall dis
charge or cause or contribute to the dis
charge of wastes from any vessel, except 
sewage discharged from marine sanitation 
devices, or from any onshore or offshore fa
cility into or upon the waters of the con
tiguous zone. 

"(2) No owner or operator shall discharge 
or cause or contribute to the discharge of 
wastes from any vessel, except sewage dis
charged from marine sanitation devices, or 
from any onshore or offshore facility into 
or upon waters beyond the contiguous zone, 
unless permitted by the Secretary, by regu
lations, promulgated under this section, or 
unless as permitted under this section. 

"(3) Any owner or operator who violates 
paragraph (1) or (2) of this subsection 
or any regulation issued under this section 
shall be assessed a civil penalty of not more 
than $10,000 for ea.ch violation. Each oc
currence of a violation may constitute a 
separate offense. A civil penalty shall be as
sessed by the Secretary of the department 
in which th( Coast Guard is operating only 
after the person charged with a violation 
under this section has been given an oppor
tunity for a public hearing and such Sec
retary has determined, by decision incor
porating his findings of fact therein, that 
a violation did occur, and the amount of the 

penalty which is warranted, and incorporat
ing, when appropriate, an order therein re
quiring that the penalty be paid. Any hear
ing under this section shall be of record 
and shall be subject to section 554 of title 
5 of the United States Code. 

"(4) If the person against whom a civil 
penalty is assessed failS to pay the penalty 
within the time prescribed in such order, 
such Secretary shall file a petition for en
forcement of such order in any appropriate 
district court of the United States. The peti
tion shall designate the person against whom 
the order is sought to be enforced as the 
respondent. A copy of the petition shall 
forthwith be sent by registered or certified 
mail to the respondent and thereupon such 
Secretary shall certify and file in such court 
the record upon which such order sought to 
be enforced was issued. The court shall have 
jurisdiction to enter a judgment enforcing, 
modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or 
setting aside in whole or in part the order 
and decision of such Secretary or it may re
mand the proceedings to such Secretary for 
such further action as it may direct. The 
court shall consider and determine de novo 
all relevant issues. On the basis of the jury's 
findings, the court shall determine the 
amount of the penalty to be imposed. Sub
ject to the direction and control of the At
torney General, as provided in section 507 (b) 
of title 28 of the United States Code, attor
neys appointed by the Secretary ma'y appear 
for and represent him in any action to en
force an order assessing civil penalties under 
this paragraph. 

"(d) (1) Within one hundred and eighty 
days after the effective date of this section 
and from time to time thereafter, the Sec
retary shall, consdstent with the purposes of 
this section and with maritime safety and 
marine and navigation laws, issue proposed 
regulations governing the discharge of wastes 
by any owner or operator of a vessel or on
shore or offshore fa.cility into or upon all or 
any portion or portions of the waters beyond 
the contiguous zone. Such regulations shall 
establish the quantities, times, locations, cir
cumstances, and conditions of such dis
charges and shall designate the area of such 
waters where such discharges may be per
mitted. Such regulations shall be such as to 
protect the public health and welfare and 
enhance the quality of the waters and shall 
take into consideration the latest available 
scientific data, temperature and salinity <>! 
the waters, currents, type of wastes to be 
discharged, seasons of the year, and other 
environmental fa.ctors. Such regulations shall 
be consistent with maritime safety and with 
marine and navigation laws. 

"(2) Such regulations shall be published 
in the Federal Register and shall afford in
terested persons a period of not less than 
thirty days thereafter to submit written data 
or comments. Except as provided in this sub
section, the Secretary may, upon the ex
piration of such period and after considera
tion of all relevant matter presented, pro
mulgate such regulations with such modifi
cations as he deems appropriate. 

"(3) On or before the last day of any pe
riod fixed for the submission of written data 
or comments under paragraph (2), any in
terested person may file with the Secretary 
written objections to a proposed regulation, 
stating the grounds therefor and requesting 
a public hearing on such objects. As soon as 
practicable after the period for filing such 
objections has expired, the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register a notice spec
ifying the proposed regulations to which 
such objections have been filed and hold a 
public hearing to receive relevant evidence. 
Within sixty days after completion of the 
hearings, the Secretary shall make findings 
of fact which shall be public. The Secre
tary may promulgate such regulations with 
such modifications as he deems appropriate. 
In the event the Secretary determines that 

a proposed regulation should not be promul
gated or should be modified, he shall within 
a reasonable time publish the reasons there
for. 

"(4) The Secretary shall not promulgate 
any regulations or part thereof to which the 
Governor of any State has filed written ob
jections on the basis that such regulations 
will permit discharges of wastes into or upon 
waters beyond the contiguous zone which 
will adversely affect the public health and 
welfare or the waters, shorelines, or natural 
resources of such Stat e. 

" ( 5) Whenever waste discharges under 
regulations issued under this subsection are 
permitted, such wastes and the effects on 
the environment shall be monitored for such 
periods as may be appropriate by the owner 
or operator permitted to make such dis
charges at his expense and the reports there
of shall be available to the public. 

"(e) Pending the promulgation of regula
tions pu.rsuant to subsection (d) of this 
section designating water areas beyond the 
contiguous zone where wastes may be dis
cha.rged, any owner or operator of a vessel 
or onshore or offshore facility authorized 
under any other provision of law on the effec
tive date of this section to discharge wastes 
into the waters beyond the contiguous zone 
may continue to discharge such wastes, ex
cept tha.t such owner or operator shall not 
discharge such wastes within 100 nautical 
miles of the United States. The Secretary 
shall provide financial assistance in the form 
of grants to any municipality, State, or other 
political subdivision of a State to cover any 
actual increase in costs incurred by such 
municipality, State, or other political sub
division thereof in complying with the pro
visions of this subsediion and the Secretary 
shall promptly act to establish reasonable 
procedures for determining such costs and 
providing such assistance. 

"(f) In furtherance of the purpose of this 
Act, the Secretary shall from time to time 
study, collect, evaluate, and publish data on 
water temperatures and salinity, currents, 
waste discharges, the effects of such dis
charges on the environment, and such other 
information as he deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may enter into contracts with, 
and make grants to, public and private agen
cies and organizations and individuals in 
carrying out the provisions of this subsection. 
No research, demonstrations, studies, or ex
periments shall be carried out, contracted 
for, sponsored, cosponsored, or authorized 
under this Act, unless all information, uses, 
products, processes, patents, and other de
velopments resulting therefrom, with such 
exception and limitation, if any, as the Sec
retary may find to be necessary in the public 
interest, be available to the general public. 

"(g) The Secretary shall make grants 
available to any State, municipality, or other 
political subdivision of a State in the per
centages specified in section 8 of this Act 
for the construction of treatment works an
nually to provide fin~ncial assistance to them 
for the costs of transporting on, and dis
charging from, vessels' wastes into or upon 
waters beyond the contiguous zone in ac
cordance with applicable regulations issued 
under this section. The Secretary shall not 
provide any such financial assistance unless 
he determines that such wastes will receive 
in order to prevent any damage to such 
waters and the total environment, treat
ment before such discharge by means and 
measures that utilize the most advanced 
treatment technology available. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
OF BILLS 

s. 1808 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the next p1inting, the name of the 
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Senator from Montana <Mr. METcALF) 
be added a.s a cosponsor of S. 1808, to 
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938 to extend the child labor provisions 
thereof to certain children employed in 
agriculture. 

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

s. 2193 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the next printing, the name of the 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. HART) be 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2193, to pro
vide a Federal occupational health and 
safety program for American working 
men and women. 

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

s. 2513 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Senator from Oregon <Mr. PAcK
wooD) I ask unanimous consent, that at 
the next printing, the names of the Sen
ator from Alasks. <Mr. STEVENS) and the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLM ON) 
be added as cosponsors of S. 2513, to pro
vide for the mailing of absentee voting 
matter free of postage. 

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

s. 2802 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the name of the junior Sena
tor from Virginia <Mr. SPONG> be added 
as a cosponsor of S. 2802, to assist the 
States in establishing coastal zone man
agement program. 

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

s. 3074 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. PTesident, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Indiana <Mr. HARTKE) be added as a co
sponsor of S. 3074, the Consumer Prod
ucts Guaranty Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it 1s so ordered. 

s. 3223 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Texas <Mr. TowER) and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS), be added 
as cosponsors of S. 3223, to amend the 
Interstate Commerce Act in order to 
give the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion additional authority to alleviate 
freight car shortages and for other pur
poses. 

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

5.3464 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ask 
uanimous consent that, at the next print
ing, the names of the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) be added 
as cosponsors of S. 3464, to redesignate 
the Senate Office Building and the addi
tional Senate Office Building as the 
"Everett McKinley Dirksen Building" 
and the "Alben William Barkley Build
ing," respectively. 

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A 
RESOLUTION 

S. RES. 313 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Senator from Oregon <Mr. PAcK
wooD), I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the next printing, the names of the 
Senator from Maine <Mr. MusKIE) and 
the Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY) be added as cosponsors of 
Senate Resolution 313, relating to the 
detoxification and destruction of chem
ical warfare weapons. 

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

STRENGTHENING AND IMPROVE
MENT OF FOOD SERVICE PRO
GRAMS FOR CHILDREN-AMEND
MENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 508 AND 509 

Mr. JA VITS (for himself, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. HART, Mr. 
MONDALE, Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. PERCY, 
Mr. CooK, and Mr. PELL) submitted two 
amendments, intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to the bill <S. 2548) to 
amend the National School Lunch Act 
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to 
strengthen and improve the food service 
programs provided for children under 
such acts, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

<The remarks of Mr. JAVITS when he 
submitted the amendments appear later 
in the RECORD under the appropriate 
heading.) 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 510 THROUGH 512 

Mr. McGOVERN (for himself, Mr. 
HART, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. PERCY, Mr. YAR
BOROUGH, Mr. COOK, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. 
KENNEDY, and Mr. PELL) submitted three 
amendments, intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to Senate bill 2548, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

<The remarks of Mr. McGovERN when 
he submitted the amendments appear 
later in the RECORD under the appropri
ate beading.) 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 2695, 
H.R. 4183 AND H.R. 4184 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Fiscal Affairs Subcom
mittee of the Senate Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I wish to give notice 
that the hearings on S. 2695, to provide 
for the retirement of officers and mem
bers of the Metropolitan Police force, the 
Fire Department of the District of Co
lumbia, the U.S. Park Police force, the 
White House Police force, and of certain 
officers and members of the U.S. Secret 
Service, on H.R. 4183, to provide that the 
widow of a retired officer or member of 
the Metropolitan Police Department or 
the Fire Department of the District of 
Columbia who married such officer or 
member after his retirement may qualify 
for survivor benefits, and on H.R. 4184, 
to equalize the retiremen ·; benefits for 
officers and members of the Metropolitan 
Police force and the Fire Department 
of the District of Columbia who are re
tired for permanent total disability, will 
be held on February 26, 1970. The hear-

ings will begin at 10 o'clock in the morn
ing in room 6226 of the New Senate Office 
Building. 

Persons wishing to testify on this 
legislation should notify Mrs. Edith 
Moore at the Senate District Committee 
in room 6218 of the New Senate Office 
Building. 

POSTPONEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
SANTA BARBARA OIL BILLS 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, it is with 
regret that I announce the postponement 
of public hearings scheduled by the Sub
committee on Minerals, Materials, and 
Fuels of the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee for February 24 and 25 
on four bills growing out of the tragic oil 
leak last year on a Federal lease off Santa 
Barbara, Calif. 

These bills areS. 1219, S. 2516, S. 3093, 
and S. 3351. 

Next week's hearings have been post
poned at the request of the Department 
of the Interior to enable the Department, 
with other agencies concerned, to work 
out its statement of policy and program 
for prevention of any recurrences of such 
misfortune as the Santa Barbara spill, 
and to ameliorate its effects if one should 
occur. 

The field hearings in Santa Barbara on 
the four measures sponsored by the Sen
ators from California will be held as 
scheduled; namely, March 13 and 14. 
After these field hearings we will re
schedule the hearings in Washington 
which we are now postponing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

TEMPORARY EMERGENCY ASSIST
ANCE TO PROVIDE NUTRITIOUS 
MEALS TO NEEDY CHILDREN 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 700, H.R. 11651. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill (H.R. 11651) to amend the National 
School Lunch Act, as amended, to pro
vide funds and authorities to the De
partment of Agriculture for the purpose 
of providing free or reduced-price meals 
to needy children not now being reached. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been renorted from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That the National School Lunch Act ( 42 
U.S.C. 1752) is amended by inserting after 
section 13 the following new section: 
"TEMPORARY EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO PRO

VIDE NUTRITIOUS MEALS TO NEEDY CHILDREN 
IN SCHOOLS 

"SEC. 13A. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, under such terms and condi
tions as he deems in the public interest, the 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to use 
an addit ional amount, not to exceed $30,-
000,000, of funds from section 32 of the Act 
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), to sup
plement funds heretofore made available to 
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carry out programs during the fiscal year 
1970 to improve the nutrition of needy chil· 
dren in public and nonprofit private schools 
participating in the national school lunch 
program under this Act or the school break
fast program under the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.)." 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I wish 
to comment on the urgency which is in
volved in the passage of this measure. 
It is an emergency measure, urgently 
needed because in a number of localities 
around the country, and specifically in 
my own State of Maryland, an emer
gency situation has arisen. 

I wish to thank the distinguished mi
nority and majority leaders and the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry (Mr. ELLEN
DER) for their prompt action in bringing 
H.R. 11651 to the floor. 

This legislation is needed to assure 
that thousands of schoolchildren in 
Maryland and 33 other States will con
tinue to receive nutritious school lunches 
daily. 

Maryland expanded its effort to pro
vide school lunches to needy children 
in the fall of 1969. By last October, 
Maryland schools served an average of 
44,558 free lunches a day, compared to 
only 8,794 per day in October 1968. For 
many of the children, lunch is the only 
dependable, nutritious meal of the day. 

Because of its expanded efforts, Mary
land needs $1,030,864 in additional Fed
eral assistance to continue serving these 
lunches. H.R. 11651 would amend the 
National School Lunch Act and authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to trans
fer up to $30 million of section 32 funds 
to allow Maryland and the other States 
to continue serving lunches for the re
maining 4 months of the school year. 

The Agriculture Department supports 
this legislation. In a letter to Chairman 
ELLENDER, Mr. J. Phil Campbell, Under 
Secretary of the Department, wrote: 

In an earlier report we supported the ob
jectives of this legislation but expressed our 
view that the level of funding contained in 
the Department's 1970 appropriation would 
be sufficient to carry out the objectives with
out further funding. It has now become ap
parent that some States are making even 
better progress than we had expected in pro
viding free and reduced price lunches for 
needy children. Because the States' esti
mates of their needs for the balance of this 
year are based on their experience and prog
ress in implementing this program, rather 
than their population, we recommend that 
the Secretary be given authority to allocate 
these additional funds on the basis of dem
onstrated performance. 

The Bureau of the Budget agrees with 
the Department of Agriculture that the 
best vehicle for providing this money is 
by additional transfer authority pro
vided in H.R. 11651. 

The Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry and our distinguished leader
ship have promptly responded to my 
pleas for fast action on this measure. 

On Wednesday my senior colleague 
(Mr. TYDINGS) and I asked Senator EL
LENDER for any assurance he could give 
to the people of Maryland that this bill 
would be reported out of the commit
tee in sufficient time to secure Senate 
and final House agreement before the 
schools of Maryland run out of funds, 

Today the bill is before us. I feel confi
dent that my colleagues in this body 
share my concern that all America's 
children receive a nutritious lunch 
throughout the school year. I ask that 
this concern be demonstrated by approv
ing H.R. 11651 and assuring continu
ance of the school lunch program in 
Maryland and the other States. 

Mr. President, I have here the Depart
ment of Agriculture's compilation of 
State requests for additional funds to 
continue their school lunch programs for 
the remainder of the fiscal year. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and 

Nutt·ition Service-State agencies' requests 
for addi tional funds for free or reduced 
price lunches, as of Feb. 6, 1970, over 
amounts allocated for fiscal year 1970 

Alabama---------------------- $1,200,000 
California--------------------- 569,236 
Colorado---------------- ------ 37,607 
Connecticut ------------------- 25, 352 
Delaware --------------------- 11, 060 
Florida ----------------------- 1, 889, 998 
Georgia----------------------- 2,685,829 
Illinois------------------------ 3, 995,763 
Indiana----------------------- 112,067 
Iowa-------------------------- 176,308 
~entucky --------------------- 234,665 
~aine ------------------------ 336,495 
~aryland --------------------- 1, 030, 864 
~assachusetts ----------------- 26, 853 
~ichigan --------------------- 24, 366 
Minnesota -------------------- 80, 132 
~ssouri ---------------------- 121,225 
~ontana ---------------------- 15,116 
New Hampshire________________ 11, 492 
NewJersey_____________________ 301,872 
New ~exlco____________________ 78,800 
New York_____________________ 5, 313, 112 
North Carolina_________________ 13, 738 
Oklahoma --------------------- 1, 100, 538 
Oregon ----------------------- 60,671 
Pennsylvania ------------------ 145, 800 
Rhode Island__________________ 34,433 
South Carolina________________ 612, 228 
Tennessee--------------------- 263,180 
lJtah ------------------------- 59,251 
Vermont ---------------------- - 19, 935 
Virginia ---------------------- 948,408 
VVashington ------------------- 292,780 VVest Virginia __________________ 1,764,981 

Total ------------------- 23,594,205 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Senior Senator from Texas, Senator 
YARBOROUGH, is necessarily absent today. 
However, he has a longstanding interest 
in the school lunch program and has a 
statement on this pending bill. I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator YAR
BOROUGH's statement and a letter there
with be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment by Senator YARBOROUGH and letter 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDITIONAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR SCHOOL LUNCH 

PROGRAMS 
~r. YARBpROUGH. Mr. President, on Febru

ary 9, 1970, I received a letter from Mr. 
Charles ~. Hicks, Director of the School 
Lunch Program in the State of Texas. This 
letter gives clear indication of why the Sen
ate should pass the pending measure offered 
by the Senator from Maryland, Mr. MATHIAS. 

The situation in Texas, I am sure, is sim
ilar to the situation in many states. The 

School Lunch Program in Texas has been 
able to operate within its budget only by 
denying school lunches to some of the chil
dren who would be eligible under existing 
law. This is an intolerable situation and one 
which we should remedy immediately. I urge 
passage of this measure. And I commend the 
following letter from Mr. Hicks to the at
tention of the Senate. 

TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY, 
Austin, Tex., February 5, 1970. 

Hon. RALPH W. YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: This is in re
ply to your telegram of February 4, 1970. 
VVe budgeted our funds for the National 
School Lunch and Child Nutrition Program 
in accordance with the amount of funds 
appropriated by Congress. VVe expect to have 
funds until the end of the year. 

We can use additional funds for needy 
children especially in the cities. The schools 
have more requests for free lunches than 
funds are available. Additional funds should 
be made available as soon as possible in order 
to start feeding needy children at an early 
date. I estimate that Texas will need $1 ,-
000,000 in additional Section 32 funds in 
order to supply all of the legitimate re
quests for free lunches. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHAS. ~. HICKS, 

Chief Consultant, School Lunch Progmm. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am ex
ceedingly gratified that we are consid
ering today legislation that will provide 
$30 million in emergency funds for the 
continuation of the free and reduced 
price school lunch program. The Illi
nois program is in great jeopardy and 
would have to be greatly curtailed or 
eliminated if this bill were not enacted. 

Illinois has done an excellent job in 
increasing participation in the free and 
reduced price school lunch program this 
year. Approximately 150,000 hungry 
children are now able to receive a nour
ishing meal at school. The city of Chi
cago alone provides a lunch for near
ly 115,000 children and has applied for 
funds to feed another 8,000 to 9,000 in 
schools which have recently opened. For 
all too many of these children, the free 
lunch they receive at school is the only 
well balanced meal they eat all day. 

But now, all this progress may be re
versed. While Illinois still has some of 
the $5 million the State legislature ap
propriated for the lunch program avail
able to reimburse schools providing free 
meals, Federal money will be totally ex
pended when the December claims are 
paid this month. To continue the pro
gram, the State requires an additional 
$4.5 million in Federal funds. 

The Illinois situation, while the most 
acute, is not unique. Some 35 to 40 States 
will require more money if they too are 
to continue their free and reduced price 
lunch program. The estimate of their 
dollar needs is between $30 and $34 mil
lion. 

In an effort to alleviate the situation 
in Dlinois and to help the remaining 
States, my staff and I spent many hours 
working with the Department of Agri
culture and the White House. I also pre
pared an amendment to the National 
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri
tion Act which will be debated by the 
Senate next week. This amendment 
sought to release the $34 million 1n sec
tion 32 funds the States indicated they 
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required to operate their programs 
through June of this year. Because of the 
responsiveness of the administration and 
the Committee on Agriculture to this 
problem, my amendment will no longer 
be necessary. Passage of H.R. 11651 will 
solve the problem. 

Mr. President, I commend Senator 
ELLENDER and the members of the Agri
culture Committee for perceiving the 
need for the additional money for the 
school lunch program and for reporting 
out this bill. I also commend the Depart
ment of Agriculture and the White House 
for all their efforts to secure this money 
through the reallocation of currently 
available funds and the enactment of 
H.R. 11651. 

President Nixon in December after the 
White House Conference on Food, Nu
trition, and Health, committed the Gov
ernment to providing free and reduced 
price lunches to 6.6 million poor and 
hungry children. His support for the 
legislation we are considering today and 
the assistance of the Department of Agri
culture are indicative of his intention to 
maintain this commitment. 

I now urge passage of this bill, rapid 
agreement in the conference committee, 
and immediate expenditure of all the 
money required to solve the school lunch 
crisis in illinois and in the country. 

THE NEED TO SAVE OUR SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAM 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the distinguished chairman 
from Louisiana and the members of the 
Agriculture Committee for reporting out 
H.R. 11651 yesterday so that we might 
act on it in time to save many school 
lunch programs across the Nation. 

The critical situation currently con
fronting the school lunch program in 
Maryland is representative of the situa
tion threatening the survival of this pro
gram in 34 States. Under the expanded 
program to provide lunches for specially 
needy children, 35,800 Maryland chil
dren began receiving free school lunches 
for the first time this fall. In October 
of 1969, Maryland schools served an 
average of 44,558 free lunches a day, 
as compared to only 8, 794 a day in Oc
tober 1968. 

The cost of running this greatly ex
panded lunch program in Maryland for 
the 1~69-70 school year is $1.8 million. 
However, only $800,000 has been allo
cated for this purpose in fiscal year 1970. 
T:1.e result: existing funds will be de
pleted by the end of this month and this 
desperately needed program will have to 
be discontinued unless $1 million can be 
fo:~nd. 

I cannot state too strongly the impor
tance of this program to the health and 
education of the children involved. 

For many of these children, the free 
lunches provided under this program are 
the only dependable nutritious meals they 
receive. If these lunches are discontin
ued, these children are confronted with 
the prospect of serious malnutrition and 
the deterioration of their health. In ad
dition, as educators will attest, a hungry, 
undernourished child is in no position to 
learn. 

Mr. President, the school lunch pro
gram is no frill or luxury. It is aimed at 

the fundamental problem of hunger, mal
nutrition and retardation. It is an essen
tial part of providing many poverty area 
children with the basic opportunity to 
learn and benefit from a public educa
tion. 

None of us in this Chamber would let 
one of our own children go hungry; or 
for that matter, the child next door. 
How then, in good conscience, can we 
stand by and idly permit a child on the 
other side of town to go hungry when it 
is within our power to correct this 
shameful situation? The answer, .we 
would all agree, is "We cannot." 

Therefore, Mr. President, I strongly 
urge Senate passage of H.R. 11651. This 
measure would make available $30 mil
lion in transfer authority from section 32 
of the National School Lunch Act, enough 
to insure the survival of the school lunch 
program in every State for the remainder 
of this school year. This legislation was 
passed by the House last summer, re
cently supported by both the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Department of Agri
culture, and reported out favorably by 
the Senate Agriculture Committee yes
terday. 

I can find no compelling reason for 
not enacting this measure immediately. 
Thousands of children in the urban slums 
and rural shantytowns of America need 
our help, and they need it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit
tee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en

grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. JAVITS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ELLENDER subsequently said: 
Mr. President, my presence was required 
elsewhere during the transaction of rou
tine morning business, but I understand 
that H.R. 11651, which was reported by 
me to the Senate yesterday in behalf 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, was passed as reported during 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I now move that the 
Senate insist on its amendments, and 
request a conference with the House of 
Representatives thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to: and the 
Chair appointed Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. HoL
LAND, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. AIKEN, and Mr. 
YOUNG of North Dakota conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

STARTLING FACT 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

American ground troops have been fight
ing in the civil war in Vietnam for about 
7 years. More than 50,000 have been 

killed in combat, and more than 267.000 
American fighting men have been 
wounded in combat in that immoral, un
declared war. In addition many have 
been killed in what the Pentagon terms 
accidents and incidents. It is amazing, 
but it is a fact, that no President of 
South Vietnam and no chief of state of 
any of the regimes ruling in Saigon at 
any time during the adminstration of 
Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, and 
Johnson ever requested that U.S. combat 
troops be sent into Vietnam. Careful in
quiry of top officials in the Department 
of State and Department of Defense and 
at the White House disclosed the star
tling fact that there was no request for 
American troops at any time. In Janu
ary 1961, when President Eisenhower left 
the White House we had 685 military ad
visers in Vietnam. No combat troops. 
On November 22, 1963, the date Presi
dent Kennedy was assassinated, we had 
16,120 military advisers in Vietnam. No 
combat troops. 

There never was any request by any 
government official of South Vietnam for 
the United States to send combat troops 
into Vietnam. President Thieu recently 
made this crystal clear in a political 
speech he made in Saigon. It is a fact 
that Prime Minister of the Saigon mili
tarist regime, Dr. Phan Huy Quat, on 
March 7, 1965, asked for and obtained 
the agreement that two U.S. Marine bat
talions already in Vietnam be stationed 
on the defensive in the Danang area. 
Nothing more. Also, it is said he exacted 
and made the urgent request, or demand, 
that all VC, or soldiers of the National 
Liberation Front of South Vietnam, 
taken prisoner by Americans be turned 
over immediately to the "friendly forces 
of South Vietnam." 

White House officials and State De
partment officials have confirmed the 
fact that no such request was made. 
Unfortunately, President Johnson in
vited in more than 2,100,000 American 
fighting men, more than 50,000 of whom 
made the supreme sacrifice and more 
than 267,000 of whom were wounded in 
combat, many maimed for life. 

President Thieu on several occasions 
in political speeches he has been making 
said that neither he nor any of his 
predecessors ever asked the Americans 
to come in. He stated we can leave any 
time we want to; that they do not need 
American fightingmen in South Viet
nam. 

Then, that flamboyant Air Marshal 
Ky, who was born in Hanoi and proudly 
displays a French decoration awarded 
him in 1954 for fighting against his fel
low countrymen seeking national libera
tion, added his voice making repeated 
statements saying the Americans came 
in on their own; were not invited in. 

Here is an opportunity presented on a 
silver platter to President Nixon to end 
our involvement in that immortal, un
declared war. President Nixon does not 
even need to resort to his secret plan of 
October 1968, to end the war in Vietnam, 
a plan, incidentally, that is still his secret. 
Let him keep it. Just as the distinguished 
senior Senator from Vermont <Mr. 
AIKEN) stated some months ago, "Pres
ident Nixon should declare, 'We have 
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won the war. I am bringing the boys 
home.'" 

JAVITS SUPPORTS U.N. GENOCIDE 
CONVENTION 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I com
mend the President of the United States 
for sending to the Senate for ratification 
the United Nations Convention on Geno
cide. President Nixon's decision to re
submit this convention to the Senate is 
an act of high statesmanship and re
flects his and the Nation's dedication to 
basic human rights and humane values. 
I wish also to commend the Secretary 
of State for his role in bringing about 
the administration decision on this 
matter. 

I must also congratulate the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) who has 
waged such a stirring and relentless fight 
on behalf of this and the other human 
rights conventions. For the past 3 years, 
I believe, the Senator from Wisconsin 
has spoken daily on these matters and 
has thus acted as the guardian of the 
Senate's conscience and as the most ar
ticulate spokesman of the many private 
organizations which have worked for 
these many years on behalf of this con
vention. 

I am particularly conscious of this as
pect because many of the most active 
and dedicated private groups in this field 
are centered in New York. In commend
ing President Nixon, Secretary Rogers, 
and my colleague Senator PROXMIRE, I 
am giving voice to the views of the many 
dedicated and concerned New Yorkers 
who have given so much of themselves 
to further this cause. 

I wish also to record my personal trib
ute to the late Professor Lemkin of the 
Yale University law faculty. Professor 
Lemkin waged a virtual one-man battle 
on behalf of this convention at certain 
crucial stages and is the person who ac
tually coined the phrase "genocide" 
which this convention carries as part of 
its identification. It is regrettable that 
Professor Lemkin did not live to witness 
this vindication of his work and views 
with regard to international legal action 
against the heinous crime of genocide. I 
hope that his family and friends will 
know how much we all are aware of our 
debt to professor Lemkin for his work. 

Public sentiment was aroused in this 
effort by Professor Lemkin, Senator 
PROXMIRE, and others, and I think it is 
an altogether most splendid initiative by 
the President of the United States. As I 
am not always able to agree with my 
President, I want to take every opportu
nity I can to express my support when I 
do agree with him thoroughly, as I do in 
this case. I have supported this conven
tion from its very inception and have 
worked for its resubmission and ratifica
tion for the past 2 years. 

I am a member of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. I shall make every ef
fort to bring about the earliest possible 
consideration of this treaty. It is in keep
ing with the humane and just outlook of 
the United States which is so traditional 
with us as a people, without cupidity or 
designs upon others, but with a deep pas
sion for humanity and justice in the 
world, I think it is a strange anomaly 

that we have been among the last, rather 
than the first, to ratify this treaty. I hope 
we will repair that blemish and pay our 
debt to mankind at the earliest possible 
moment, now that the Genocide Conven
tion has become an active subject of 
consideration again as a result of the 
Nixon administration's initiative. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I commend the dis

tinguished senior Senator from New 
York for focusing attention upon this 
recommendation and initiative by the 
administration. It is one that is long 
overdue, and I wish to associate myself 
with the remarks of the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York. 

Mr. JA VITS. I thank the Senator very 
much. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have print.ed at 
this point in the RECORD a:J. article pub
lished in this morning's New York Times. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NIXON URGES SENATE TO RATIFY GENOCIDE 
PACT, STALLED SINCE 1950 
(By James M. Naughton) 

WASHINGTON, February 19-President Nixon 
urged the Senate today to ratify the 1949 
United Nations agreement outlawing geno
cide. 

Sources on the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, where the genocide agreement 
has languished about 21 years, expressed con
cern that a Senate vote could lead either to 
an embarrassing defeat or to only a narrow 
victory "unless the President is willing and 
able to twist arms." 

In a message to the Senate, the President 
said, "We should delay no longer in taking 
the final convincing step which would re
affirm that the United States remains as 
strongly opposed to the crime of genocide 
as ever." 

State Department officials said the issue 
was being raised now because the United 
States wished to join with other nations in 
identifying genocide as an international 
crime. They also indicated the timing was 
related to the ratification by Britain last 
week. 

Some observers regard the genocide agree
ment as legally meaningless. Despite oc
casional accusations of genocide-including 
one leveled at the United States by North 
Vietnam last year-the State Department 
could not recall that any legal proceedings 
had been initiated under the agreement since 
it went into force in 1951. 

Senator J. W. Fulbright, chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, said he had 
no comment on the genocide agreement. "I 
haven't thought about it for months," he 
said. 

There were no immediate indications 
whether Mr. Nixon would actively seek sup
port for ratification of the agreement by 
states-rights advocates and Southern con
servatives, who traditionally have been re
luctant to grant their consent. 

Mr. Nixon acted today on the advice of 
Secretary of State William P. Rogers, who 
said in a letter to the President Feb. 5 that it 
was "anomalous" for the United States to 
fail to ratify the agreement formaly after 
having played a leading role in drafting it. 

Officially called the Convention of the Pre
vention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide, the agreement bans attempts to 
wipe out national, ethnic~ racial or religious 
groups by killing their members, or deliber
ate attempts to cause "serious bodily or men
tal harm to large numbers of members of 
such groups. 

SUBMITTED BY TRUMAN 

The convention was submitted to the Sen
ate in 1950 by President Harry s. Truman, 
but it never got beyond hearings of a foreign 
relations subcommittee. 

In 1954, President Dwight D. Eisenhower's 
Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, op
posed seeking ratification of the agreement 
on the ground that it could conflict with 
state or Federal law. At the time, Mr. Rogers 
was a Deputy Attorney General. 

Because international treaties normally 
supersede laws within a country, states-rights 
advocates have viewed the genocide conven
tion as a threat to state jurisdiction over 
murder cases. 

Mr. Nixon told the Senate that Attorney 
General John N. Mitchell "concurs in the 
Secretary of State's judgment that there are 
no constitutional obstacles to United States 
ratification." 

Supporters of the convention in the Sen
ate have feared that Southern conservatives 
would see racial undertones in it and would 
vote against it. 

"It's possible a conservative President 
would be more likely to get it through the 
Senate," said one Congressional source today. 

The United Nations agreement came into 
force, in the nations that had ratified it, on 
Jan. 12, 1951. It has now been ratified by 75 
nations, including the Soviet Union, which 
acted in 1954. 

Mr. Nixon's message said that he regretted 
"some of our detractors have sought to ex
ploit our failure to ratify this convention to 
question our sincerity." Ratification at this 
time "would be in the national interest," he 
said. 

_North Vietnam accused the United States 
of genocide last November, after the charges 
of a massacre of South Vietnamese civilians 
by American troops at Songmy in March, 
1968. 

Mr. Rogers recommended that the Presi
dent ask the Senate to make it clear the 
United States understood the prohibition 
against "mental harm" to mean "permanent 
impairment of mental faculties." 

The American Bar Association has been 
opposed to approval of the convention for 20 
years. Last December the association's sec
tion on individual rights and responsibilities 
urged reversal of the stand. 

If the agreement was approved by the Sen
ate, implementing legislation would have to 
be adopted to put it into effect. The Presi
dent said he was not proposing auy specific 
legislation "at this time," but said his Ad
ministration would be prepared to discuss 
the subject during Senate consideration of 
the convention. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to proceed for the next 15 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the 

Senator ask unanimous consent that he 
may proceed for 15 minutes notwith
standing the unfinished business being 
laid down at 12 o'clock, so that he will 
not be interrupted? 

Mr. CHURCH. I ask unanimous con:. 
sent that that be done. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YoUNG of Ohio in the chair). The Senate 
will please be in order. The Chair would 
instruct the Sergeant at Arms to keep 
the Chamber clear and compel all at
taches to be seated, and to make sure 
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that this order is enforced throughout 
the remainder of the day. Furthermore, 
when any attache so ordered again of
fends the Sergeant at Arms' direction, 
that such attache be removed alto
gether from the Chamber. 

The Senator from Idaho may proceed. 

THE ATOM: ITS DANGEROUS 
AFTERMATH 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in recent 
months we have witnessed in the country 
a healthy awakening to the dangers in
herent in environmental pollution. The 
crisis has been documented. It is obvious 
that we are severely degrading our very 
life support-the thin, fragile blanket of 
air, soil and water which surrounds the 
planet earth. 

Like other Members of the Senate, I 
am deeply concerned about all aspects of 
pollution. I welcome the fact that at long 
last public attention is being focused on 
the problem and that we are beginning 
to grope for solutions. 

In the midst of the environmental 
crisis which now confronts us, however, 
we must not overlook one major seg
ment of the problem-a segment which 
may very well be of greater potential 
danger than the common forms of air 
and water pollution which now plague us. 
I speak of the emerging hazard of ac
cumulated radioactive nuclear wastes. 

In the past 25 years, utilization of the 
atom has grown from the wartime mis
sion of mass destruction to peacetime 
uses which hold great promise for the 
future of man. These peacetime uses of 
nuclear energy are constantly expanding 
in new and hopeful directions. Already 
we use the atom to cure the sick, to de
salinate ocean waters, to generate elec
tric power. Within a few years, this 
source of energy may heat our homes and 
factories, preserve our food, power our 
public and private transportation and do 
countless other chores, thus helping to 
conserve our finite and rapidly diminish
ing supply of precious fossil fuels. 

The question, however, is, At what 
price? 

In the past, we have always purchased 
technological and scientific advances on 
credit. That is, in our headlong pursuit 
of material affluence, we have ignored 
longterm accounting, seizing immediate 
profits with little concern given to sub
sequent costs. The day of reckoning is 
now upon us. We are paying for the use 
of hard pesticides with the poisoning of 
many forms of life. The cost of careless, 
rampant industrialization is massive air 
and water pollution. 

Thus, as we move into an age which 
will inevitably turn more and more to
ward nuclear energy, I am concerned 
that we reflect, while we still have time, 
on what the environmental cost of this 
latest scientific technology is going to be, 
and that we begin to do something about 
easing that cost now. 

Pollution from nuclear waste is far 
different from pollution from ordinary 
fuels. You cannot see it, you cannot 
smell it. But it is potentially far more 
deadly. 

At present, large amounts of high
yield, radioactive waste solutions are 

generated and stored by Atomic Energy 
Commission installations throughout 
the United States. In all, over 80 million 
gallons of such wastes have already 
been produced and stored in the United 
States. 

These are high-level wastes with ex
tremely long lifespans. In some cases, 
such wastes will retain their radioactiv
ity for 20,000 years-a time span six 
times longer than all recorded history. 

No method has yet been devised for 
decontaminating these wastes. Like 
Humpty-Dumpty, the atom--once split
stays split. Currently, the wastes are 
stored in tanks or encased in cement 
or other containers, then buried under
ground, at sea or in salt formations. 
The trouble is that these methods of 
storage cannot be made totally safe. We 
are storing nuclear waste in conveniently 
remote places, knowing full well that we 
are passing on a lethal legacy to future 
generations. 

Last year, the Atomic Energy Commis
sion spent only two-tenths of 1 percent 
of its budget on research and develop
ment of nuclear waste disposal manage
ment. Over the past 25 years, the AEC 
has spent only $50 million on disposal 
research. This figure comes to just 2% 
percent of the cost of the $2 billion Man
hattan project which ushered in the nu
clear era. 

In my own State of Idaho, we have an 
example of the potential danger of cur
rent radioactive waste disposal methods. 
It has recently been disclosed that radio
active wastes from the National Reactor 
Testing Station in eastern Idaho, as well 
as wastes from the Rocky Flats Fuel Fab
rication Facility in Colorado, are being 
buried above the Snake Plain Aquifer, 
a vast underground reservoir which feedls 
rivers and streams throughout southern 
Idaho and, ultimately, the Pacific North
west. 

In 1968, the Rocky Flats operation con
. tributed 350,000 cubic feet of wastes to 
-the storage facilities in Idaho. In 1969, 
· the amount was 250,000 cubic feet. A se-
vere fire at the Rocky Flats plant in 1969, 
however, is expected to drastically in
crease the amount of wastes to be buried 
in Idaho. The Atomic Energy Commis
sion estimates -;;hat 200,000 cubic feet of 
wastes attributable to the Rocky Flats 
fire remain to be shipped to Idaho for 
burial in 1970 and 1971. 

At present, these wastes are monitored 
to determine whether radioactive par
ticles are escaping into the environment. 
But the question is whether present 
methods of storage are adequate for the 
contingencies of the future. 

Last week, it was reported in the 
Washington Post that a group of Colo
rado scientists have claimed that-

Enough radioactive plutonium has leaked 
from the Atomic Energy Commission's plant 
at Rocky Flats, Colo. to contaminate the 
ground and water around it for a distance of 
seven miles. 

Three days later, the Post reported 
in a second article that the AEC "ac
knowledged that radioactive plutonium 
leaked out of the agency's Rocky Flats, 
Colo., plant." The leakage, it was ex
plained, could have resulted from the 
1969 fire, from escape through smoke-

stacks, or from barrels of polluted ma
chine oil. 

I recommend a careful reading of 
these accounts in the Washington Post, 
and ask unanimous consent that they 
be inserted in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in Idaho 
there have been no reports of radioac
tivity escaping from storage areas into 
the ground, water, or air. On the other 
hand, the Public Health Service has just 
completed a study, at my request, which 
recommends additional safety measures 
be undertaken. 

Noting that the procedure employed 
in burying wastes at the Idaho site is to 
place the residue in trenches, cover them 
and then provide backfill, the PHS study 
reported: 

From a public health and safety stand
point, the waste burial site must provide a 
protective barrier so that radioactivity will be 
confined to the waste burial pits. The con
trol mechanism which limits any movement 
of radioactivity from the site is dependent 
upon such factors as solubility, permeability 
of the soil, ion exchange capacity, availability 
of water, and distance to the source of po
table water . . .. Substantial thicknesses of 
continuous layers of alluvial soil beneath 
the burial ground would be expected to pro
vide a barrier to migrating radionuclides 
through ion-exchange. However, there is a 
lack of data on geology and lithology be
neath the burial site. The closest drill holes 
which have been logged are several miles 
away. It must, therefore, be considered con
ceivable that continuous cracked and/or 
channeled basalt (lava] formations could 
extend from the bottom of the burial pits 
and trenches to the acquifer. Until more in
formation on subsurface geology at the 
burial ground becomes available, the sepa
ration distance to the acquifer cannot be 
considered as a protective barrier. It is there
fore recommended that a minimum of two 
feet of alluvial soil be required beneath all 
buried wastes. 

At the same time, the Public Health 
Service found that-

Snow melts have occurred in recent years 
which caused the flooding of trenches for 
periods as long as 30 days . ... Flood control 
measures for the burial should, therefore, be 
t aken to prevent any accumulation of water 
in the t renches and pits. 

These recommendations are in line 
with the testimony several years ago 
of the U.S. Geological Survey before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
Water, the testimony noted: 

Is a universal solvent, so fission products, 
whet her solid or liquid, radioactive or stable, 
may be picked up by water and carried in 
solution. Solubility, moreover, is a relative 
term. Practically nothing is absolut ely insol
uble in water, and "insoluble" radioactive 
m aterials may be dissolved in sufficient 
quant it y to make water highly dangerous. 

In sum, Mr. President, the time has 
come to launch an adequate research 
program to develop safe and sure meth
ods for the disposal of nuclear waste, 
not only in Idaho, but throughout the 
Nat ion. To further delay the undertak
ing is folly. We have been down that 
path before, and we have paid for the 
journey with the smog smothering our 
cit ies and the filth which fouls our rivers 
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and lakes. This time. we must not in
dulge ourselves in the lunacy of buying 
"progress" now for radioactive pollution 
later. 

We must. at the very least. give urgent 
and increased attention to the whole 
range of problems involved in radioac
tive waste disposal. We must mount an 
effective, long-range program to find 
ways of insuring the permanent safe. 
keeping of radioactive residue. 

As I have already pointed out, my own 
State of Idaho has a considerable in
terest in this matter because of the cur
rent practices at the National Reactor 
Testing Station. It is at this installation 
that some of the most dramatic advances 
in the field of atomic energy have taken 
place. The scientific talent at NRTS is 
very considerable, and the installation 
is fully capable of undertaking new re
search and development projects. 
. In view of these factors, coupled with 

the fact that so much nuclear waste is 
now buried in Idaho, it is logical that the 
ideal installation to undertake the ex
panded research I have called for in the 
field of nuclear waste disposal is the Na
tional Reactor Testing Station. 

Unless we start this research in the 
very near future, the consequences are 
clear. They were spelled out in the Geo
logical Survey testimony to which I just 
referred: 

Precedents are hard to break, especially in 
large-scale operations. I! disposal practices 
are allowed now that are found later to be 
unsafe, the unsafe practices are bound to 
continue long after their danger has been 
demonstrated. 

We must not allow this to happen. 
We must learn the lesson of earlier ex
perience with other forms of pollution 
and begin now to find the solutions we 
need in dealing with nuclear wastes. 

ExHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 11, 1970] 
RADIOACTIVE PLUTONIUM LEAK NOTED NEAR 

COLORADO AEC PLANT 
(By Thomas O'Toole) 

Enough radioactive plutonium has leaked 
from the Atomic Energy Commission's plant 
at Rocky Flats, Colo., to contaminate the 
ground and water around it for a distance 
of seven miles, a group of Colorado scientists 
reported last· night. 

"The amounts found are of debatable 
significance," said Dr. Edward A. Martell, a 
physicist for the National Center for Atmos
pheric Research and one of five members of 
the Colorado Committee for Environmental 
Information. "I think we have to do a lot 
::nore looking before we can say whether it is 
harmful or not." 

While Dr. Martell did not disclose how 
much plutonium he and his four colleagues 
found near the Rocky Flats plant, one source 
r.a.id it was 500 times more than anybody 
would expect to find, even near an atomic 
factory like the Colorado plutonium works. 

Operated for the AEC by Dow Chemical 
Co. for the past 17 years, the Rocky Flats 
plant is the largest of nine in the U.S. fab
ricating weapons grade plutonium for the 
nation's nuclear arsenal. 

There have been a. number of minor ex
plosions and fires at Rocky Flats over the 
years, and last May 11 a fire inside two con
necting buildings at the plant burned $20 
million worth o:f plutonium. When the smoke 
cleared, the AEC said it would take $45 mil
lion to recover and reprocess the burned 
plutonium. 

While the AEC admitted that some plu
tonium was blown outside the two buildings 
by the fire, it insisted ••there was no evidence 
that plutonium was carried beyond the plant 
boundaries." 

After the fire, the Public Health Service 
sampled the air 870 times at distances 30 
miles from the plant and tested the water 
94 times as far away as 10 miles. 

"From all this sampling," the Public 
Health Service said, "there was no indication 
of any release of radioactivity from the fire." 

Dr. Martell insists that the plutonium he 
found outside the plant could have come 
from the fire, from chronic carelessness over 
the 17 years the plant has been operated or 
both. 

"We looked at the Public Health Service 
data," he said, "and we're convinced they 
looked at it the wrong way. 

"Neither the Public Health Service nor Dow 
was xnaklng any plutonium .measurements 
after the fire,'' Dr. Martell went on. "Besides, 
whatever plutonium was in the air by the 
time they made their measurements had al
ready blown away." 

With a half-life of 24,400 years, plutonium 
is one of the most enduring radioactive ele
ments known to man. It is also one of the 
hardest to measure, and because of its long 
life is almost impossible to date. 

"I don't think," one scientist said, "that 
anybody will ever be able to say whether any 
of this plutonium came from the fire or from 
leakage over 17 years of operations." 

At least two scientists with the Atomic 
Energy Commission conceded that Dr. Mitch
ell Inight have found evidence of careless
ness at Rocky Flats. 

"If Ed Martell is trying to prove that the 
fire was dangerous or that the AEC lied about 
the fire, he's in trouble," one said. "On the 
other hand, it he's suggesting that a little 
bit of plutonium got outside the fence over 
the years then he might have something." 

A second AEC scientist said that security 
might surely tighten up at Rocky Flats as 
a. result of Dr. Martell's findings. 

"I think,'' he said, "that all this will result 
in more precautions inside the plant and 
more careful monitoring outside it. It's ex
pensive, but we'll have to do it." 

AEC scientists insisted that the plutonium 
found outside the plant did not constitute 
a health hazard to people living near the 
plant, which is 24 miles from Denver. 

While it lasts a long time, one AEC scien
tist said, plutonium emits only alpha radia
tion and is harmful only when taken in by 
the body. 

One scientist outside the AEC pointed out 
that even the tiny amounts of plutonium 
found near the plant could be dangerous if 
taken in by plant and animal life. If that 
happened, he said, the people in the area 
might become unknowingly contaminated by 
eating food raised in the contaminated re
gion. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 14, 1970] 
UNITED STATES ADMITS LEAKAGE OF 

PLUTONIUM 
(By Thomas O'Toole) 

The Atoinic Energy Commission has ac
knowledged that radioactive plutonium 
leaked out of the agency's Rocky Flats, 
Colo., plant, but insists the amount was not 
enough to be a. health hazard. 

An AEC official who met with members of 
the Colorado Committee for Environmental 
Information said last week that AEC tests of 
the soil around Rocky Flats are in agreement 
with committee tests showing the soil con
tains far more plutonium than it should. 

''But we're talking about very small 
amounts," the AEC official said. "We're talk
ing about no more than a few graxns (less 
than an ounce) of plutonium in almost 50 
square miles of land." 

The official said the AEC did not believe 

this small amount of plutonium was a threat 
to health. 

"The committee believes that the wind 
can carry this small amount of plutonium off 
the ground and into the air, where it can 
be breathed," the official said. "They believe 
this a lot more than we do." 

While admitting that the AEC found 
plutonium in the soil around l:<.ocky Flats, 
the official said that continuous sampling 
of the air in the area "never showed any 
plutonium." 

The controversy erupted last Tuesday when 
the Colorado Committee disclosed that it 
had found plutonium in the soil as far as 
seven miles from the Rocky Flats plant. They 
branded the plant a radiation hazard and 
asked that the AEC move it to a more remote 
location. 

The AEC does not know how even the 
small amounts of plutonium got out of the 
plant, but believes it could have escaped in 
three ways. 

It could ho.ve left through the plant's 
smokestacks, despite elaborate filters. It 
might also have escaped after a major fire 
a.t the plant last May, though the AEC be
lieves tJ::.a.t no plutonium got further than 
the roof of the building where the fire broke 
out. 

Finally, it could have leaked from barrels 
of machine oil placed in lots outside the 
plant gates. A while back, some of these bar
rels were found to contain tiny tra~es of 
plutonium, but the AEC says 1t cleaned up 
the area and did not believe that any pluto
nium escaped into the air. 

SENATOR YARBOROUGH SUPPORTS 
PASSAGE OF H.R. 12535, EL PASO 
NORTH-SOUTH FREEWAY 
Mr; MANSFIELD. Mr. President, yes

terday the Senate passed H.R. 12535. By 
necessity the senior Senator from Texas 
<Mr. YARBOROUGH) was absent from the 
Senate at the time the bill was passed. 
He very much favored the enactment of 
the measure and issued a statement to 
that effect. I ask unanimous consent that 
that statement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment ~Y Senator YARBOROUGH was or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR YARBOROUGH 
Mr. President, I am pleased that the Sen

ate adopted H.R. 12535 because of the vital 
importance to the people of El Paso, Texas. 
This bill authorizes the Secretary of the 
Army to release the restrictions on a 6 acre 
tract of land conveyed by the Federal gov
ernment to the State of Texas so this land 
can be used for the construction of the pro
posed North-South Freeway which would 
provide a vital traffic artery to the people of 
the area. 

The land in question was part of a 24.25 
acre tract which was conveyed by the United 
States to the State of Texas for the pri
mary purpose of being a training area for the 
Texas National Guard. The deed conveying 
this property contained the res·triction that 
should this property cease to be used as a 
National Guard Training area this land 
would revert to the United States. 

As a result of the growth of the City of 
El Paso and El Paso County, it has become 
necessary to construct a new :freeway which 
would run from the Mexican border, across 
Fort Bliss, and north to the City limits of El 
Paso. To complete this road, it is necessary 
that 6 acres of this 24 acre tract be used. H.R. 
12535 would authorize and direct the Secre
tary of the Army to release or modify the 
restriction applicable to this 6 acre tract so 
that the State of Texas could convey it to the 
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city of El Paso for the construction of this 
road. Without this bill, the construction of 
this important project could not be com
pleted. 

This freeway is very important to the peo
ple of El Paso, and therefore, I am gratified 
that my colleagues gave this bill their full 
support. 

A PRAYER FOR NEW JERSEY 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, several weeks 
ago the Very Reverend Francis B. Sayre, 
Jr., offered a prayer for New Jersey in 
Washington Cathedral. He expressed 
beautifully a feeling I deeply share. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, to have the dean's prayer printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the prayer 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A PRAYER FOR NEW JERSEY 

(By the Very Reverend Francis B. Sayre, Jr.) 
Grant, gracious Lord, that we may find 

grace ever to plant gardens alongside the 
busy marts of commerce: By the roadside, a 
window-box of beauty; at the door of a city, 
a fertile plot of nourishment and growing 
things; by the gate of a nation, a place of 
settlement and welcome and the roots of a 
new home. So, 0 Father, may blessing fall 
upon Thy people in New Jersey; and upon 
their coastlands and riverbanks and wooded 
hills; and upon their souls within. In their 
sowing let hope be never dim, and in their 
reaping no defilement, but rather thanks
giving for the bloom of glory which is Thine 
alone to give; through Jesus Christ our Lord. 
Amen. 

FOREST TREE BREEDING RE
SEARCH AT MORGANTOWN, W.VA. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, as soon as the Federal budget per
mits, the U.S. Forest Service plans to 
begin an important research project at 
the Forestry Sciences Laboratory in 
Morgantown, W. Va. The project, with 
annual initial costs estimated at $265,-
000, will be concerned with breeding high 
value hardwood trees for Appalachia. 

I have long been interested in work 
conducted at the Forestry Sciences Lab
oratory. It was under my amendment 
that $31,500 was added to the Forest 
Service budget in fiscal year 1964 for 
preliminary planning of the facility. 
And, as a member of the subcommittee 
which must approve Forest Service ap
propriations, I plan to do all that I can 
to assure that the necessary monies are 
provided to launch this vital genetic im
provement project. 

Mr. President, the forests of the Ap
palachian region contain some of the 
finest hardwoods in the world. Fifty -six 
percent of all select red oak growing 
stock, half of the basswood, 40 percent 
of the yellow-poplar and ash grow in 
the Appalachian region of the North
east. However, the present forest stands 
also contain many inferior and defective 
trees, and the high value species, espe
cially in the larger sizes ·that bring pre
mium prices for fine furniture, panelling, 
and interior trim, are in short supply. 
These shortages will become even more 
critical under the impact of increased 
housing construction necessary to ful
fill national housing programs. 

One of the best -.yays to insure adequate 
future supplies of these high-value hard
woods is by breeding for improved trees. 
Within any group of hardwood trees, 
there is much variation in growth rate, 
form, branchiness, adaptability to grow
ing conditions, and resistance to pests. 
Hence, a careful selection and breeding 
program offers a means to increase 
growth rates, improve straightness of 
bole, reduce limbiness, increase returns 
to landowners, and greatly improve the 
supply of high-value hardwoods with at
tendant increases in rural incomes and 
development. Genetic improvement can 
provide hardwood trees that are better 
adapted to difficult growing conditions, 
such as the extremes of temperatures and 
dryness common to urban and suburban 
plantings for environmental improve
ment. And breeding trees for resistance 
to insects and diseases can protect future 
supplies of these high-value hardwoods 
"\\""hile eliminating or greatly reducing the 
need for hard pesticides. 

The factors that determine quality and 
value of hardwood trees are generally 
known, and many of them are suscepti
ble to control through selection and 
breeding programs. However, very little 
research in hardwood genetics has ever 
been done. The research is necessarily of 
a long-term nature and will involve com
plex problems, such as: 

First. Variation and population stud
ies of individual trees and species. 

Second. Selection of trees superior in 
growth, form, pest resistance and adapt
ability to particular sites. 

Third. Determination of heritability of 
specific characteristics. 

Fourth. Development ·of breeding and 
pr.opagaticn techniques for improved 
strains and hybrids. 

Mr. President, there are many na
tional, as well as regional benefits to be 
derived from this project. I am hopeful 
that the necessary funds will be ap
proved, and that the project can begin 
as soon as possible. 

POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, as Presi
dent Nixon has said, the rescue and 
restoration of our natural environment 
has become "an urgent common goal of 
all Americans," summoning "our energy, 
our ingenuity and our conscience in a 
cause as fundamental as life itself." 

The President has proposed far-reach
ing new initiatives to clean up our envi
ronment-to conserve what we have and 
to restore what we have lost. Because 
water pollution and air pollution are the 
environmental problems that most di
rectly affect the health and well-being of 
our people, the President has assigned the 
highest priority to cleaning up our water
ways and our air. 

Today, I want to speak briefly about a 
key part of the President's plan to halt 
the contamination of our rivers and 
lakes. This is the establishment of an En
vironmental Financing Authority which 
would help States and local communities 
provide their share of the funds for a new 
$10 billion Federal-State-local construc
tion program to clean up water pollution 
at the local level v!ithin 5 years. 

Under the President's proposal, the 
Federal Government would allocate $4 
billion in grants to local communities 
over the next 4 years to help with the 
construction of waste treatment plants. 
As their share of the construction costs, 
the State and local governments would 
be required to provide $6 billion. 

Given the present tightness of the 
money markets, · and especially the 
municipal bond market, it is quite pos
sible that some communities would be 
unable to borrow the funds needed to 
participate in this urgently needed pro
gram. That is where the proposed Envi
ronmental Financing Authority or EFA 
enters the picture. 

Where the Federal Government--and 
specifically the Department of the Inte
rior-has agreed to help finance a new 
waste treatment plant for a community, 
but the State or local government can
not sell its waste plant construction 
bonds at a reasonable rate of interest, 
EFA would be available to purchase the 
bonds. To finance such purchases, EFA 
in turn would sell its own obligations in 
the capital market. 

EF A would be, in effect, a bridge be
tween the capital market and those 
communities that have difficulty ob
taining financing for pollution control 
facilities on reasonable terms. 

The Secretary of the Treasury would 
serve as Chairman of EFA's five-man 
Board of Directors, and the State di
rectors would also be Federal employ
ees who would not receive any addi
tional compensation for their services. 
To get EFA underway, the Secretary 
would be authorized to provide up to 
$100 million of initial capital. He would 
also be authorized to make annual pay
ments to EFA covering the difference 
between the interest paid on its own 
obligations and the interest received on 
its purchases of State and local Gov
ernment securities. 

Although the Federal Government 
would provide the starting capital for 
EFA, it is designed to be self-sufficient. 
The fees charged for its financing com
mitments and other services would be 
sufficient to cover its expenses and pro
vide foL' accumulation of contingency 
reserves. 

I should also point out that EFA would 
pay interest on the starting capital ad
vanced to it by the Treasury. Further, 
EFA's obligations would be taxable is
sues, so that the Treasury would prob
ably recover in tax receipts roughly as 
much as the yearly interest differential 
payments to the Authority. 

Municipal waste is one of the prime 
sources of the pollution of our rivers 
and lakes. We have the technology to 
end the pollution within five years. What 
we must do not is direct the needed fi
nancial resources to the job. 

The Environmental Financing Au
thority can be a key element in marshal
ing the necessary State and local funds. 
By creating EFA, we will assure that 
no community that needs new waste 
treatment facilities will be prevented 
from participating in this vital program 
to restore the purity of our Nation's 
waters by its inability to raise funds 
in the capital market. 



February 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4273 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CARSWELL 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, after 

carefully considering the proceedings of 
the Judiciary Committee's hearings on 
the elevation of Judge G. Harrold Cars
well to the Supreme Court, I am ready 
to announce my decision on this nomi
nation. I am ready to announce that I 
will vote against Judge Carswell's nomi
nation to our Nation's Highest Court. 

When our President indicated that his 
nominee to the Supreme Court would be 
a man of great judicial distinction as 
former Justices Oliver Holmes and Louis 
Brandeis, I expected Judge Carswell to 
be a man of great stature-a man who 
would stand as tall as his illustrious pred
ecessors. Yet the hearings on his nomi
nation have shown Judge Carswell to be 
a man lacking legal distinction. During 
these hearings, the foremost legal schol
ars in our Nation severely questioned his 
record on the bench. A case in point is 
the testimony of Dean Louis H. Pollak of 
the Yale Law School who stated that 
Judge Carswell was a man who "has not 
demonstrated the professional skills and 
the larger constitutional wisdom which 
fits a lawyer for elevation to our High
est Court," and r::oncluded: 

The nominee presents more slender cre
dentials than any nominee for the Supreme 
Court put forth in this century. 

To elevate to the bench of the Highest 
Court in our Nation a man whose judicial 
career has been described as one of con
sistent mediocrity, even by some who 
support his nomination, would serve only 
to deteriorate the credibility of the su
preme Court at a time when its very wel
fare and prestige hang in the balance. 
To support his nomination would be to 
violate my conscience and that of the 
American people. 

Judge Carswell's lack of legal luster 
would alone be grounds enough for ques
tioning his nomination. The Judiciary 
hearings have, however, revealed yet an
other area of concern. I speak here of 
his philosophy on one of the most critical 
issues facing our Nation today-civil 
rights. 

While I admit that I would have ex
pected a nominee to the Supreme Court 
to have shown by word and deed a deep 
commitment to the principle of equal op
portunity for all citizens, so eloquently 
expressed in the 14th amendment of our 
Constitution, I do not base my opposi
tion to Judge Carswell on the speech he 
delivered in 1948 expressing his vigorous 
belief in the "principles of white suprem
acy." I am, however, alarmed by the 
fact that since delivering this speech 22 
years ago, Judge Carswell has done little 
to indicate by deed or decision that his 
views on civil rights have changed in 
anyway. 

The Senate Judiciary hearings have, 
in fact, revealed that between 1958 and 
1969, 15 of Judge Carswell's decisions on 
civil rights and individual rights cases 
were unanimously reversed by the Fifth 
Circuit Court. Even those who support 
his nomination have admitted that his 
decisions in five cases "may fairly be 
described as anticivil rights." To support 
Judge Carswell's nomination in view of 
this record would serve only to further 

polarize our Nation in opposing camps. 
This I cannot and will not do. 

The hearings also pointed out that as 
recently as 4 years ago Judge Carswell 
sold property with a provision that 
ownership, occupancy, and use of the 
property would be restricted to members 
of the Caucasian race. 

I was astounded that the White House 
reacted to this disclosure by stating that 
"this particular incident is not isolated 
at all." While I have no doubt that there 
are hundreds if not thousands of real 
estate deeds in this country which con
tain racial covenants, it is quite another 
matter to find such a covenant appearing 
in a deed held by a man who aspires for 
the High Bench. That Judge Carswell 
claims he was not aware of the covenant 
is hardly an excuse we can accept from a 
lawyer and judge. 

If Judge Carswell had, in fact, re
nounced the doctrine of white suprem
acy enunciated in his 1948 speech, he 
should have shown a change of heart by 
deed rather than mere rhetoric. Opposi
tion to the racial covenant covering the 
property he sold would have illustrated 
his belief by deed. Here was an opportu
nity he "missed." 

To support Judge Carswell's nomina
tion under. these circumstances would 
cause a serious loss of faith on the 
part of the American people in our com
mitment to the principle that every citi
zen should have an equal opportunity to 
participate in the system and share its 
rewards. To support his nomination 
would undermine the prestige of the 
highest court in our Nation at a time 
when its very strength is being tested. 

It is only because I do not think Judge 
Carswell meets the standards of the high 
bench that I have decided to vote against 
the confirmation of his nomination to 
the Supreme Court. It is my belief that 
the members of the highest court in our 
Nation must demand our complete con
fidence. 

APOLLO 12 EXHIBIT AND LECTURE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. From 2 until about 

3:30 p.m. today in the hearing room of 
the Senate Committee on Aeronautical 
and Space Sciences-room 235, Old Sen
ate Office Building-there will be a dis
play of material brought back by the 
Apollo 12 mission, including a lunar 
rock. There will also be examples of the 
effect of lunar soil on the growth of molds 
and plant life. 

At 2 p.m. there will be a short lecture 
by an expert from NASA, after which 
the display will be available for in
spection. 

All Senators and staff members of the 
Senate are invited to attend. 

AN INTERVIEW WITH 
ALF LANDON 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the 
State of Kansas has been the home of 
many fine men. And one of them is Alf 
Landon. 

Remembered nationally, perhaps, only 
as the man who was defeated for the 
Presidency, Alf Landon is recognized in 
Kansas today as one of the country's 

most progressive and discerning think
ers. This man is surprisingly contempo
rary. Yet this thought bear the unmis
takable ring of history and clarity. 

I invite the attention of the Senate, 
then, to the important ideas expressed by 
this friend of mine in a recent interview 
which appeared in the Kansas City Star 
magazine on January 18, 1970. I ask 
unanimous consent that the interview 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the inter
view was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE VIEW FROM TOPEKA: A CHAT WITH 

ALF LANDON 

(By Ivan G. Goldman) 
(Goldman, a STAR Magazine staff writ er, 

taped the accompanying interview and sent 
a transcription of it to Landon. It was re
turned with the comment, "That's as good 
an interview as I've ever had.") 

After being soundly trounced in his 1936 
presidential bid, Alf Landon never again ran 
for public office. But the_ affable Kansan was 
not the man to sulk or fail to speak out, 
and from his Topeka home over the years he 
has kept a watchful eye on America and its 
place in the world, issuing statements from 
time to time on topics ranging from oil tar
iffs to disarmament. 

Meanwhile, dignitaries throughout the 
years have streamed to Landon to pay hom
age, or, more often than not, to seek ad
vice. Among them was George Romney, who 
came to regret his failure to heed Landon's 
words. In 1966 Landon told the presidential 
contender to avoid national exposure and 
concentrate on his Michigan gubernatorial 
duties until at least the fall of the follow
ing year. But Romney opted instead to grab 
an early lead in the national limelight-a 
strategy that proved unsuccessful. 

Landon's adherence to Progressive Repub
licanism goes back more than a half-century; 
his has been a continuous effort to moderate 
the Grand Old Party. But Landon's policy 
statements have oftentimes been pointedly 
nonpartisan, placing praise or blame with 
regard to issues, not political affiliations. And 
this independence understandably engen
dered enmity from certain party stalwarts. 
At the 1948 National Republican convention, 
for example, his opposition to Gov. Thomas 
E. Dewey of New York caused such bitterness 
among the Kansas leadership that to this 
day it has not wholly subsided. 

Landon is a man who denounced the 
Kansas Ku Klux Klan during its zenith in 
the '20s, when supposedly courageous poli
ticians kept expediently quiet. He is an oil
man who fought the big oil companies, and 
not long ago he publicly advocated a reduc
tion in the oil depletion allowance. And 
Landon was a conservationist long before 
most individuals knew the word's definition. 

But despite his achievements and abilities, 
Alfred M. Landon still is most widely known 
for the election of 1936, when he opposed the 
popular presidential incumbent, Franklin 
Roosevelt, and lost 27,476,673 to 16,679,583 in 
the popular vote. Until the Goldwater de
bacle of 1964, Landon lost the presidency 
by a greater margin than any man in history. 
He admitted afterward that he knew he 
would lose, although, of course, one would 
never have known it by watching his deter
mined campaign. 

It is almost certain that no Republican 
could have ousted Roosevelt that year, and 
Landon's campaign was in fact a sacrifice 
for the party good. The only Republican 
governor to win reelection in 1934, he be
came the leading G.O.P. contender two years 
before his bout with Roosevelt. Landon had 
won the governorship in 1932 in a tight 3-
way race; he went on to inspire confidence in 
his fellow Kansans during those dark De-
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pression days, and he even managed to bal· 
ance the state budget. His state plurality in 
1934 was a sound 60,000-in a year when 
Republican candidates across the land met 
disaster. 

Landon was born September 9, 1887, in 
Middlesex, Pa., and he spent his boyhood in 
Marietta, 0. In 1904 his father took a super
visory job in the Kansas oil fields, and Alf 
moved to the Sunflower State, which he soon 
came to love. He was graduated from the 
University of Kansas law school and, in 1908, 
ent,ered the banking business in Independ
ence, Kans. In 1911 he quit banking for the 
oil business, becoming a simultaneous suc
cess in bossing the tough field workers as he 
speculated in Kansas and Oklahoma oil prop
erties. 

These years saw Landon drilling his share 
of dry holes, to be sure, but he was suffi
ciently tenacious and skilled to have reached 
a net worth of several thousand dollars by 
the end of the '20s. 

Landon took to oil as he took to Kansas 
politics, with relish, earning respect in both 
endeavors, although he never ran for office 
himself until his successful gubernatorial bid 
in 1932. 

After the 1936 contest Landon returned to 
Kansas tending oil interests and other in
vestments. At present he owns oil lands in 
Greenwood County and natural gas prop
erties in Stevens County. He looks after his 
affairs from the office of WREN Radio, To
peka, which he acquired during the '50s. The 
Landon family also owns KSCB in Liberal 
and KEDD, Dodge City. In addition to these 
activities, the former governor holds the 
rank of distinguished professor in the politi
cal science department at Kansas State Uni
versity, where he delivers periodic lectures. 

Governor Landon not only graciously con
sented to an interview, but he offered to use 
the study in his Southern-style mansion for 
a meeting place. Arriving at the home we 
found the vigorous octogenarian riding his 
horse over the grounds, a dally habit of 
many years. He sat erect, and obviously was 
in good health. After seeing his mount to 
the stable, he ushered us across the lawn, 
through the house and into the study. 

The Landon study obviously sees much 
use; several volumes of recent publication 
were placed about the room, each marked 
With a bookmark. 

Landon proved to be neither evasive nor 
intimidated by questions, and his answers 
Tevealed a vast storehouse of knowledge 
coupled with the ablllty to know the mean
ings of facts and to proceed along a reason
able path of conclusions. 

After the interview, the ex-governor treated 
us to an enjoyable luncheon at a Topeka 
restaurant, and he went on to do what he 
loves best--talk politics. He was a genuinely 
fascinating and engaging narrator. "I've got 
one more story to tell you before dessert," 
he'd say With eyes shining, and then he'd go 
on to tell you three or four more. 

STAR.-Mr. Landon, first of all, are you a 
Republican right at this minute? 

LANDON.-Yes. There's been no doubt about 
this in past years or any other time. Al
though I was a Bull Mooser Progressive in 
1912 and 1914, and I voted for Theodore 
Roosevelt, and I was a Progressive county 
chairman for the third party in 1914. I 
haven't always voted the straight Republican 
ticket, it's true. 

STAR.-Is there a Democrat you would have 
supported against Mr. Nixon in the last 
election? 

LANDON.-No. 
STAR.-Had Robert Kennedy lived and re

ceived the Democratic nomination, might 
you have supported him? 

LANDON.-Oh, that's going too far afield, 
I think. Kennedy didn't live. I! he had, and if 
he'd been nominated ... I don't know, 
really, his positions on great major issues. 

STAR.-Mr. Landon, I know you've followed 
these events closely, and so I wonder if you 
think had R. F. K. not been assassinated, 
that the threat of his vote-getting power 
would have stimulated enough Republican 
delegates over to the Rockefeller side to nom
inate him? You were a Rockefeler man. 

LANDoN.-Yes, I was. Now you're talking 
about the threat of Kennedy's nomination. 

STAR.-Yes, because the Democratic con
vention preceded the Republican. 

LANDON.-Well, that's a speculative ques
tion, but I recognize that it might have 
made some difference. There's a lot of voo
dooism, they say, in politics. There's also a 
lot of logistics, and you're talking about logis
tics. 

STAR.-How do you rate Mr. Nixon's per
formance as President so far? 

LANDON.-I'm surprised at the good job 
he's doing. I think his somewhat quiet ap
proach contrasts to the flamboyant rhetoric 
that we've been accustomed to from the 
White House. It's too early, of course, to 
tell how his policies are going to work out. 

I think this criticism of Mr. Nixon today 
is entirely unwarranted, and not at all ac
curate, and not at all honest. I only know 
one thing to be sure--that Mr. Nixon un
doubtedly intends to follow through to the 
end. Whatever that end result is, it will take 
us another year or so to know. There is an 
entire shift in governments all over the 
world, which is a very, very important factor. 
In fact, what you liave is a caretaker govern
ment--by and large--in North Vietnam, in 
China, in Greece. New men are going to be 
coming into these and other governments, 
so Mr. Nixon has an opportunity in that 
regard. Now what he's going to do With it, I 
don't know. 

STAR.-Mr. Landon, let's talk about you. 
Many experts say you really would have been 
a shoo-in for the U.S. Senate after your de
feat in 1936. All these years you've kept avid 
watch over Kansas, the nation and the world. 
Why didn't you try for a seat in the Senate, 
where you could have acted more on these 
matters? 

LANDON.-Well, Mr. Goldman, you're right 
in your description. Pretty nearly everyone 
thought that. 

If I had been going to go to the Senate, 
I would have gone back to Independence 
(Kansas), and I discussed this With Mrs. 
Landon after the election, and she said, "I 
want to do anything that you want to do; 
but what kind of an education would our two 
youngsters get if we're dragging them back 
and forth between Kansas and Washington?" 
Nancy was then going on 5, and Jack was 3. 
Peggy Anne, their oldest sister, was a sopho
more down a.t Kansas university. 

STAR.-8o personal reasons kept you from 
going to the Senate? 

LANDON.-We decided we preferred the 
comparatively simple but more intelligent 
life in Kansas. We'd rather live here than 
Washington. 

STAR.-Do you regret the decision? 
LANDON.-Oh, I've been asked that ques

tion a good many times, Mr. Goldman. Eric 
Sevareid, when he finished his interview here 
a couple of years ago, mentioned that as he 
was leaving, and I said, "Yes, sometimes I 
did, but I probably wouldn't be living if I 
had gone ba<:k there--in as good health as 
I am now." I made up my mind, too, that 
the Republican party needed at least one 
leader who wasn't a candidate for any office, 
so that my decisions have not been subject 
to personal motives or ambitions. 

STAR.-You didn't come very close in that 
1936 election. Do you regret having made 
that race? 

LANDON.-Oh, no indeed. After all, that is 
an experience that comes to few men-ta 
have 16 million people vote for me for Presi
dent of the United States, and to have made 
the acquaintances of so many people, so 

many friends that I'll treasure to my dying 
days-no indeed, I'm not sorry. 

STAR.-I suppose you've thought a great 
deal about that campaign. If you had it to 
do over again, would you change it in any 
way? Would you do it differently? 

LANDON.-! think I might have made more 
of a factor of Roosevelt's isolationist position. 
I was told by some in '36 that I was too 
much of an internationalist to suit them. 
That's contrary, of course, to what's gener
ally believed now. For instance, you will find 
a paragraph in my Indianapolis speech in 
which I said that the neutrality acts were 
not a way of peace but a way to war, because 
they would make the aggressor think the 
American people would not fight under any 
circumstances, and that was not true. But 
my head speech-writer said, "The American 
people won't get it the way you've got it 
written. It won't be clear." I said, "I know 
they won't, but I can't run out on my party." 
Any national candidate, Mr. Goldman, is tied 
to the record his party makes in the Con
gress. Wilkie never say that. Neither did 
Governor Dewey. For that matter, Mr. Nixon 
has, pretty much. 

I supported a reduction of our tariffs, so 
that we could reduce them right along with 
the E. E. C. (European Economic Community, 
or Common Market). So far it hasn't worked 
as effectively as I thought it would. But I've 
always believed that the marketplace is really 
the basis of where people get acquainted. 

In memorial days tribes met and exchanged 
trade, and that's how they first got ac
quainted With ea<:h other. Uncovered several 
years ago in Portugal was an old market
place in which they found some stones that 
had to come from mountains at least 2,000 
miles away or more. They weren't precious 
stones either. Semiprecious. Just think how 
many hands and miles and years it took 
those stones to travel 2,000 miles in those 
days before the Roman Empire or the Grecian 
states. 

But back to the question, the presidential 
candidates has got to bear in mind his fellow 
candidates on the ticket, and he's got to 
bear in mind the harmony if his party-and 
unity. And those are all factors that go to 
make up a successful adminlstration, too, 
which is why I can't say anything too specific 
on Mr. Nixon at this time. 

STAR.-But there is going to come a time 
when you will be ready to talk more about 
Mr. Nixon? 

LANDON.-Yes. 
STAR.-Mr. Landon, I think really what 

we're getting to here is the fact that you 
were a progressive candidate in a conserva
tive party with a progressive wing, and the 
Republican party has been that way for a 
long time. Can you say why progressive Re
publicans stay alongside their conservative 
Republicans? Why don't they join the Demo
crats?-a liberal party with a conservative 
wing. 

LANnoN.-I've been asked before how I 
could stay in the Republican party. Well, for 
one reason, I might have agreed with the 
obectives of the Democratic party, but I 
didn't agree with the way they were being 
worked out. 

For instance, look at foreign policy. We 
certainly haven't had an effective foreign 
policy under the last Democratic President, 
and the same thing is true of domestic pol
icy. The war on poverty cannot be claimed 
a success by any means. 

Furthermore, there is the issue of main
taining the democratic process. I think if we 
can maintain our democratic processes and 
keep this alive from the bottom to the top, 
we can eventually work out our problems. 

STAR.-And you feel you can do this more 
effectively from Within the Republican party? 

LANDON.-Well, you've got to have the 2· 
party system, and maintain it, if you're going 
to have a democratic process. You've got to 
have a contest--competition. 
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i!trAR.-But when it came to international

ism, free trade and America's' place in the 
world, you didn't agree with the mainstream 
of your party in 1936, did you? 

LANDON.-No, I didn't. You're not the first 
newspaper fellow that's told me that over 
the years. But as I say, I'm more in agree
ment with the party now than I have been. 
But I voted the Republican ticket, although 
in answer to your question, I must say I 
sometimes voted it with considerable reser
vation. I've felt that by and large it would 
meet the problems of the time in the end, 
and at least it was important to have a 
2-party system. 

STAR.-Mr. Landon, you watched America 
weather the Great Depression, and you saw 
great "panics" before that. Right now we all 
know that America has never been so afflu
ent. The gross national product is approach
ing a trillion dollars, but everyone seems to 
agree that there is a spiritual pessimism 
across the land. Do you think we can weather 
this spiritual crisis as you have seen us 
weather economic crises in years past? 

LANDON.-Well, now, I'm not exactly sure 
about your use of the word spiritual crisis. 
How about emotional? 

STAR.-Yes, that's a better word. 
LANDON.-Well, leave me out of it. It's your 

word. Anyway, I don't think we can pinpoint 
this emotional crisis on any one factor alone. 
Now take the military. For several reasons it 
has about the lowest credibility that I can 
remember for some years. 

STAii.-Would you say this reflects a lack 
of confidence in our leadership? 

LANDON.-Yes, but when I think about my 
own lack of confidence I recall that Civil 
war editor that told young men to go west
Horace Greeley. Now Horace Greeley, of the 
New York Tribune, was calling for the im
peachment of Abraham Lincoln before the 
Civil war was two years old. He was denounc
ing the conduct of the war as a failure. I'm 
not quite sure he used the word "impeach
ment," but he said the war was a failure 
and we should surrender-settle with the 
South. There was dissatisfaction in the North 
with Lincoln and with the conduct of the 
war. Democrats termed it a failure in 1864. 

I guess I'm doing a lot of wandering trying 
to answer your question about the emotional 
state we seem to be in. But when I get dis
turbed about it, I think about the Demo
cratic party in 1864, and I'm not singling 
them out, because Horace Greeley was a Re
publican. And I'm not trying to make any 
comparison to Vietnam. But I think about 
the times we've gone through, like in 1864, 
and then the period of adjustment after that 
war. . 

Now let's look at the Populist party, for 
instance. Now the Populist party platform 
and the planks they advocated have long 
been the law of the land, and yet the Popu
list party was hailed as the destruction of the 
country-of the government. The whole Pop
ulist idea was considered frightening then. 

Now there is one major difference I'd make 
between the Populists and so-called Wallace 
third party. The Populist party was based 
on issues-basic issues. The Wallace party, I 
didn't think, had a basic issue on anything, 
except hate. You know, in 1912, T. R., the 
Bull Mooser, was called a wild man. That was 
the party of youth-young people. And the 
ideas were good. So I've not been too con
cerned about the interest of youth in politics 
today. I am somewhat concerned about the 
way it is sometimes manifested. Again, just 
as there was a difference between Populist 
principles and WaUace principles, you've got 
an entirely different presentation of princi
ples with the progressive Bull Moosers-the 
young fellows of those days-as opposed to 
those S. D. S. fellows today. 

But the point I'm getting back to is that 
wars are always emotional. The Vietnam war 
is probably the most unpopular war we've 
ever been in, and then the way the draft has 

been handled has been just too damn bad. 
Then along with this the.re's a general reali
zation we've not been told the truth abOut 
the Vietnam war and the situation there. I 
remember the managing editor of the As
sociated Press was out here in 1964, and said 
that we weren't being told the truth about 
the Vietnam war-that the press wasn't be
ing allowed to tell the truth. 

STAR.-How was the press suppressed? 
LANDON.-It was suppressed by the mili

tary over there. Well, Mr. Goldman, when the 
commanding general says we're winning the 
war, what reporter is going to say he isn't 
telling the truth? 

STAR.-I've heard some experts say that for 
years the press reports coming out of Viet
nam were much more accurate than the gov
ernment operational reports. 

LANDON.-Yes, I don't think there's any 
question about that. I mean, as far as the 
public is concerned, when the commanding 
general says there's victory, who's going to 
believe some reporter that says it isn't so? 

Now we built up the Vietnam government 
ourselves. We kicked out Diem-permitted 
his murder to occur, I'd say. Now go back to 
all the hullabaloo we have had about a free 
election over there. I said then it was bog
wash. 

STAR.-Do you mean it's impossible to hold 
a free election in Vietnam? 

LANDON.-Yes, for a fact. I think this is a 
very fundamental di.fference between Saigon 
and Korea. I think the Koreans bad more 
confidence in their government than the 
South Vietnamese have confidence in their 
government. You see what I'm getting at? 
So again, I rem.ember a speech I made out at 
Russell in '64, in which I said that all the 
South Vietnamese knew about government 
was that the less they had to do with it the 
better off they were. Living out in the jungle 
in those little hamlets, they didn't know 
anything about democratic processes or any
thing of that kind. 

Again, I'm just trying to analyze these dif
ferent factors that go to make up this emo
tional situation we have. Then we come to 
our economy-the increase in the cost of 
living. People are just emotional. They're 
unhappy and they're frustrated. And then 
there's trouble in the streets. I have no doubt 
that some of it, if it's not organized by the 
Communist party in America, is certainly 
organized by fellow travelers at least. 

STAR.-You're talking about riots and dem
onstrations? 

LANDON .-All Of it. 
STAR.-That includes Newark, Berkeley, 

Detroit, Chicago? 
LANDON.-Yes, the whole shooting match. 

But it might be "no" in some places, and in 
others, "yes." I mean you can't attempt to 
separate them. Well, at least that's what the 
police say. I read where the chief of police at 
Berkeley said down in Miami that the Berke
ley riots were organized. 

STAR.-Do you think then, that's the answer 
to street disorder? It's organized? 

LANDON.-No, I didn't say that. I just men
tioned that as one of the factors that I've 
been analyzing for you about this emotional 
condition. It's a combination of a whole ball 
of wax-war, economy, academic grievances
all. But as I say, there's a definite factor of 
of organization of these street riots. Any
one who studies communism knows they 
don't dominate. They don't want peace. They 
want disorder. 

I'm just trying to add it all together, and 
I don't thing you can put it on the military 
alone, I don't thing you put it on youth 
alone, I don't think you can put it on the 
fiscal situation alone, or the Communists 
alone. It's a combination of unhappiness and 
frustration, and when people are unhappy 
and frustrated, they just want to kick some
thing around. 

STAR.-Do you think this will pass? Do 
you think we'll come out ot this? 

LANDON.-8ure, of course we will. 
But let's look at this inflation for a minute. 

We're agreed it must be controlled, stopped 
and checked. Now there are ways to do this. 
We could have wage-price-profits control, 
but that would only be temporary. And that 
wouldn't have worked anyhow. Anyone that 
remembers wage and price controls from 
World War II knows what a mess-bureau
cratic inefficiency and in some cases, down
right corruption-resulted from that. 

The second way present conditions could 
have been dealt with is the way Nixon is doing 
it, which is the traditional way: that is to 
check the national expenditure of money, 
and tight money-tight taxes. How he's going 
to do that without creating a depression is 
the big question, though. Meany has said 
Nixon's heading toward depression-great 
unemployment. 

Meany wants wage and price and profit 
control. On the other hand, there are some 
big executives that want wage and price 
control, but they leave out profit. Do you see? 

But Nixon has made up his mind. He's 
going to stop the course of inflation. But 
let's look at Keynesian economics. You know 
what that is, so I don't need to diagram it. 
I said when it was first proposed that it 
would be wonderful if it worked-disastrous 
if it didn't. Now it was working fine as long 
as we were in something of a depression 
cycle-to prime the pump. 

When Mr. Johnson asked the Congress 
for the 7 per cent credit on capital invest
ments and the reduction of taxes, he got it. 
But when he asked them for an increase 
in taxes, why he didn't get it. It works fine 
when you want to prime the economy
boost it with lower taxes and encourage 
spending. 

STAR.-A lot of people say Keynesian prin
ciples would have worked well if they'd been 
applied-if there had been a tax increase 
two years before the surcharge was enacted. 

LANDON.-! agree. That's what I'm talking 
about, too. I said the trouble with it is 
that we would always have the next election. 
I said that back in 1939. There will always be 
the next election, and who wants to vote 
increased taxes to cool the economy, and 
cut spending, which would cause unemploy
ment, if there's an election coming up? 

I'm not questioning the theory of the 
condition. I'm questioning the application 
of Keynesian economics in a political democ
racy. A dictator might not have that trouble. 
The very point you were making, that John
son's recommendation for an increase in 
taxes didn't come soon enough, and that 
Congress didn't act soon enough, demon
strates my point. 

So there are a lot of problems involved 
in this emotional crisis-the country's fiscal 
situation, the military, the war-the failure 
in our schools. I think the university man
agement could stand some criticism, too. 

Let's look at Clark Kerr. He was hailed 
as a great educator. Why? Because he had 
so many Nobel prizewinners on his faculty, 
and successful authors. His faculty at Berke
ley was full of those kinds of chaps. But 
they didn't have enough contact with stu
dents. The students-the freshman-came 
in contact with assistants who were work
ing on their graduate degrees. 

STAR.-So in that way, do you think some 
of the student protest about the deperson
alization of the system is valid? 

LANDON.-Yes, and I think it was some
what true all over the country. There was 
a lack of contact between the faculty and 
the students. 

But in answer to your original question, I 
would say, yes, there is an emotional crisis, 
and these are some of the factors involved. 
It was all of this put together, but I'm sure 
we'll come out of it. Does that make sense 
to you? 

STAR.-Yes, probably more sense than the 
question. 
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LANDON.-No, your question made sense. 
STAR.-Mr. Landon, do you think the 

United States is overextended in its military 
commitments? 

LA.NDON.-Yes, I sure do. 
STAR.-All right, how do we draw the line? 

How do we know where to fight and where 
not to fight? What's the rule? 

LANDON.-Again, here's where the Presi
dent's policy and debate in Congress becomes 
so important. Right now I think the leaders 
of the Senate, many of them, believe they 
made a mistake in voting for the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution. Now you say, "Where do 
we draw the line?" and I think there's a 
concrete illustration. 

STAR.-Do you think we drew the line in 
the wrong place? 

LANDON.-But I think we didn't draw any 
line. The Congress didn't. They voted for the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution. And of course I 
think Senator Fulbright said it in a state
ment he made on the floor of the Senate
that the resolution was interpreted far be
yond what he expected. Burt Nixon is trying 
to meet the Vietnam situation-with gradual 
withdrawal of our troops as they are replaced 
with South Vietnamese troops. 

STAR.-But what will we do in Laos and 
Thailand? The same type of warfare already 
has begun there. How will we decide where 
to fight and where not to fight? 

LANDoN.-The President and the Congress 
make those decisions. 

STAR.-But what criteria should they use? 
LANDoN.-What the facts are. I said during 

World Warn that our greatest weakness in
ternationally is in emotionalism. Reform the 
world in mass in our own image! I think 
there's been too much of that in our foreign 
aid program, for instance. Trying to estab
lish in tribal Africa, for instance, or in Asia, 
the American form of government. They 
don't know anything about democratic proc
esses. Where should we draw the line? We 
should draw it in keeping with a pragmatic, 
realistic international policy which does not 
involve us in trying to police the whole 
world. 

STAR.-Are we going to have to get used to 
the fact that some nations are going to go 
Communist? 

LANDoN.-Probably. But look at Indonesia. 
It went Communist, and then kicked them 
out. And then there's Czechoslovakia. Of 
course, we didn't do anything about that, 
and I don't think we should have. But it's 
part of what I'm trying to point out. 

STAR.-That we must learn to take our 
ups and downs? 

LANDoN.-Yes. And take the Middle East. 
There isn't any question but what Russia's 
influence bas been enhanced considerably in 
the Middle East. 

STAR.-Mr. Landon. there are thousands of 
nuclear-tipped missiles aimed in various 
places all around the world. Do you believe 
that with the existence of so many of these 
weapons it is possible to escape nuclear war
fare unless there is disarmament in the fu
ture? Can we continue in this present situ
ation? 

LANDoN.-I don't know. It's very question
able whether we can. On the other hand, I 
don't think there's going to be any disarma
ment at the present time. There again, we're 
not facing the facts. 

How are you going to have an effective 
disarmament that means anything and leave 
out China? That's one fourth of the world's 
population. What would a disarmament 
agreement between Russia and America 
amount to with China out of it? 

I think the great opportunity for negoti
ation, if negotiation is worth anything, was 
missed in October, 1964, when China exploded 
its first nuclear bomb. The next day Premier 
Chou En-lai and Chairman Mao Tse-tung 
proposed to Russia, France, England and 
America, a conference of the five powers pre
liminary to a conference of all the powers to 

eliminate nuclear weapons-not bombs, but 
nuclear weapons. Our State department, 
without any consideration whatever, said it 
was pure propaganda. The Pentagon said 
their bomb was obsolete. 

Immediately-within five days or so-after 
the explosion of the bomb, I urged in a speech 
at Columbus, 0., that we accept China's pro
posals for the purposes of discussion. I said 
if it was propaganda, there was a good way 
to find out--start discussing it with them. 

I said as far as the nuclear weapons, I did 
not think the Pentagon knew what they 
were talking about, or words to that effect. 
And I said such discussions would give the 
United Nations a needed shot in the arm. 
A settlement of that kind would have spread 
to other settlements. The Russians and 
French accepted it; we didn't. Now we're 
talking about eliminating nuclear weapons 
with just a conference between France, Rus
sia and America. Does that make sense? 

Some people are rather happy about the 
prospect of China and Russia in a war with 
each other. I know some well-posted men 
that think it would not last long-that Rus
sia has the nuclear establishment of China 
pinpointed and they'd knock it out--that 
China wouldn't have any chance to use 
nuclear bombs, so there would be no fallout 
to speak of. Now that just doesn't make any 
sense to me. I can't see that China is stupid 
enough to have all their bombs in one spot. 

STAR.-But couldn't it be true that they 
are pinpointed at this time? Although I 
doubt it would be true in 10 years. 

LANDON.-Well, I don't think that's true 
now. That is really leading with your chin 
to have all your bombs in one place. I just 
don't think they're that stupid. I think 1f 
there's a war between China and Russia there 
will be enough of a war to cause a dangerous 
nuclear fallout--one that would affect us 
adversely. How much of a fallout can we 
stand? Beats me, and I wonder if anybody 
bas an answer to that question. 

STAR.-You have been advocating recogni
tion of Red China more than 20 years, 
haven't you? Ever since the Communists 
took power over the entire mainland. 

LANDoN.-Yes. Incidentally, the next morn
ing after my Columbus, 0., talk, U Thant 
endorsed my remarks at a press conference. 
That was unprecedented. You asked if we're 
overextended, and if so, what to do about it. 
Well, one thing we've got to do is have more 
discussions. 

STAR.-Do you think the world would be 
better off if we had recognized Red China in 
1949? Do you think there would be less inter
national tension? 

LANDON.-! think so, but I can't prove it. 
But when you're talking you're not shooting. 

STAR.-You said earlier that you prefer 
Kansas to Washington. I wonder if, besides 
thinking of the Senate, you ever thought of 
moving elsewhere? 

LANDON.-No, I never have. I just like 
Kansas people and Kansas climate. I like my 
surroundings. And it's near my business. 
I'm still in the oil business. I have some 
wells out at Greenwood County. 

STAR.-And radio stations here, too? 
LANDON.-Yes. 
STAR.-Do you think the cities can solve 

the urban crisis without massive federal 
help? Do you think they can do it by them
selves? 

LANDON .-No. 
STAR.-Is the federal government, then, 

going to have to continue expanding its role? 
LANDON.-Yes. 
STAR.-Do you think today's young people 

are really much different from young people 
of other generations, say your own? 

LANDON.-NO. 
STAR.-Do you worry about what's going 

to happen a.fter you're gone? 
LANDON (laughs) .-I've drilled too many 

dry holes to worry about that. 

STAR.-Do you have any great regrett;? 
LANDON.-No. But I don't know anybody 

my age that didn't have some regrets. 
STAR.-Do you think you'd do it pretty 

much the same way all over again? 
LANDON.-No, I'm sure I wouldn't. 
STAR.-What would you have done differ

ently? 
LANDON.-Well, I told you earlier about 

running that campaign differently. 
STAR.-You might just regret not having 

run for the Senate? 
LANDON.-No, I don't think I would do that 

if I had to do it over again. I 'm enjoying 
myself in the role I picked, which was, after 
all, a way I could exercise my leadership in 
an objective way-in a discussion of these 
great problems confronting us then and now. 

DEVELOPMENT OF OUR OCEAN 
RESOURCES 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, progTams 
related to the development of our ocean 
resources today are diffused among 22 
separate Federal agencies and depart
ments and moTe than 1,000 State, re
gional, and local jurisdictions. This frag
mentation has been a major hindrance 
to developing the kind of concerted na
tonal effort that is needed to begin un
locking the sea's vast potential. 

Under the leadership of its distin
guished chah·man, Senator MAGNUSON, 
the Senate Commerce Committee last 
year established a Special Subcommit
tee on OceanogTaphy to consider ways 
of focusing national marine capabilities 
on this objective. The chairman of that 
subcommittee-the able junior Senator 
from South Carolina, Senator HoL
LINGs-bas scheduled a series of hear
ings this session, beginning with the con
sideration of a bill to establish a uni
fied national agency to coordinate and 
integrate our farflung ocean programs. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD at this time an editorial 
published in the Washington Post of 
February 20, 1970, which gives strong 
support to the concept of a consolidated 
national ocean agency. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LIVING BY THE SEA 

Few things more typify this nation's lack 
of daring and ima.gination than the ease 
with we ignore the sea. Oceanographers are 
looked on by many as glorified frogmen; 
rich and beneficial underseascapes 50 feet 
down are still unprobed while rocks of 
dubious value are passionately sought from 
the moonscape 240,000 miles away; few col
leges or universities offer any serious oceano
graphic programs. Yet, as Andrew E. Gibson, 
the Maritime Administrator, said this week at 
the Navy League's Oceanic-Maritime sym
posium in Washington: "It is the sea to 
which we must look in its shallows and its 
depths to feed a growing population. It is 
this sea from which we must harvest not 
only foodstuffs but its vast resources of 
minerals. It is the sea to which we must 
look by means of desalination for the very 
water necessary to sustain life in the future. 
. .. Put succinctly, as a nation and people 
... we will live or die by the sea." 

Despite strong statements like that, the 
government is spending only $500 million a 
year on sea water projects. With only a few 
pennies more, plus a little foresight, many 
useful research projects could easily be 
started. For example, maritime ships could 
be equipped with special devices to measure 



February 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4277 
the sea-such as taking water samples to de
termine the biological productivity of a. 
given area, or measuring the input of energy 
from the sun as it varies from time to time 
and place to place. Unlike oceanographic 
ships, which are few and move slowly, marl
time ships are many and move quickly. Thus, 
in only a short time, much of the sea's secrets 
could be learned. 

Another research project awaiting money 
and talent is for a small area of the ocean 
to be analyzed closely. Dr. Eugene Wallen, 
the respected director of the Smithsonian's 
Office of Environmental Sciences, suggests the 
coral reef. "So far, what we know about 
coral reefs would fill only a small book. Yet 
over a thousand species live in or near them." 

Basic to any progress in the seas and 
water is a merger of the nation's oceanic 
agencies. A National Oceanic and Atmospher
ic Agency would combine the Coast Guard, 
the Environmental Science Services Admini
stration, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
and other agencies. Predictably, resistance to 
this move comes from water-logged bureau
crats who enjoy the present separation of 
empires and from congressmen who relish 
their petty power over the diverse agencies. 
The new Senate subcommittee on oceanog
raphy is currently holding hearings on 
NOAA; the idea is not new, but perhaps this 
time around the good of the oceans will win 
out over the good of the paper-shuffi.ers. 

INTEGRATION AND EDUCATION 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article entitled, "Concen
tration on Integration Is Doing Little for 
Education," written by William Rasp
berry and published in the Washington 
Post of February 20, 1970. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONCENTRATION ON INTEGRATION Is DOING 
Lri'TLE FOR EDUCATION 

(By William Raspberry) 
Racial segregation in public schools is both 

foolish and wrong, which has led a lot of us 
to suppose that school integration must, 
therefore, be wise and just. 

It ain't necessarlly so. It may be that one 
reason why the schools, particularly in Wash
ington, are doing such a poor job of educat
ing black children is that we have spent too 
much effort on integrating the schools and 
too little on improving them. 

The preoccupation with racial integration 
follows in part from a misreading of what 
the suit that led to the 1954 desegregation 
decision was all about. 

The suit was based (tacitly, at least) on 
what might be called the hostage theory. It 
was clear that black students were suffering 
under the dual school systems that were the 
rule in the South. It was also clear that only 
the "separate" part of the separate-but-equal 
doctrine was being enforced. 

Civil rights leaders finally became con
vinced that the only way to ensure that their 
children would have equal education with 
white children was to make sure that they 
received the same education, in the same 
classrooms. 

Nor would the education be merely equal, 
the theory went: It would be good. White 
people, who after all run things, are going 
to see to it that their children get a proper 
education. If ours are in the same classrooms, 
they'll get a proper education by osmosis. 

That, at bottom, was the reasoning behind 
the suit, no matter that the legal arguments 
were largely sociological, among them, that 
segregated education is inherently unequal. 

(Why it should be inherently more un
equal for blacks than for whites wasn't made 
clear.) 
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In any case, the aim of the suit was not 
so much integration education but better 
education. Integration was simply a means 
to an end. 

Much of the confusion today stems from 
the fact that the means has now become an 
end in itself. Suits are being brought for 
integration, boundaries are being redrawn, 
busing is being instituted-not to improve 
education but to integrate classrooms. 

The results can sometimes be pathetic. 
In Washington, blacks send their children 

(or have them sent) across Rock Creek Park 
in pursuit of the dream of good education. 
But as the blacks come, the whites leave, 
and increasingly we find ourselves busing 
children from all-black neighborhoods all 
the way across town to schools that are 
rapidly becoining all-black. 

The Tri-School setup in Southwest Wash
ington is a case in point. Of the three ele
mentary schools in the area, only one was 
considered a gOod school: Amidon, where 
the children of the black and white well
to-do attended. Bowen and Syphax, popu
lated almost exclusively by i:>oor kids from 
the projects, were rated lousy schools. 

Then the hostage theory was applied. A 
plan was worked out whereby all first- and 
second-graders in the area would attend one 
school, all third- and fourth-graders a sec
ond, and all fifth- and sixth-graders the 
third. 

The well-to-do parents would see to it that 
their children got a good education. All the 
poor parents had to do was see to it that 
their children were in the same classrooms. 

That was the theory. What happened, of 
course, is that instead of sprinkling their 
children around three schools, the luxury 
high-rise dwellers, black and white, packed 
their youngsters off to private school. Now 
instead of one good and two bad schools, 
Southwest Washington has three bad ones. 

After 16 years, we should have learned that 
the hostage theory doesn't work. This is not 
to suggest that integration is bad but that 
it must become a secondary consideration. 

Busing makes some sense (as a temporary 
measure) when its purpose is to transport 
children from neighborhoods with over
crowded classrooins to schools where there 
is space to spare. 

It works to a limited degree when it in
volves children whose parents want them 
bused across town for specific reasons. 

But it has accomplished nothing useful 
when it has meant transporting large num
bers of reluctant youngsters to schools they'd 
rather not attend. 

The notion will win me the embarrassing 
support of segregationist bigots, but isn't it 
about time we started concentrating on edu
cating children where they are? 

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IN THE 1970'S 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 

yesterday the President of the United 
States, Richard Nixon, delivered a paper, 
"United States Foreign Policy for the 
1970's." To my knowledge, this is the 
:first time that a President has discussed 
with the American people the broad pro
gram of foreign policy which his ad
ministration has embarked upon. Con
trary to this, the whole general subject 
of foreign policy and its relationship to 
our military posture has been kept more 
away from the people than exposed to 
the people. 

While the entire contents of the paper 
are more impressive to me, I was par
ticularly glad to see the President spell 
out in part m, "America's Strength," 
which includes the shaping of our mili
tary postw·e, the process of defense plan
ning, strategic policy and general pur-

pose forces. To me, the most succinct 
paragraph is the one that reads: 

We aim for a world in which the impor
tance of power is reduced; where peace is 
secure because the principal countries wish 
to maintain it. But this era is not yet here. 
We cannot entrust our future entirely tc the 
self-restraint of countries that have not lu•si
tated to use their power even against their 
allies. With respect to national defense. any 
President has two principal obligations: to 
be certain that our Inilitary preparations do 
not provide an incentive for aggression but 
in such a way that they do not provoke an 
arins race which might threaten the vP.ry 
security we seek to protect. 

It is particularly important that the 
President made this particular statement 
because there are many people, includ
ing colleagues of mine in the Congress, 
who seem to believe that if the United 
States weakens itself militarily and re
fuses to honor its commitments around 
the globe, that we will be making a majcr 
contribution to peace. To those of us who 
feel opposite to those two positions, it is 
reassuring to be reminded that the Pres
ident is depending upon the lessons of 
history which have shown throughout 
the entire time of man's life on earth 
that weakness has caused wars and 
strength has prevented them. 

If this same broad, honest, and open 
approach to the interrelated problems of 
foreign policy and military strength had 
been adopted following the end of World 
War II, we would not have been engaged 
in the war in Korea or in the war in 
Vietnam. 

I congratulate the President for his 
statement and I feel that this is the :first 
major step in establishing an understand
able and workable and respectable for
eign policy for our country for the years 
ahead. 

AMERICA'S FINEST ARE DYING 
FOR THIS 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the militarist regime of Thieu and Ky, 
which we Ame1icans are maintaining in 
power in Saigon, recently arrested 15 
student leaders of Saigon University and 
closed two Saigon newspapers. 

The students were accused of singing 
antiwar songs. Also, they held a meeting 
without a permit from the police chief of 
Saigon. They were jailed without bail 
pending trial. The crime of the news
paper editors was that they were advo
cating neutralism instead of supporting 
President Thieu and Vice President Ky. 

Americans should know that the Sai
gon regime of General Thieu and Air 
Marshal Ky has either closed down al
together or suspended for specific peri
ods of weeks or months 39 daily news
papers in South Vietnam. The majority 
of these newspapers had been published 
in Saigon. 

Also, Nguyen Duy Trinh, who was 
Foreign Minister of South Vietnam, is 
under house arrest and may face a jail 
sentence for advocating a coalition gov
ernment in Saigon. Truong Dinh Dzu, 
who was the runner-up in the election 
against Thieu and Ky in 1967, is still in 
jail. His trial for disloyalty to the mili
tarist regime lasted 3 hours. His impris
onment has lasted 13 months. He was 
the peace candidate for President. Sai-
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gon Daily News, the English-language 
newspaper which supported him was 
put out of business by Thieu and Ky. 
No wonder a majority of the people of 
South Vietnam are alined with and sup
porting the National Liberation Front, 
orVC. 

U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN LAOS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, our 

involvement in Laos continues to be hid
den from the American people. 

Although President Nixon has referred 
to his 119-page report on "United States 
Foreign Policy for the 1970's" as "the 
most comprehensive statement on for
eign and defense policy ever made in this 
country" it contains no m~ntion what
soever of Laos. 

The newspapers of February 19 which 
carried articles on President Nixon's re
port also included a story about Ameri
can B-52's bombing the Plain des Jarres 
in Laos. 

The American people should not be 
treated in this manner. Once again the 
President has failed to inform the pub
lic about our activities in Laos. Once 
more the policy of secrecy is preventing 
the public from being informed about a 
war that is slowly but steadily escalating. 

A recent editorial in the Paragould, 
Ark., Daily Press opposes the "secrecy" 
policy. The editorialist writes: 

Won't we ever learn? 
The U.S. got involved in the tragedy that 

is Vietnam because of failure to hold open 
debates in Congress on our involvement there, 
and partly through entanglements brought 
on by the operations of the CIA. 

We cannot afford to let Laos andjor 
Thailand become Vietnam all over 
again. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial from the Para
gould Daily Press of February 4, 1970, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

No SECRETS 

Just before their Christmas break, the U.S. 
Senate held a secret session to talk about 
U.S. military involvement in Laos and Thai
land. 

Week before last, more than a month later, 
a heavily-censored report of that meeting 
was released. It told us little about the ex
tent of our involvement, and nothing about 
our casualties. 

Sen. J. W. Fulbright, chairman of the For
eign Relations Committee, did have a state
ment in the published excerpts-that "this is 
escalating into a major operation." 

Fulbright's comment should be enough to 
scare anyone, even the hawks. Concerned 
senators pushed through an appropriations 
bill amendment to bar defense funds for U.S. 
ground combat troops in either Laos or Thai
land. 

That, however, is little comfort. 
Everyone seems to know there is a strong 

U.S. "military presence" in Laos and Thai
land. Anyone, at least who watches Bob 
Hope's annual Christmas show. In the 1969 
version Hope, you will recall, commented on 
the "highly secret" mission of some units. 

Many published reports, too, have told of 
U.S. air operations in support of Laotian 
troops. "Priv81te" airlines, financed from CIA 
funds, reportedly supply arms, ammunition, 
and food to Royal Laotian troops. 

U.S. Air Force bases in Thailand admit
tedly are used as operational points for raids 
on the Ho Chi Minh Trail in Laos. 

There have also been substantial reports 
about U.S. personnel engaged in anti-guer
rilla operations. 

Won't we ever learn? 
The U.S. got involved in the tragedy that 

is Vietnam because Of failure to hold open 
debates in Congress on our involvement 
there, and partly · through entanglements 
brought on by the operations of the CIA. 

We cannot afford to let Laos and/ or Thai
land become Vietnam all over again! 

REVOLUTION OF HOPE IN INDIA 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, when, 

in this age of megatons and megawaste, 
technology produces some tangible and 
unmitigated human progress, we ought 
to pause and savor it. 

The "Green Revolution'' which has oc
curred during the last 3 years in India 
and other developing nations appears to 
be one of these rare and hopeful occur
rences. 

And, while most of the credit goes to 
the governments and people of the coun
tries involved, Americans were there 
when it happened. We were there with 
nearly two decades of economic assist
ance. We we::~ there with food in times 
of scarcity. We were there with the un
relenting work of private organizations 
like the Rockefeller Foundation, the 
Ford Foundation, and many of our great 
American universities, whose agrono
n:..ists helped cause this revolution. 

On February 6, the St. Loui& Post Dis
patch carried an editorial summarizing 
this his tor::: event, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the editorial be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REVOLUTION OF HOPE IN INDIA 

Without much fanfare except in the tech
nical journals, a revolution of vast conse
quences has been occurring in India. For 
once it is peaceful and constructive, and it 
has certain counterparts throughout Asia. 
It is a revolution in the production of food 
grains which has brought India from the 
brink of starvation to a point of relative 
abundance in a few short years, and which 
has in the process revealed new facets of the 
Indian character. 

As a detailed report of the Rockefeller 
Foundation makes clear, Indian subsistence 
farmers were supported to be "too sluggish, 
too unintelligent, too tradition-bound" to 
use new technologies even if handed them. 
But given something better to work with, 
these farmers "amazed not only their own 
government but the rest of the world." The 
speed with which they reacted, says the re
port, has never been duplicated on an equal 
scale anywhere else, including the agricul
turally sophisticated United States. 

The perceptive report was written by Car
roll P. Streeter, for many years editor of the 
Farm Journal, who found that while India's 
approach to self-sufficiency in food is of key 
significance, "The real revolution is the one 
that has happened, not to farming but to 
farmers-the revolution of hope. It has 
meant a. new concept of self, in which the 
farmer can believe he may fulfill his destiny 
as a liberated human being." 

In the case of one crop wheat Mr. Streeter 
notes that the seasons of 1965-66 and 1966-67 
saw the worst drouths in 40 years forcing 
India to import 10 r.1illion tons to avert 

hunger and in some instances starvation. Yet 
today the Indus and Gangetic plains of 
northern India and of neighboring West Pak
istan "are one vast carpet of beautiful 
wheat-short stiff-strawed thick in stand 
as level as though just mowed, heavy with 
big heads loaded with plump kernels . . . 
nothing less than miraculous." 

The miracle was wrought by scientists who 
mixed wheat strains from various parts of 
the world to fit Indian growing conditions. 
And they have made similar progress in rice, 
corn, sorghum and millets. The Indians, along 
with wheat breeders in other countries, are 
working on a wheat-rye cross called "triti
cale," the first man-made species of grain 
with large commercial potential ever created. 

Mr. Streeter credits four developments for 
the success of the revolution: New germ 
plasm which has given Indian plant breed
ers an abundance of material from which to 
breed more productive varieties of cereal 
grains; agricultural "inputs" such as irri
gation water, fertilizer, pesticides and farmer 
credit; increased production of far..n experts 
by state agricultural universities, and gov
ernment-set price floors. 

Having depicted the miracle, Mr. Streeter 
cautions against too much optimism as to 
the overall Indian economy, the reason being 
the birth rate. India's food supply is gain
ing at a rate of 4 per cent annually and has 
the capability of going to 5 per cent; about 
a million people a month are being added to 
the population, which now is estimated at 
540,000,000. 

What India has won is an important 
breathing spell and a period of a few years
perhaps as many as 10--in which to slow 
down the population growth while pushing 
food production ahead still faster. India 
has made small progress with birth con
trol, but maybe, like the farmers and the new 
technology, the Indian people only need to 
be persuaded of its value. India cannot hope 
for long-range self-sufficiency in food until 
population growth is under control, and it is 
well that New Delhi is intensifying efforts 
along that line. 

TAX RELIEF FOR THE ELDERLY 
UNDER THE TAX REFORM ACT 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, the Tax Reform Act of 1969, 
which was signed into law in December, 
was a significant step forward in provid
ing more equitable tax treatment for 
individual taxpayers. 

Several provisions in the new law, in
cluding a number of proposals which I 
have advanced, will also provide urgently 
needed relief for elderly taxpayers. This 
is especially gratifying to me, since tax 
relief for older Americans has been one 
of my major concerns. 

In December, the Senate Committee on 
Aging, of which I am chairman, prepared 
a memorandum to assist elderly tax
payers in understanding the recent 
changes in the tax law which will be of 
particular benefits to them. This memo
randum presents the information in a 
concise, readable fashion, and should be 
very help.ful to older persons. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this memorandum 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

TAX REFORM AND SOCIAL SECURITY 

The Senate and the House of Representa
tives adopted a compromise conference report 
on the tax reform bill by overwhelming votes 
on December 22, clearing the measure for the 
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White House. Although the increase in social 
security benefits will provide the most 
immediate relief for older Americans, several 
other provisions wlll provide significant tax 
relief for many elderly persons. 

Increase in personal exemption deduction: 
The bill provides for a three step increase in 
the personal exempt!on deduction from $600 
to $750 by 1973. Older Americans will benefit 
doubly from this increased deduction. Under 
existing law a person who is at least 65 years 
old is entitled to the regular personal exemp
tion of $600 plus an additional $600 deduc
tion for age--for a total of $1,200. When this 
provision becomes fully etiective, an elderly 
taxpayer would be entitled to a $1,500 per
sonal exemption deduction--$300 more .than 
under present law. 

Increase in standard deduction: A three 
stage increase in the standard deduction will 
provide significant relief for moderate-in
come elderly taxpayers. The present 10 per 
cent standard deduction with a $1000 ceiling 
will be increased to 15 percent with a $2000 
limitation by 1973. 

Low income allowance: Older Americans 
will also benefit substantially from the new 
low income allowance (equivalent to the 
minimum standard deduction plus an 
additional amount which would equal 
$1100), which will have the effect of remov
ing more than 5 million tax returns from the 
tax rolls. The maximum $1100 low income 
allowance would go into effect in 1970, but 
would be reduced in two steps to $1000 by 
1972 to correspond to the $100 increase in 
the personal exemptions deduction for 1972. 
This low income allowance together with the 
personal exemption deduction would be al
most equivalent to the poverty standard, 
and would remove virtually all persons in the 
poverty category from the tax rolls. 

Revision in tax rates for single indi
viduals: The new revised tax structure for 
single persons who do not support a house
hold in which a dependent lives will benefit 
many elderly widows and widowers. ( Ap
proximately 3.6 million elderly women are 
widows and live alone.) 

Under present law the tax rate for a single 
individual is substantially higher than for a 
married couple filing a joint return with the 
same taxable income. In some instances a 
single taxpayer will pay 41 percent more in 
taxes than a married couple :filing jointly. 
The new rate structure in the tax reform bill 
will help to relieve this inequity by providing 
a tax for single persons which will not be 
more than 20 percent of the tax paid on a 
joint return with comparable taxable income. 

GSAAPPOINTSROBERTT.HANDREN 
TO PUBLIC ADVISORY COUNCIL 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on Sep
tember 5, 1969, Robert L. Kunzig, Ad
ministrator of General Services, an
nounced the formation of a National 
General Services Public Advisory Coun
cil. The purpose of this Council is to 
create a formal channel of communica
tions between the public and policymak
ing officials in GSA. Composed of 16 
members selected from many sectors of 
the business community, the Council is 
chaired by Robert A. Forsythe, a Minne
apolis attorney and former Assistant 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

I am pleased to report that New York 
is represented by Mr. Robert T. Handren, 
senior partner with the architectural
engineering firm of Handren, Sharp & 
Associates of New York City. 

Mr. Handren graduated magna cum 
laude from the New York University 
School of Architecture and Allied Arts, 

and the recipient of the American Insti
tute of Architects Scholarship Award 
and received the Morse and Delevie 
Prizes. 

Mr. Handren is a member of many 
professional groups and is a former 
member of industry committees that 
worked with the War Production Board, 
the Office of Price Administration, the 
Office of Price Stabilization, the Depart
ment of Agriculture, the Defense Sup
plies Corporation, and the President's 
Food Committee. Mr. Handren has rep
resentative works on modern architec
ture in the Museum of Modern Art and 
many publications to his credit and ·has 
won three of eight Army-Navy "E" 
awards given to the industry. 

The Administrator of GSA has indeed 
obtained the service., of an outstanding 
citizen on the Public Advisory Council at 
GSA. 

THE REA TELEPHONE PROGRAM IN 
ALABAMA 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, in describ
ing what the REA telephone program 
has meant for the people of the State of 
Alabama, I would first like to inject a 
historical note. The first REA telephone 
loan approved in the entire history of 
this excellent program, was on February 
24, 1950, to the Florala Telephone Co., 
Inc., Florala, Ala. Since that historic oc
casion of 20 years ago, over 106,000 rural 
subscribers have received modern tele
phone service in the State of Alabama 
under the REA program. It is most 
significant that over 81,000 of these sub
scribers were provided service for the 
first time. 

From the time of the program's incep
tion, until July 1, 1969, REA had ap
proved loans to 26 borrowers in Alabama, 
totaling $63,609,236. These loans were 
made to 23 commercial companies and 
three cooperative associations. 

We in Alabama are proud of the re
payment record of these REA borrowers. 
Payments have been made on schedule 
and no borrower is overdue 1n his pay
ment. 

At the inception of this program in 
1949, only 8.2 percent of the farms in 
Alabama had telephones. Today, 64 per
cent of the State's 92,500 farms, as well 
as many rural homes and businesses, 
have telephones. 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, on Febru

ary 18, 1970, the honorable Senator from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. ScoTT) introduced 
seven bills to :fight the pollution of our 
environment. I was one of 33 Members of 
this Senate who cosponsored those bills. 

As a U.S. Senator from the beautiful 
State of Hawaii, I am most concerned 
with the pollution problem. 

Like so many of our States, the State 
of Hawaii is beginning to feel the threat 
against the environment. 

Mr. Sanford Zalburg, the city editor of 
the Honolulu Advertiser, wrote for his 
newspaper's Progress edition what I feel 
may be a unique critique of the island of 
Oahu and it tells in most graphic, easy
to-read style, the great changes which 

have occurred since he arrived in Hono
lulu 21 years ago. The changes he talks 
of apply to Hawaii, but I feel his article 
tells only too well of the enormity of the 
pollution problem which we in the U.S. 
Congress must pledge to fight. For this 
reason, I ask unanimous consent that the 
article by Sanford Zalburg which ap
peared in the February 17, 1970, editions 
of the Honolulu Advertiser, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
FOR HAWATI 1970: HERE'S A HOPE AND A PRAYER 

(By Sanford Zalburg) 
I'm going to write a new kind of introduc

tion to a Progress Edition. Maybe people will 
even read it. 

The standard introduction is a rambling 
chronicle of vast sweeping and self-impor
tance. In contrast, this will be fairly short 
and impudent, more like a hope and a prayer 
than a prognostication, which after all is just 
a big word for day-dreaming. 

Some background is necessary; that it, a 
quick look at the "good, old days." 

I well remember the first day I got here. It 
was in July, 1949, and the shipping strike 
was on. The plane dropped low over Maul, I 
think it was. and we passed over a !)ineapple 
field and a workman looked up, shaded his 
eyes with his hands, and waved. 

I thought: What a lovely place. 
Then we approached Oahu and I saw the 

jade water lapping the shore and I thought: 
My God, it's beautiful! 

We arrived at the airport and a cab driver 
took me to the Moana Hotel. To my amaze
ment, they greeted me as though I were the 
Maharajah of Inzor. (For good reason: I don't 
think they had a dozen guests that day in 
the hotel.) They gave me a lovely room for 
$9 looking out onto an uncluttered Diamond 
Head. I said, nine dollars. 

Next morning I walked around. You may 
not believe it, but there were just four ma
jor hotels in Waikiki in those days-the 
Moana, the Royal, the Halekulani and the 
old Nium.alu, may its soul rest in peace. 

I walked around Waikiki. No traffic; no 
crowds. The benign sun; the sparkling ocean. 
All's right with the world, I thought. 

Shortly thereafter I spent a morning on 
Kuhio Beach. On that stretch of beach there 
were just two of us taking our leisure: Tar
zan White, the ex-football player-wrestler 
from Alabam' and me. I said to him, "Doesn't 
this beat your old hometown (Atmore, Ala.) 
all hollow?" He agreed that it did. 

Where has it allfted? Has it all gone with 
the tradewind? Not quite, but 20 years later 
we are in trouble and worried about what's 
happening now and what's going to happen 
in the next 10 years. 

Lord knows, the problems ARE enormous, 
and they are growing. I will not try to down
grade them. We are getting bigger all the 
time, and more people are pouring into this 
blessed island. How are you going to stop 
them? And where will they stay? In the coco
nut trees? 

Many mornings when I look out the apart
ment window, I can see the smog coming in 
on little eat's feet onto the floor of the valley 
below the Waianaes. (Burning cane out Ewa 
way isn't helping any, by the way.) 

I know all about the maddening traffic. In 
silent protest, I often leave my car at home 
and walk to work and I wish to hell other 
people who also have two good legs would do 
the same. 

I read that every day 48,000 vehicles pass 
the corner where I live (Ala Moana and 
Piikoi). I believe it. I hear them. They're 
churning past me, day and night. And how 
come someone doesn't order those big, lum
bering trucks to carry a muffier that works? 



11280 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE Februa1·y 20, 1970 
Already the air of Paradise is noxious. I 

defy you to breathe in comfort in the lower 
level of Ala Moana Center under that blanket 
of cement. 

And noise! When the wind is south
southwest, the planes zooming in to nu:ke 
that wide turn over the town almost dnve 
me nuts. 

I'm also aware of our concrete jungle. All 
I have to do is look waikiki from my abode 
and see the man-made walls blocking Dia
mond Head. 

I know about our housing problem. I also 
know about litter and polluted seawater. 
Not long ago I surfaced after swimming 
underwater off Ala Moana Park and came 
up with a flattened cardboard milk carton 
draped in my hair. All hail, the slob who 
dropped that into the water. 

I know all this is happening, and yet I re
tain a spark of optimism about our future. 
Shall I tell you why? 

I'm optimistic, first of all, because it seems 
to me that everyone knows all about it, too. 
Not just Robert Wenkam. It's no secret. It's 
the talk of the town. 

I'm optimistic, too, because of a little in
cident that happened not long ago. A 12-
year-old schoolgirl called the City Desk to 
which I am chained. She said she and seven 
of her classmates were deeply disturbed by 
the litter scattered about town. SO they made 
up little signs saying, "We care. Do you?" 
And they fastened the signs to their backs 
and went down to Kapiolani Park and the 
Zoo and began picking up trash and putting 
it into the receptacles where trash belongs. 

A tiny gesture perhaps, but so shines a 
good deed in a naughty world. 

I think we are lucky to have a generation 
of young people who care. They care about 
their environment. They care about the qual
ity of life. Some of them even can prono·.1nce 
the new in-word, ecology. 

They don't want to live in an ugly, clut
tered, noisy, malodorous world. If we care 
enough, they won't have to. 

And, of course, I'm heartened by what's 
happening at the Legislature. This is the 
"better quality of life" Legislature. They 
sound a.s if they intend to do something 
about improving things. Look at the bills 
that have been introduced for that purpose. 

Victor Hugo said that no army can with
stand the strength of an idea whose time 
has come. The time has come for us to act, 
and I am optimistic enough to believe that 
we will. 

We'll have to start moving against an on
coming tidal wave of trouble. We'll have to 
start building a fixed-rail mass transit sys
tem to take the offending automobile off the 
streets, and such a transportation system 
will cost jillions and take a decade to finish. 

So, you say, what will keep cars from com
ing downtown anyway? Well, I think we will 
have to lay down some very harsh rules and 
regulations. Such as tossing people in jail for 
littering the landscape. They do that in Ma
laysia. It also may come to pass that we will 
have to prohibit people from driving their 
cars into the heart of Honolulu-the down
town area, Waikiki, etc. My, won't the 
screaming start then? 

We will have to order truck owners to in
stall proper mufilers on their shrieking beasts 
and order airplane drivers out to sea beyond 
the reef for takeoff and landing. I know. A 
reef runway will cost a pile. 

But is a runway out to sea so extraordi
nary? They already have one at Kai Tok in 
Hong Kong and at Faaa at Papeete. Why not 
here? 

At the opening of the Legislature a "fu
turist" professor from the University pre
dicted what lies ahead if we fail to heed the 
shrill warning signals. He said it without 
mincing words, a sort of Doomsday prophet, 
and his words raised a few hackles. I prefer 
the short and simple and gutty peroration of 

a homegrown Demosthenes; namely, Art 
Rutledge, labor leader. 

Rutledge said: 
"If the politicians are responsive to the 

needs of the people, instead of the fast buck, 
this will be a wonderful place. If not, some 
people will call it, 'Hell in Paradise.' " 

So, that's my introduction to the Progress 
Edition. Remember, I said it was a hope and 
a prayer and an act of faith. 

On days when I can't take it any longer, I 
pray for rain. It drives the tourists off the 
beach and then I go walking in Waikiki on 
the wet sand in my bare feet. 

There's something oddly delicious about 
the feel of wet sand squishing between your 
toes. I tell you about this quirk simply to 
remind you that there's still great charm in 
the old place. I mean, try doing that barefoot 
bit in Keokuk, Iowa, in February. 

And naturally, no one can ever take away 
the green cliffs that are called the Pali; nor 
the emerald surf as it creams on to the shore. 
And, like Wordsworth, my heart still leaps 
up when I behold a rainbow in the sky. 

OIL IMPORT PROGRAM 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, President 

Nixon should be commended for his 
statement today concerning the oil im
port program. It is particularly encourag
ing to note the President recognizes the 
fact that Congress has a vital and prop
er interest in the oil import program. 
Hopefully, hearings will be held in the 
near future on a proposal to be intro
duced soon by me and a number of my 
colleagues. 

It is apparent to many of us that ad
ditional study will be helpful to the con
sumer, as well as the oil industry. Lower 
consumer prices is certainly an impor
tant and worthy objective, but a care
ful study should also be made of the eco
nomic impact changes in the oil import 
policy would have on the domestic oil 
industry. 

As President Nixon indicates, there 
were a number of areas of agreement 
reached by the Cabinet task force, and 
certain positive steps can be taken im
mediately. 

There is a need for a new management 
system to set policy, and the creation of 
a permanent Oil Policy Committee can 
be most helpful. 

The interdepartmental panel, to be 
chaired by the Director of the Office of 
Emergency Preparedness, and including 
the Secretaries of State, Treasury, De
fense, Commerce, the Attorney General, 
and the Chairman of the Economic Ad
visors, can provide the coordination 
needed in considering interim and long
term adjustments. 

In the ''Summary Guide to Task Force 
Report on Oil Import Control," also re
leased by the White House today, there 
was a clear recognition by the Cabinet 
task force that substantially lowering the 
domestic price levels for crude oil would 
severely affect the domestic oil industry 
and would also weaken the national 
economy. 

Mr. President, those of us from oil
producing States are sympathetic with 
many of the views expressed, and the in
terest of consumers, but we must not lose 
sight of the security implications of the 
oil import program, nor underestimate 
the dangers of foreign oil interruption, 

or above all, destroy our domestic in
dustry. 

The present program is far from per
fect. There have been abuses and mis
takes in its administration, and unques
tionably a number of changes can or 
should be made. Again, as President Nix
on stated today, Congress can play a very 
vital role in recommending changes in 
the present program. 

THE PROBLEM:S AT COOK COUNTY 
HOSPITAL 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, yesterday 
I told the Senate about the breakdown 
in food serving the hungry and malnour
ished in Chicago. Today, I have to report 
another breakdown that effects these 
same people in an equally adverse way
the breakdown in health services. Cook 
County Hospital, the largest hospital 
serving the medically indigent, has just 
announced that it cannot admit any 
more patients except the most critically 
ill. 

The problem which precipitated the 
crisis is the increase in cases of :tlu, pneu
monia, and frost bite in the Chicago area 
which has increased the number of in
patients normally served by the hospital 
from 1,800 to as high as 2,150. But the 
trouble at Cook County Hospital goes be
yond just the simple increase in winter 
illness. It is a chronic problem that has 
been developing over a long period of 
time. 

To begin with, Cook County General 
is approximately 50 percent understaffed. 
There simply are not enough nurses and 
technicians to meet the needs of the pa
tients. Lack of facilities and funds have 
prevented the hospital from attracting 
the number of medical personnel needed 
to staff a hospital with 2,200 beds. 

In addition, the bureaucratic redtape 
involved in administering the hospital 
and expending its funds has contributed 
to the breakdown. 

Until the State, the county, and the 
governing commission of the hospital un
tangle the legal problems involved in the 
allocating of funds for the hospital, the 
crisis cannot be alleviated. 

Finally, the number of outpatients that 
come to Cook County for care has also 
contributed to the severity of the prob
lem. Because there are not other outpa
tient facilities to serve the medically in
digent, Cook County must attempt to 
treat the hundreds of poor that travel 
as much as several hours to reach the 
hospital, and then must stand in line 
nearly half a day before they are treated. 

Mr. President, the Cook County situa
tion is not unique. It is indicative of the 
problem of providing adequate medical 
care for our poor. Perhaps one of the 
most promising ways of providing this 
care is the development of neighborhood 
health centers which would treat these 
people in their own neighborhoods and in 
many cases prevent the need for hos
pitalization. 

Last year, I introduced the Neighbor
hood Health Center Act which amended 
Hill-Burton to provide funds for these 
centers. The Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee has agreed to this 
amendment in part. 
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I feel, however, that a change should 

be made in the formula for distributing 
funds for the construction of the health 
centers. These centers are basically de
signed to insure the delivery of health 
care into areas where there are doctor 
shortages and many less advantaged peo
ple. Therefore, the formula for allocating 
funds should be based on the number of 
medically indigent within a State or 
given area. 

I intend to vigorously pursue enact
ment of the amended Hill-Burton Act 
with the provision for neighborhood 
health centers. 

EMPLOYER CONTRIDUTIONS FOR 
JOINT INDUSTRY PROMOTION OF 
PRODUCTS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 

hours having elapsed, the Chair now lays 
before the Senate the unfinished busi
ness, which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 860, an act to amend sec. 302(c) of the 

Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947 to 
permit employer contributions for joint in
dustry promotion of products in certain 
instances. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

view of the unusual circumstance which 
has just developed, and for which the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. PRoxMiaE) is not to blame, and with 
the proviso that this is not to be con
sidered a precedent, I ask unanimous 
consent that the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin may be allowed to pro
ceed for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
What is the will of the Senate? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States submitting nomi
nations were communicated to the Sen
ate by Mr. Leonard, one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED and other corrupt practices, as well as 
to protect the interests of beneficiaries of 
lawful employer-employee supported 
funds, Congress enacted section 302 of 
the Labor-Management Relations Act. 
This section prohibits all payments by 
an employer to the representatives of his 

As in executive session, the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. see employees for any purposes other than 

those specifically excluded in the act. 
Because of this method of drafting, for 
many years it was unlawful for employers 
to make contributions to jointly admin-

(For nominations received today, 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H.R. 15931) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of Labor, and Health, Educr.~ion, 
and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and 
for other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 15931) making appro

priations for the Departments of Labor, 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
related agencies, for the :fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1970, and for other purposes, 
was read twice by its title and referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

istered trust funds for purposes of pooled 
vacations, for holiday and severance pay, 
and training programs, as well as for 
the purpose of establishing child day
care centers and scholarships for em
ployees and families of employees. Since 
the enactment of the basic statute, Con
gress has had to enact several amend
ments to permit labor and management 
to administer trust funds for such worthy 
purposes as those I have just enumerated. 
I believe there z1re seven such jointly 
administered trust funds. Indeed, Con
gress this year enacted an amendment to 
section 302(c) to permit the establish
ment of jointly administered trust-funds 
for purposes of child day-care centers 
and scholarships. Today we have before 
us a similar amendment. Its purpose this 
time is to permit labor and management, 
where they choose, to establish jointly 
administered trust funds for the pur-

EMPLOYER CONTRIDUTIONS FOR poses of product promotion. 
JOINT INDUSTRY PROMOTION OF Lawful purposes to which funds can 
PRODUCTS now be put are presently enumerated in 

section 302. They include funds formed
ical or hospital care, pensions for re
tirement or death of employees, compen
sation for injuries or illness resulting 
from occupational activity, unemploy
ment benefits, life insurance, disability 
and sickness insurance, or similar bene
fits, and apprenticeship or other training 
programs. Recent court decisions, how
ever, have held that employer contribu
tions to product promotion programs ad
ministered jointly by trustees represent
ing labor and management were not per
mitted under section 302 since they were 
not specifically mentioned in that sec
tion. This represents an incongruity, for 
it is clear that product promotion trust 
funds and collective bargaining about 
such trust funds are presently lawful. In 
fact, there are thousands of such funds 
in existence today. Many of these are in
corporated into collective bargaining 
agreements. Many are even financed 
through the collective bargaining mech
anism, pursuant to an agreement under 
which employers may contribute 1 or 2 
cents per man per hour. Therefore, it is 
clear that such trust funds are not pro
scribed by public policy considerations. 
However, it is presently unlawful for 
labor and management to jointly admin
ister such programs. 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 860) an act 
to amend section 302(c) of the Labor
Management Relations Act of 1947 to 
permit employer contributions for joint 
industry promotion of products in certain 
instances. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
during the debate on H.R. 860, the mem
bers of the staff of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare be allowed 
floor privileges without the usual limita
tion as to number. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, the bill H.R. 860 is a bill de
signed to amend section 302(c) of the 
Labor-Management Relations Act in 
order to permit employers to contribute 
to product promotion trust funds to be 
jointly administered by management and 
labor. 

Under the law as it now stands, em
ployers may contribute to trust funds 
administered by themselves for the pur
pose of product promotion; they may 
bargain with their employees over the 
establishment of such a trust fund; they 
may even agree with their employees to 
make the trust fund part of the collective 
bargaining agreement; however, em
ployers may not contribute to trust funds 
which are to be jointly administered by 
management and labor. 

Let me explain the legislative history 
leading to the need for this legislation. 

In order to eliminate bribery, extor
tion, shakedowns, sweetheart contracts, 

The bill, H.R. 860, would merely add 
another exception to those already exist
ing in section 302. The bill would remove 
any possible Government interference 
with the free collective bargaining proc
ess, and would preclude the Government 
from saying to management and labor 
that they cannot establish programs 
which they deem to be to their mutual 
advantage. All the bill would do would 
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be to permit labor and management, 
where they so choose, to establish a 
jointly administered trust fund for pur
poses of product promotion. 

In recognition of the fact that section 
302 was designed to outlaw corrupt prac
tices that conceivably could arise from 
payments by ~mployers to representa
ti-les of employees, this bill contains 
numerous safeguards which are not ap
plicable to unilaterally administered 
trust funds. For example, it provides that 
contributions must be made to a separate 
fund established to carry out the specifi
cally authorized purpose. It also provides 
that no assets held by the fund may be 
used for any other purpose, nor may they 
be commingled with other funds. They 
may not be used to defray the costs of 
programs that are employer or labor 
organization functions. Furthermore, 
provisions of present laws that require 
reporting and disclosure of welfare and 
pension funds are made applicable to 
trust funds established under this sec
tion. 

Additionally, no labor organization or 
employer can be required to bargain on 
the establishment of any such trust fund, 
and the refusal to bargain on such estab
lishment will not constitute an unfair 
labor practice. 

H.R. 860 1s similar, indeed it is almost 
identical, to the child day-care bill en
acted last session in that it permits, and 
I emphasize that, it permits bargaining 
on specified trust funds, and permits 
employer contributions to such funds. 

Mr. President, in order to completely 
understand the need for this legislation, 
my colleagues should be aware of the 
principal proponents that came forward 
in support of this bill. The impetus for 
consideration of this legislation comes 
not just from the Building Trades De
partment of the AFL-CIO. It comes as 
well from several management groups in 
the building trades industry. Both labor 
and management nave come to Congress, 
as indeed they must, in this situation, to 
request that Congress authorize those 
groups to enter into agreements to joint
ly administer product promotion trust 
funds. 

If Congress does not enact this legisla
tion those lab.or and management groups 
t:1~t wish to enter into such agreements 
will not be permitted to do so. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, the 
bill that comes before the Senate today 
is a bill that has been under considera
tion for many years b.oth in the Senate 
as well as in the other body. This is a 
bill that already has been voted on 
favorably this session in the other body. 

I urge the pass&.ge of H.R. 860. 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of H.R. 860, a bill to permit em
ployer contributj.ons for joint industry 
promotion of products. This bill is identi
cal to S. 1369, of which I am a cosponsor, 
which was reported to the Senate from 
the Committee or. Labor and Public 
Welfare on January 28, 1970. 

This bill amends section 302 (c) of the 
National Labor Relations Act. Section 
302(c), Mr. President, by way of back
ground, presently enumerates seven 
specific areas where trust funds may be 
administered jointly by trustees repre
senting both labor and management. 

The propo~ed legislation before the 
Senate adds an eighth exception where 
this will be permitted; namely, where 
moneys are paid into trust funds jointly 
established and administered by repre
sentatives of labor and management for 
product promotion programs. 

I emphasize the word "permit," Mr. 
President, as there is nothing in this bill 
which would require the employer t.D 
agree to joint trust;(>es or which would 
prevent him from bargaining for a trust 
fund which would continue to be ad
ministered unilaterally by management 
representatives. It would merely author
ize the joint administration of these 
funds in instances where a unum and an 
employer in the construction industry 
rea~il accord on the desirability of fol
lowing such procedure through the proc
esses of free collective bargaining. 

This subject, however, will be a per
missive rather than mandatory bargain
ing subject under this amendment. Thus, 
no party can be required to bargain either 
over whether such a fund shall be estab
lished or over whether it shall be ad
ministered jointly or unilaterally, and a 
refusal to bargain on these subjects by 
either party can in no circumstances be 
found to constitute an unfair labor prac
tice under the provisions of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

I ask unanimous consent to include at 
this point in the RECORD a letter which I 
have received from C. J. Haggerty, presi
der~t of the Building and Construction 
Trades Department of the AFL-CIO, 
which I think is a very effective argument 
in support of the proposed legislation. 

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

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION 
TRA:JES DEPARTMENT, 

Washington, D.C., February 13, 1970. 
Hon. WINSTON L. PROUTY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PROUTY: We strongly urge 
your support- for S. 1369, which will soon be 
considered by the Senate. This is a very 
meritorious measure and would simply per
mit the joint administration by labor and 
management of trust funds for the promo
tion of products in the construction in
dustry if both voluntarily agree. 

On January 27, 1970 the House passed H.R. 
860, a companion bill to S. 1369. This is the 
third time the House has passed this legis
lation, having approved a similar bill in 
1965 and again in 1968. Each time, just prior 
to adjournment, the full Senate Labor Com
mittee failed to get a quorum to report the 
bill. This year, however, the Senate Com
mittee has reported S. 1369. 

Jointly administered product promotion 
programs were tested for many years. They 
proved to be of great benefit, not only to 
employees and employers of the industries 
directly involved, but also to many segments 
of the community. 

It should be emphasized that the programs 
encompassed by S. 1369 and H.R. 860 have 
not been proscribed as a matter of public 
policy, but rather by the nature of the draft
ing of section 302 of the Labor-Management 
Relations Act. The Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals stated in Cement Masons v. Para
mount Plastering (310 F.2nd 179): 

"We do not quarrel in the slightest with 
the laudable objectives of the trust am
icably created by labor and management in 
this case. We sympathize with the efforts 
of both labor and management to solve a 
vexing industry problem. * * • 

"But like so many of such present-day 
problems, our duty is to rule in accordance 
with that which the Congress in its wisdom 
has seen fit to enact. We cannot widen the 
door when the door sill has been carefully 
tailored by the representatives in Congress. 
The relief sought by the appellants herein 
must be found in congressional and not 
judicial action." 

Administration of promotion programs in 
the construction industry is not solely a 
management prerogative when they are pro
vided for in a collective bargaining agree
ment. It takes two parties to consummate an 
agreement. It is the responsibility of bOth 
labor and management to see that provisions 
of the agreement are carried out. 

Monetary provisions in a collective bar
gaining agreement relating to promotion 
programs are considered by employees to be 
an integral part of their wages, the same 
a.s are similar fringe benefits for apprentice
ship programs, health and welfare funds 
and other programs specifically authorized 
under section 302 (c) of the Labor-Manage
ment Relations Act. 

In fact, the one or two cents per man
hour which go into existing unilaterally ad
ministered promotion programs are reported 
to the Internal Revenue Service as a labor 
cost or business expense; this is the only 
reporting requirement under existing law 
for unilaterally administered programs. 

Under S. 1369, jointly administered funds 
would have to report to the Department of 
Labor in accordance with the Welfare and 
Pension Plans Disclosure Act. Thus the bill 
provides a safeguard which insures that con
tributions to jointly administered programs 
will be spent for the purpose for which they 
were intended. 

The issue is simply, should the Federal 
Government interfere with the free, private 
negotiations between labor and manage
ment to develop mutually beneficial joint 
programs which no public policy proscribes. 
With the abundance of safeguards provided 
in S. 1369 for the protection of such funds, 
the answer is clearly that the Congress 
should not say to labor and management 
that, in their wisdom, they cannot establish 
programs which they deem to be to their 
mutual advantage and which would be in 
the public interest. 

The trust funds permitted by s. 1369 
would be a permissive and not a mandatory 
subject of collective bargaining. If an em
ployer or his employees don't wish to set 
up such a fund, they could simply refuse to 
bargain about the subject. 

On behalf of our 17 affiliated national 
and international unions, and the over three 
and one-half million building tradesmen they 
represent, we urge your vote in favor of 
s. 1369. 

Sincerely, 
C. J. HAGGERTY, 

President. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
voice my opposition to the pending legis
lation. This is the wTong bill at the wrong 
time, particularly because the Nation is 
deeply concerned about the rapidly ris
ing costs in connection with the con
struction in general and low income 
housing in particular. 

I wish to indicate to the Senate that 
at the appropriate time I intend to make 
a motion to recommit the bill to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
and I expect to ask for a vote at that 
time. 

The pending bill would authorize 
unions in the building and construction 
industry to administer jointly funds set 
up for the promotion of products and 
uses of products in the construction in
dustry. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I dislike to interrupt, but will 
the Senator yield? I thought I heard the 
Senator say the bill would require that. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No, it would permit or 
authorize. If I said "require," I will cor
rect the record. 

It would authorize unions to nego
tiate and, through collective bargaining, 
to gain joint control, in effect a veto 
power, over the use of promotion funds 
in the construction industry. 

Mr. President, in a sense, this is about 
as logical as it would be to provide that 
management could have joint control 
over the expenditure of union dues. The 
expenditure of union dues is obviously 
a function of the representatives of or
ganized labor, representing the rank and 
file union members. 

There is , and always has been, an 
important separation of the functions of 
management and unions, ::-.nd the inte
grity of the collective bargaining system 
involves a recognition of that separa
tion. · 

Management should not be involved 
in decisions that are union decisions, and 
unions should not be involved in deci
sions that are the prerogative or respon
sibility of management. 

Unions represent employees in collec
tive bargaining with regard to their 
wages, hours, and working conditions. 
That is what the Taft-Hartley law ap
propriately provides. 

When it comes to the way a company 
is going to advertise its product or pro-

mote its product, that is primarily, and 
always has been recognized as primarily, 
a management prerogative-not that 
workers are not affected by management 
decisions. Without doubt they are, just as 
management is affected by union deci
sions. But the integrity of the collective 
bargaining system requires an - appro
priate separation of the two functions. 

The additional strength which this bill 
gives to the unions in the building and 
construction industry can be minimized, 
perhaps, but it is adding by law addi
tional strength to unions in an industry 
where labor is not in need of such as
sistance. 

Mr. President, last year there was a 
very disturbing and alarming round of 
wage increases in the construction in
dustry; disturbing in the pattern that 
was set and what those wage increases 
meant in terms of the cost of housing. 

I want to say for the record that I fully 
support the objectives of any union to 
bargain vigorously for, and to demand 
increases which keep its membership 
abreast of the cost of living and to pro
vide for legitimate sharing in any in
creases in productivity. Any union which 
has the _ responsibility of representing 
workers and does not seek those objec
tives would !JOt be performing its func
tion. But, some unions in this industry 
have enforced demands upon contractors 
which go far beyond any legitimate de
mands based on productivity and the 
cost of livilig. -

A national magazine, in September of 
1969, in an editorial had this to say: 

MAJOR WAGE SETTLEMENTS-1969 

Occupation Days on strike Current rate 

~~\f~~~ia~tatewide_-- -- _ -- _ ---- ___________________________ Plumbers ____________________________________ _ $6.41 

coJa~d~ ~i:;~~~~ -_ ~ ~::: :: ::~::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~:f~etafwori<iirs::::::::: ::-------------4T 

con!~~~~fsp-riiiis:: :::::::::::::: ===== == ==== =:: === :: ==:-~~~c-~~=~~~==:: :::::::::::::::-------------25-
Bridgeport ____________________________________________ Carpenters _____ ------------- 28 

~:~~:~~c=============== ==== ======== == ==== == ==== ==== = ~;l£r1i~;;== == =~=============--- __________ ~~ _ Carpenters ____ --------------- 24 

New Britain _____ ------------------------------ _______ ~~~:l~ye-rs::::::::::::::::::: ___________ --~~-

.J~ff!~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~r.~~;;~:=::=::::=:::::: n 
~~~~i~~"~~: = ====== ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1i~~~~~:~~= :::::: =:: ::::::::: ~; 

Carpenters ____ --- ---- -------- 60 Laborers ___________ _________ _____________ __ _ _ 
Millwrights ______________ ----- 45 
Painters ___ ------------------- 28 

District of Columbia=---- ---------------------------------- Stone masons_________________ 75 
Carpenters ____ --------------- 42 
Cement masons_______________ 8 
Laborers _________ ----------------- __________ _ 
Lathers __ -------------------- 18 
Operating engineers_--------------------------
Plasterers ___ ___ _______ --------------______ _ 

Florida: 

~~~f_n~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~;~~i~~s~n_g!~~~~~=::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Iron Workers_________________ 5 
Laborers __ -----------------------------------

Tampa--------------------------------------------- ~~~~:~fe~s~n_g!~~~~~~::::::::::-------------21-
w t 

1 8 
h Laborers___ __________________ 20 

Georgi;~ Pa m eac -------------------------------------- Bricklayers __________________________________ _ 

Atlanta ____________ -----------------------------_____ Carpenters ____ -------- __ ---------------------Sheet metal workers __________________________ _ 

4.155 
6.62 

5. 25 
5.17 

4. 59 
5. 95 
4. 85 
6.14 
5. 59 
5. 57 
6.14 
5. 59 

6.04 
6.62 
5. 59 

4. 975 
5. 70 
5. 25 
3. 55 
5. 625 
4. 715 
5. 70 

5.18 
4.99 
3. 55 
5. 555 
5. 625 
5. 495 

4.88 
5. 62 
5.83 
3.65 
5.15 
4. 375 
2.80 
5.00 

5. 215 
5.40 

It is a matter of national concern that the 
settlements in construction, which represents 
14 percent of the gross national product and 
employs 7¥2 percent of the work force, are 
forcing bUilding costs up at a rate of 9 per
cent a. year. And that in the thousands ot 
contracts that will be negotiated this year 
there will be hardly a single concession that 
will lead to increased productivity. But, even 
more ominous, the construction contracts 
won in special circumstances by murderou; 
bargaining power, are generating pressures 
in the rank and file of the industrial unions 
for similar exorbitant increases. 

The article goes on : 
The inflationary settlements recently made 

in New York demonstrate that a handful of 
powerful business agents, representing a 
small number of workers, can set in motion 
a wage pattern for industries employing mil
lions. When New York constuction contracts 
expired this year, the unions picked off the 
employers' associations one by one. The 
sheet-metal workers, after a six-week strike 
won a wage and fringe benefit contract that 
calls foT a 50 percent increase over the next 
three years (up to $11.72 an hour, or $23.44 
an hour for overtime). The carpenters got 
a 45 percent increase that will bring wage 
and benefit costs to $11.08 an hour in 1971; 
after thirty-five hours, the overtime pay will 
be $22.16 an hour. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a table showing statistics 
concerning the major wage settlements 
in 1969, State by State, in the building 
and construction industry. 

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

Increases Final rate 
Annual percent 

increase 

3.25/3 years ___________ ~9. 66 16.9 

3.15/5 years ____________ 7. 305 15.1 
3.00/3 years ____________ 9. 62 15.1 

4.00/3 years ___________ _ 9. 25 25.3 
2.90/3 years __ _______ ___ 8. 07 18.6 

3.11/3 years ____ ________ 8. 70 18.0 
3. 40/3 years ____________ 9. 35 19.0 
3.45/3 years ___ --------- 8. 30 23.7 
3.30/3 years ____ ________ 9. 44 17.9 
3.08/3 years ____________ 8. 67 18.0 
3.05/3 years __ __ ________ 8. 62 18.0 
3.30/3 years ____________ 9. 44 17.9 
3.08/3 years. __ --------- 8.67 18.0 

3.30/3 years ___________ 9. 34 18.2 4.0613 years ___________ 10.68 20.4 
3.08/3 years ___________ 8.67 18.0 

3.75/3 years ___________ 8. 725 25.1 
3.75/3 years _____ __ ____ 9. 45 21.9 
2.60/2 years ___________ 7.85 24.5 
2.15/2 years ___________ 5. 70 30.0 
2.90/2 years ___________ 8. 325 25.7 
1.50/2 years ____ _______ 6. 215 15.9 
3.75/3 years ____ _______ 9. 45 21.9 

2.75/3 years ___________ 7. 93 17.0 
2.75/3 years ___________ 7. 74 18.4 
2.75/3 years ___________ 6. 30 25.8 3.00/3 years ___________ 8. 555 18.0 
2.75/3 years ___ -------- 8. 375 16.2 

3.00/3 years ________ ____ 8.495 18.1 

2.25/3 years ___ --------- 7.13 15.4 
2.85}3 years ____________ 8. 47 16.9 
3.00/3 years ___ --------- 8. 83 17.1 
2.50/3 years ____________ 6.15 22.8 
2.81+/3 years __________ 7.96 18.9 
2.25/3 years ____________ 6.625 17.1 
2.00}3 years ___ --------- 4, 80 23.6 
2.40/2 years ___ --------- 7.40 24.0 

1.80/2 years_~---------- 7.015 17.2 
2.80/3 years ____________ 8.20 17.2 
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MAJOR WAGE SmLEMENTS-1969-Continued 

Occupation Days on strike 

Illinois: 
East St. Louis----------------------------------------- laborers_-------------------- 12 

Iron workers_________________ 20 
lathers___ ----------------------------------Plasterers _______________ ------ _____ ----------

Joliet.-- --------------------------------------------- Bricklayers __________________________________ _ 
Cement masons ______________________________ _ 
Iron workers ________________________________ _ 

Laborers ____ ---------------------------------Moline ____________________________________________________ do______________________ 62 

North Centra'----------------------------------------------do_______________________ 17 Rock lsland _______________________________________________ do_______________________ 62 
Iowa: · 

Cedar Rapids----------------------------------------- Sheet metal workers___________ 59 Council Bluffs ___________________________ ------- __ ----- Electricians_ .. ________ . ____ _____ ___________ . __ 
Sheet metal workers_____ ______ 57 

Davenport.------------------------------------------- r~b~~:~;_-_-:: = = :: = = = === = =: = = ==------- ------6i-
Dubuque_-------------------------------------------- Plumbers .... __ .. __ -------____ 60 Sheet metal workers __________________________ _ 

~£~olr~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: tir~~~~~~-~-;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Waterloo (outside Black Hawk Company)------------ _____ laborers ___ --------------------------- ______ _ 
Bettendorf----- __ -----------------------------------_----- .do __ ---.----------------- 62 

Kansas: 

:X~;~~t~a~~t~_-:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: _ ~~ ~~~~~~~~--~ ~:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Salina _____ . ___________ ------------------------ ____ .. _ Laborers. __ . _____ --------------------- ______ _ 

Topeka _____ ... ---.-.. -------.-----------.------------ ~~:!:~;t:."!~rte:~s-_::::::::: ::::::::::::::::: 
Tile setters .. ____ -- ----_.---------- __ -----. __ _ 

Maryland: Baltimore.-------------------------------------- Iron Workers.---------------- 25 
Massachusetts: 

~~~~~"--::: = == = = = = ===== = ==== ==== :::: =========== = = = == = &~~~i~:~~:: = = = = = = = = = = = = = ::::-----------.-42-
Laborers. _______ -------------------------- __ _ Fitchburg _____ .. _____ .. _______________________ ._______ Carpenters _______ .. _________ .. __ . _________ . __ 

Pittsfield. _________________ ------_--------------------- __ .. do._-----_- -------------- 49 
Laborers___ ______________ ____ 49 

Michigan: 
Detroit. _________ -------------------- __ -- -------._____ I ron workers _________ ---------------------- __ _ 

Boilermakers___________ ______ 44 

~:~r!~~~;~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::_~~o~~d~~~~~s::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Minnesota: 

Minneapolis-St. PauL_- ----- -------------------------- g:~:~fe~~soiis:::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Ironworkers ______ ___ ____ ---------------- ____ _ 
laborers ____ . _____ ------------------------ __ _ 
Operating engineers ___ -------------------- ___ _ 
Plumbers ___ . ______ . _____ . _______ ---- ______ __ _ 

Miss~~~~s~iirg:::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ==-~~~~d~~~~::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Missouri: 

Kansas City __ ----------------- ------ ----------------- ~~i~t~~;_~~r~_-_:::::::::::::::: 120 
105 
55 Sheet metal workers __________ _ 

Nebraska: 
lincoln __ . ___ . ______ ------ ______ .. ___________________ laborers. __ ----------- ______ -----------------
Omaha .. ______ ---------- ________________ ----~-------- Roofers. ___ ... __ .. ------_____ 28 

Sheet metal workers __________________________ _ 
Nevada: las Vegas._.----- --------------------------- ___ __ _____ do __________________ ----- 20 
New Hampshire: 

Concord ... __________________ --------- __ -- __ -- ____ ---- Plumbers ... . ________ .. __ ... _________ . ____ . __ _ 
Hanover ___ -------- -- --------------------------------- Laborers ____ .......... __ ....• 30 

New Jersey: 

~~l: ~~~~-~~%-<ien::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::. ~~ ~~~~~~~s_._ ~:::::::::::::::::::::: =:::::::: =: 

8~~~fn~~;~~~c======================================== g:~Hf.l~~~ii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::;;: laborers .. _ ....................... ------ ____ _ 
Dover __ .... _. ___ ------------------ ____ -------- __ ----- Bricklayers. __ ... _____ ._ ..... _ 60 

New Mexico: Eastern •• ----------------------------------------.do ... _ ... --------------- 36 
New York: 

Binghamton_.---------------------------------------- gf;fi;~!~~~--~ :::::::::::::::::-------------17-
Painters______________________ 16 
Roofers .. --- ------ ----------- 50 
T errauo workers _________ --------------------

Buffalo . . _______________________________ ----------___ Bricklayers ______ -------- __________ -----------
Carpenters. ___ -------------------------------Cement masons ______________________________ _ 
Electricians __________________________________ _ 

Iron workers ... -------------------------------
Laborers. _________ ---------------------------

~~:!~t~;t:."!i~rte:~--========== r~ 
Teamsters ________________ ----_---------------

New York ••• ---------------------------- Carpenters-----------------------------------
Lathers ____ . ____ .----------------------------

gg;!~~;t:."!~rte:~~::::::::::·------------40-
Niagara Falls _______________________ Laborers___ _______ ___________ 14 

Rochester--------------------------------- Asbestos workers------------------------------
Carpenters ____ ------ ________ -----------------

North Dakota: Far&O------------------- Laborers·------------------------------------

Current rate Increases 

$4.60 $3.25/4 years ____________ 
6. 27 2.85/3 years ____________ 
5. 775 3.00/3 years ____________ 
5. 775 3.00/3 years ___ --------
6.10 3.05/2 years ____________ 
5. 96 2.95/2 years ____________ 
6. 80 2.75/2 years ____________ 
4. 75 .72/1 year __ ___________ 
3. 78 1.73/2 years ____________ 
4. 255 2.10/3 years ____________ 
3. 78 1.73/2 years ____________ 

5.20 2. 40/3 years ____________ 
6. 00 2. 12/2 years ____________ 
4. 88 3. 075/3 years ___________ 
4. 96 2. 50/3 years ____________ 
3. 78 1. 73/2 years ____________ 
5.05 1. 84/2 years ____________ 
4.85 2

: ~~~?~~~iris::======= 2.65 
4. 475 1. 40/2 years ____________ 
3.60 • 60/1 year _____________ 
3. 40 .70{1 year_ ___________ 
1. 75 1.35/3 years ___________ 
3. 78 1.73/2 years ___________ 

3. 95 1.51/2 years ___________ 
3. 95 1.505/2 years __________ 
2. 20 .975/2 years __________ 
4. 70 1.62/1 year_ ___________ 
5. 05 3.30/3 years ___________ 
4.25 2.55/3 years ___________ 

5.50 2.55/3 years ___ --------
5.67 3.25/3 years ____________ 
5. 95 2.85/37 ~months _____ __ 
4.30 2.25/3 years ____________ 
5. 30 3.50/3 years ____________ 
5.00 2.90/3 years ____________ 
4.155 2.00/3 years ____________ 

7.13 1.47/1 year_ __ ___ _______ 
6.935 2.555/2 years ___________ 
5. 70 .97/1 year._-----------
4. 01 1.00/1 year-------------
4.38 1.00/1 year_ ____________ 

5. 38 2.85/3 years ____________ 
5. 35 2.85/3 years ____________ 
5. 60 2.85/3 years ____________ 
4. 40 2.60/3 years ____________ 
5. 60 2.85/3 years ____________ 
5. 86 1.00/1 year _____________ 

2.60 1.25/3 years ____________ 
2.10 1.55/3 years ___________ 

5.15 3.85/3 years ___________ 
4. 74 3.18/3 years ___________ 
5.495 3.95/3 years ___________ 

3. 35 1.75/3 years ___________ 
3. 90 2.20/26 months_-------
5. 00 3.00/3 years ___________ 
6.85 3.25/3 years ____________ 

4.65 1.75{1 year_ ____ ________ 
3. 20 1.55/3 years ____________ 

6. 00 3-:20/3 years ____________ 
6. 00 2.90/3 years ____ _______ _ 
6. 50 3.20/3 years ___________ 
6.175 3.20/3 years ___________ 
5. 90 2.80/3 years ___________ 
4. 45 2.25/3 years ___________ 
6. 50 3.00/3 years ___________ 
4.88 1.80/2 years ___________ 

4.99 2.25/3 years ____________ 
3.85 2.25/3 years _____ _______ 
4. 58 2.25/3 years ____________ 
5. 00 3.00/3 years ____ ________ 
4. 35 2.25/3 years ___ ---------
6. 32 3.35/3 years ___ ---------
6.135 3.35/3 years ____ ________ 
5. 96 3.35/3 years ____________ 
6. 51 3.40/3 years ___ ---------
6.14 3.35/3 years ___ - --------
5.235 3.35/3 years ___________ 
6.135 3.35/3 years ___________ 
6. 05 3.60/3 years ___________ 
5. 045 3.35/3 years ___________ 
7. 61 3.44/3 years ___________ 
7.125 3.50/3 years ___________ 
7.66 3.50/3 years ___________ 
6.15 3.78/3 years ___________ 
5.145 1.00/1 year-----------
5.94 1.19/1 year-------------
5.66 1.00/1 year _____________ 
3.15 1.05/2 years ___________ 

Fi~al rate 

$7.85 
9.12 
8. 775 
8. 775 
9.15 
8. 91 
9. 55 
5.47 
5. 51 
6. 355 
5. 51 

7. 60 
8.12 
7. 955 
7.46 
5. 51 
6.89 
7. 50 
3.45 
5. 875 
4.20 
4.10 
3.10 
5. 51 

5.46 
5.45 
3.175 
6. 325 
8.35 
6. 80 
8.15 

9.92 
8. 80 
6.55 
8.80 
7.90 
6.155 

8.60 
9.49 
6.67 
5. 01 
5.38 

8.23 
8.20 
8.45 
7.00 
8.45 
6.86 

3.85 
3.65 

9. 00 
7. 92 
9. 445 

5.10 
6.11 
8.00 

10.10 

6.40 
4.75 

9. 20 
8. 90 
9. 70 
9.375 
8. 70 
6. 70 
9. 50 
6.68 

7. 24 
6. 10 
6. 83 
8. 00 
6.60 
9.67 
9.485 
9. 31 
9. 91 
9. 49 
8. 585 
9. 485 
9. 65 
8. 395 

11.05 
10.625 
11. 16 
9. 93 
6.145 
7.13 
6.66 
4.20 

Annual percent 
increase 

17.6 
15.1 
17.3 
17.3 
24.9 
24.7 
20.1 
15. 1 
22.5 
16.4 
22.5 

15.3 
17.6 
21.0 
16.7 
22.5 
18.9 
18.1 
15.1 
15.6 
16.6 
20.6 
25.7 
22.5 

18.9 
18.9 
22.1 
34.5 
21.7 
20.0 
15.1 

16.2 
15.8 
17.4 
22.0 
19.5 
16.1 

20.6 
18.4 
17.0 
24.9 
22.8 

17.6 
17.5 
17.0 
19.5 
17.0 
17.0 

16.0 
24.5 

24.6 
22.3 
23.8 

17.4 
26.0 
20.0 
15.8 

37.8 
16.0 

17.7 
16.2 
16.4 
17.2 
15.8 
16.9 
15.3 
18.2 

15. 0 
19.4 
16.3 
20.0 
17.2 
17.0 
17.2 
18.0 
17. 3 
17.0 
21.0 
18.1 
19.8 
23.0 
15.0 
16.4 
15.2 
20.4 
19.4 
20.0 
17.6 
16.6 
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Occupation Days on strike Current rate Increases Final rate 
Annual percent 

increase 

$5.595 $2.16/18 months _________ _ 
5. 50 2.75/3 years ___________ _ 

$7.755 26.0 
8.25 16.6 Ohio: Cincinnati_----------------------------------------- ~~:z~~~~~ ~~~~~s~~::::::::: ::: ··- ----------io-

Pennsylvania: . 

f~~~~~g~g~-~~~~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=====~======== g~~~~?'~~~siiers~=============:::::::::::::::: 
5. 975 3.005/3 years __________ _ 8. 98 16.4 
4. 60 2.35/3 years __________ _ 6.95 17.0 5. 58 2.71/2 years __________ _ 
6. 515 3.35/3 years __________ _ 8.29 24.2 

9.865 17.1 Philadelphia ______________ ___ ------------------------- ~f~~eb~t~;~---~::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Steamfitters _____________________ ------------_ 6. 515 3.35/3 years __________ _ 9.865 17.1 

~~~~- ~-0!~~~~--~~~~~~== :: ==: = === :::::::: = :::::::::::::: ~~f~~~~~:s-_ :: =====: ::: == =====----- -- ------~~
g::g;~:vi~sliers::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::: 

5. 35 2.99/3 years __________ _ 
5. 00 2.75/3 years __________ _ 
4. 29 1.90/2 years __________ _ 
4. 40 1.70/2 years __________ _ 

8. 34 18.5 
7. 75 18.2 
6.19 22.2 
6.10 19.3 

Texas: 4. 40 1.375/2 years __________ _ 
4. 75 2.25/3 years ___________ _ 
3. 25 1.50/3 years ___________ _ 
3. 20 1.65/3 years ___________ _ 
3. 05 .95/18 months __________ _ 

5. 775 15.6 
7.00 15.7 
4. 75 15.3 
4.85 17.1 ili~~~~i~~~~-~~~~=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=-~~x~~~f~~~~-=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-- -----------~r 

4. 90 1.75/2 years ___________ _ 4.00 20.6 Waco _____ -------- ________ --------------- ___ --------- Roofers _____________ --------- ---
Wichita Falls ____________ --------------- ____________ --- Bricklayers.- __ ------------------------------- 6. 65 17.9 

Utah: Statewide ___ ------ --- ------------------------------ Plasterers .. ---------------------------------- 5. 20 2.35/3 years ___________ _ 7. 55 15.0 
Cement masons ___ ---------------------------- 5. 20 2.35/3 years ___________ _ 7.55 15.0 

4. 875 1.90/2 years _________ __ _ 
4. 75 2.00/2 years_-----------

6. 775 19.5 
6. 75 

West Virginia: 
Charleston ___________ _______________________________ -- Lathers.-------------- -----------------------

Plasterers. __________ ---- ___ ------------------ 21.0 
Clarksburg._. _____________________________ -------- ___ Electricians ____ ------------------------------- 5.00 2.00/2 years ___________ _ 7.00 20.0 

3. 85 1.45/2 years ___________ _ 
4. 50 2.10/2 years ___________ _ 
3. 90 1.50/2 years ___________ _ 

5. 30 18.9 
6.60 15.5 
5.40 19.2 Wiscif~~~~~Wey-area::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~!!~~~::~~:: ::=============== i~ 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I re
ferred to an editorial which appeared in 
the September 1969 issue of Fortune. It 
concludes with this language: 

No workingman, blue collar or white, gains 
anything at all from monopoly union prac
tices in a. key industry. These only rob him 
of his higher right to share in the growth of 
a. productive and efficient economy. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the editorial be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BREAKING UP A LABOR MONOPOLY 

The latest round of wage increases in the 
construction industry signals once again 
that something drastic must be done to 
bring this conglomeration of monopolies 
back to economic reality before it wrecks us 
all. It is a. matter of national concern that 
the settlements in construction, which rep
resents 14 percent of the gross national prod
uct and employs 7¥2 percent of the work 
force, are forcing building costs up at a rate 
of 9 percent a year. And that in the thou
sands of contracts that will be negotiated 
this year there will be hardly a. single con
cession that will lead to increased produc
tivity. But, even more ominous, the con
struction contracts, won in special circum
stances by murderous bargaining power, are 
generating pressures in the rank and file of 
the industrial unions for similar exorbitant 
increases. 

The inflationary settlements recently made 
in New York demonstrate that a handful of 
powerful business agents, representing a 
small number of workers, can set in motion 
a wage pattern for industries employing 
millions. When New York construction con
tracts expired this year, the unions picked 
off the employers' associations one by one. 
The sheet-metal workers, after a six-week 
strike, won a wage and fringe benefit con
tract that calls for a. 50 percent increase 
over the next three years (up to $11.72 an 
hour, or $23.44 an hour for overtime). The 
carpenters got a. 45 percent increase that will 
bring wage and benefit costs to $11.08 an 
hour in 1971; after thirty-five hours, the 
overtime pay will be $22.16 an hour. 

While the skilled trades were negotiating, 
the tea.mstel-0 were waiting in the wings with 
the most potent weapon of all. They rep-

Millwrights___________ ________ 60 4. 75 2.10/2 years ___________ _ 6. 85 22.2 

resent the drivers in the construction in
dustry and can halt construction overnight 
by refusing to deliver mixed concrete. So 
the builders were forced to appease the 
teamsters with a 48 percent increase, which 
ultimately comes to $112 a. week after three 
years. In a candid comment, Joseph Trer
otola., director of the Eastern Conference of 
Teamsters, said, "Most of labor will look 
with envy on this package and set their 
sights on getting the same." 

It didn't take long for other officers of 
the teamsters to get the message; the union's 
airline division, which represents clerical 
workers, struck Pan American for four days 
and won a 37 percent increase over three 
years. Other unions in the transportation 
industry will now be forced to equal or better 
the teamsters' contract. Next year, the team
sters will bargain for some 450,000 over-the
road drivers, and they can hardly be expected 
to settle for less than the New York local's 
package. 

TIME FOR ANTITRUST 

The builders themselves can take much 
of the blame for the irrational bargaining 
system because they pursue a. cost-plus ap
proach that inevitably leads to exorbitant 
increases. As "The Big Boondoggle at Lords
town" shows they are often pressured by cus
tomers to finish a building on schedule at all 
costs. Only now is the industry banding to
gether in regional units to present a. united 
front to the unions. This is progress of a. 
sort, but regional bargaining will never be 
effective until the unions agree to common 
expiration dates for all contracts-and it is 
not likely that they will readily offer up the 
whipsaw advantages of staggered contracts. 

Three groups-the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the Chamber of Commerce, 
and· a. .number of top corporation executives 
headed by former Chairman Roger Blough 
of U.S. Steel-are attempting to come up 
with some answers to the problems posed by 
the construction unions. Their recommenda
tions include a. revision of existing fed
eral laws to prevent secondary boycotts and 
to protect management's right to introduce 
laborsaving methods and materials. They 
want the unions' medieval apprenticeship 
system changed to a. realistic new job-train
ing program that would allow minorities full 
participation in a growing industry. None 
of these recommendations is new, and all will 
be fought bitterly and powerfully by the 
Building Trades Department of the A.F.L.
c.r.o. 

Perhaps it's time for the reform groups, 
and the construction industry itself, to press 
for action under the antitrust laws. The 
courts have tended to hold that unions are 
immune from antitrust regulation unless 
they conspire With employees to fix markets 
and prices. There is certainly an element of 
that in what is going on-enough to justify 
the Antitrust Division (so venturesome in 
other fields, see below) in bringing some 
suits. But beyond this there is need for 
amending or reinterpreting the law so that 
employers and/ or government can resist 
what amounts to clear-cut union restraint 
of trade. In classic a.ntitrust fashion, the 
construction unions interfere with price 
competition by setting wages while they pre
vent entry of new companies into construc
tion by controlling the labor market. 

There is no reason in the world for such 
a proposal to send the rest of labor into de
lirium tremens. The collective-bargaining 
rights of labor are well embedded in the law, 
and in the unwritten economic constitution 
of the land as well. No workingman, blue 
collar or white, gains anything at all from 
monopoly union practices in a. key industry 
These only rob him of his higher right to 
share in the growth of a. productive and ef
ficient economy. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, by al
lowing unions in the construction in
dustry to exercise joint control with 
management over the use of product 
promotion funds, without contributing 
any money to the funds, the efforts of 
industry to develop new technology and 
new techniques in the building and con
struction industry could be seriously 
retarded. 

To indicate that this concern is not 
without substance, when hearings on 
similar legislation were held in 1968 be
fore the House Committee on Labor, Mr. 
David Barr, general counsel of the 
Brotherhood of Painters, testified for the 
bill and voiced his concern about the 
development of new technology. His 
testimony includes this sentence: 

Advances in prefabrication and technology 
have and will continue to have severe ad
verse impacts on this affiliate. We feel 
strongly that this threatened attrition can 
be warded off at least in part by an effective 
promotion program. 
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Obviously, unions and union members 

have a legitimate right to be concerned 
about their jobs and about work in their 
industry. But, at the same time, it has 
always been traditionally recognized as 
a function of management to provide for 
research and advances in technology and 
to promote the product as well as de
veloping cheaper ways of producing the 
product. The union's responsibility and 
function have been in the area of nego
tiating for wages, hours, and working 
conditions. 

This bill, Mr. President, takes a step 
backward at a time when we face, as a 
nation, a very serious economic situation. 
If anything, this Congress is not meeting 
its responsibilities by failing to consider 
legislation which would provide some 
remedies in a different direction. 

I think, without question, that there 
are areas of our economy where there is 
no equality at the bargaining table, 
where the collective bargaining process 
is not meaningful. We know this. Indeed, 
in the building and construction indus
try I think we have an example where 
this is true. There are those who would 
advocate the application of antitrust 
principles to labor organizations. While 
I am the first to recognize, as a lawyer, 
that the Sherman antitrust law as writ
ten could not be appropriately applied to 
labor organizations, nevertheless, I be
lieve that some of the principles which 
seek to restrain monopolistic business 
practices at least should be considered 
and perhaps applied to labor organiza
tions. At present we have a situation in 
which Congress is not even considering 
this serious problem. 

Aside from those concerns, I also am 
disturbed about the legislation because 
it does not provide adequate protection 
for the funds. It is true, as the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) has 
pointed out, that there is language in the 
bill that would provide for reporting un
der the Welfare and Pension Disclosures 
Act, insofar as the sums are concerned 
which would be set up and jointly admin
istered. But there are no fiduciary re
sponsibility provisions. There is no 
:fiduciary law that would protect the 
funds. The only thing required is that 
the reports under the Welfare and Pen
sion Disclosures Act would have to be 
filed, but if an unscrupulous labor leader 
set up such a fund by collective bargain
ing and put himself and his wife on the 
payroll at some exorbitant salary, there 
would be no violation of section 302. 

Assistant Secretary of Labor Usery 
testified on the bill and expressed similar 
concerns. He recommended that the bill 
not be passed until adequate study was 
given to the various types of funds which 
are of joint concern to labor and man
agement. He recommended that if Con
gress were to pass legislation along this 
line, there should be a provision for 
fiduciary safeguards on the operation of 
such funds, and that there should be es
tablished a m.;aningful reporting system 
for the funds, separate and apart from 
the requirements for welfare and pension 
funds under existing legislation. 

Mr. President, at this point, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the statement submitted to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wei-

fare by Assistant Secretary of Labor 
Usery. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF HON. W. J. USERY, JR. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub
committee: 

I appreciate this opportunity to express 
the views of the Department of Labor on 
proposed amendments to section 302(c) of 
the Labor Management Relations Act. 

The proposed amendments would: 
(1) Permit contributions by employers 

in the construction industry to funds joint
ly administered by labor and management 
for (a) the promotion of the sale and use 
of products; or (b) the establishment of 
joint boards to interpret provisions of col
lective bargaining agreements; 

(2) Specifically apply the provisions of 
section 302 (c) ( 5) (B), and add other safe
guards against the misuse of funds or abuse 
of trust. 

Section 302 was enacted more than twen
ty years ago at a time when our experience 
with joint trust funds was extremely lim
ited. The legislation was passed in response 
to a growing concern about the large sums 
being accumulated in labor management 
funds and the unusual power and potential 
abuse inherent in such arrangements. 

Section 302 expressly prohibited any pay
ments by employers to representatives of 
their employees for purposes other than 
those specified in section 302 (c) . The basic 
purposes of this section were to eliminate 
the possibility of certain corrupt practices 
and to protect the interests of beneficiaries 
of lawful employer-supported funds. By 
enacting a broad prohibition and setting 
forth specific exceptions Congress impliedly 
prohibited all other types of arrangements. 

The exceptions provided in section 302 
relates to medical or hospital care, pensions 
on retirement or death of employees, com
pensation for injuries or illnesses result
ing from occupational activity, or insurance 
to provide any of the foregoing, or unem
ployment benefits, or life insurance, dis
ability or sickness insurance, or accident 
insurance. 

The only changes made in section 302 
since 1947 were approved by the Congress 
in 1959 when payments to trust funds for 
pooled vacation, holiday, severance or simi
lar benefits, and for apprenticeship or other 
training programs were added to the list 
of exceptions. It seems fair to say that there 
are today many different kinds of funds pro
hibited by section 302 which would be bene
ficial to both labor and management and 
the public in general and to which con
tributions should be permitted. 

The proposed legislation would permit con
tributions to industry promotion funds and 
funds to finance joint labor-management 
boards in the construction industry. 

Funds of this nature have received support 
from labor and management. As the Court 
of Appeals for the 9th Circuit stated in Ce
ment Masons v. Paramount Plastering, 310 
F. 2d 179 (1962): 

We do not quarrel in the slightest with 
the laudable objectives of the trust amicably 
created by labor and management in this 
case. We sympathize with the efforts of both 
labor and management to solve a vexing in
dustry problem. But like so many of such 
present-day problems, our duty is to rule in 
accordance with that which the Congress in 
its wisdom has seen fit to enact. We cannot 
widen the door when the door sill has been 
carefully tailored by the representatives in 
Congress. The relief sought by the appellants 
herein must be found in congressional and 
not judicial action. 

The proposed legislation would grant the 
Congressional relief suggested by the court. 
In so doing, however, the legislation deals on 

a piecemeal basis with a problem that the 
Congress may wish to consider resolving on 
a more general basis. The Congress, therefore, 
might consider a more general approacl' un
der which responsible parties would be per
mitted to make their own arrangements in 
this area with adequate safeguards for bene
ficiaries. 

Although both of these bills have merit, 
they also raise serious questions as to the 
wisdom of a piecemeal approach to amending 
section 302(c). No broad study of the wide 
range of activities (other than welfare and 
pension plans) which are presently conduct
ed jointly by employers and unions and fi
nanced in part by employers, has ever been 
made. We know little of the financing, ad
ministration, objectives, accounting and re
porting practices, or size of such funds. Un
der these circumstances, we are unable to 
predict the likelihood of abuses or the addi
tional protections which may be necessary. 

Although industry promotion is clearly a 
laudable purpose, considerable opposition to 
joint management of such funds has been 
expressed primarily because of a fear that 
unions might prevent desirable improve
ments in construction methods and materials 
and that jurisdictional disputes would be 
increased. There has also been some objection 
raised to funding joint boards and commit
tees because of a fear of increased expense of 
arbitration and more frequent work stop
pages. 

Accordingly, I propose that an in-depth 
study be undertaken of all types of funds 
which are of joint concern to management 
and labor. By studying such things as recre
ation centers, and promotion funds estab
lished pursuant to collective bargaining 
agreements, we may identify those charac
teristics typical of desirable funds and those 
characteristics requiring individual attention 
to assure proper handling. 

We may find there is no potential for 
abuse or need for precautions. It is quite 
probable that the Government-so long as 
the rights and interests of beneficiaries and 
the public are protected-will not wish to 
substitute its judgment for that of the 
parties as to what joint projects or funds 
are permissible. 

In sum, Congress may wish to avoid the 
need to predict the direction of future 
changes in fringe benefits by passing general 
legislation which would: 

(1) Give broad approval to the establish
ment of jointly-administered funds for de
sirable purposes only generally identified, and 

(2) Provide for fiduciary safeguards on the 
operation of such funds, and 

(3) Establish a meaningful reporting sys
tem for these kinds of funds separate from 
that provided for welfare and pension funds 
by the WPPDA. 

Accordingly, we believe that this study 
should be conducted and action on this leg
islation should be postponed pending its 
completion. However, if action is taken, I rec
ommend that additional safeguards, includ
ing criminal sanctions for theft and embez
zlement, and offering or accepting kickbacks, 
be added to the sanctions in the bill and 
that the Secretary of Labor be given specific 
authority to issue regulations as to what 
documents and reports must be published. 
Also, the bill should be amended to expressly 
authorize the Government to bring suits ro 
enjoin violations. I should be glad to submit 
appropriate language to make these changes 

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss 
my views on this legislation. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an article which was pub
lished in the May 23, 1969, edition of 
Time magazine entitled "The Scandal 
of Building Costs," and that a number 
of other articles focusing on the tre
mendous, fantastic, and alarming in
crease in wage rates in this particular 
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industry, and what they mean 1n terms 
of the economy as a whole and the threat 
to inflation, also be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

THE SCANDAL OF BUILDING CoSTS 

Organized labor long ago acquired a 
stranglehold over the $85 billion construction 
industry. That power has not only led to an 
astronomic rise in building wages but has 
also enabled unions to load the nation's larg
est industry with archaic and inefficient 
methods of operation. As a result, construc
tion costs are climbing so swiftly that they 
are complicating Washington's struggles to 
increase the supply of housing and restrain 
inflation. Last week George Romney, Secre
tary of Housing and Urban Development, 
challenged construction-union leaders to 
adopt reforms. His candor was greeted with 
boos, jeers and catcalls. 

"I want to help you see yourselves as others 
see you," Romney told 3,000 delegates at a 
Washington conference of the A.F.L.-c.I.O. 
Building Trades Department. Then he reeled 
off the statistics of construction wage settle
ments which jumped from an average raise 
of 12.4¢ per hour in 1962 to 49.6¢ per hour 
last year. The unionists cheered wildly. Next 
the Secretary admonished them to relax ap
prenticeship restrictions that deny jobs to 
Negroes. They booed. When he urged build
ing workers to increase their productivity, 
they booed again. He advised the unionists 
to end other practic~s that raise building 
costs. More boos. 

Reddening but unrumed, Romney con
tinued: "There is nothing more vulnerable 
than entrenched success. The demand for 
reform is growing. People are already talking 
about compulsory arbitration in the build
ing trades." 

LAGGING OUTPUT 

Some of the reasons for such talk are 
obvious. The cost of housing construction 
jumped by 10% last year, more than the in
crease in any other item of family living ex
penses. Home-building costs went up at an 
annual rate of 12% during March, the latest 
month for which statistics have been com
piled. At the same time, U.S. housing output 
has fallen seriously behind the nation's 
needs. Last year the U.s. built just under 
eight houses and apartments for every 1,000 
people compared with 16 per 1,000 during 
1950, the peak year. On a per capita basis, 
U.S. housing output has fallen from world 
leadership to a level below Western Europe, 
Japan and Russia. 

WIDENING GAP 

Including fringe benefits, the average 
union construction worker now gets paid 
$5.91 an hour; in big cities he makes more. 
Philadelphia carpenters recently won a 23% 
pay increase, to $6.85 per hour, to be fol
lowed by a further 21% raise next year. 
Omaha roofers will get a 57% increase over 
the next two years, and Miami laborers will 
get a 70% boost over three years. The widen
ing gap between wage rates in construction 
and manufacturing increases the chances 
of industrial strikes. Last year construction 
wage settlements were more than 3 ~ times 
higher than those in oil, trucking and rub
ber, and five times the increases won by auto 
and cannery workers. 

In fully unionized "contract construc
tion"-faetories, stores, high-rise apartments 
and highways, which a~count for two-thirds 
of the nation's annual building bill-labor 
takes its biggest bite. Employers have small 
incentive to resist union demancJs because 
they expect to pass on the entire cost to 
clients. Even when they try to hold the line 
at the bargaining table, the nation's 870,000 
contractors are no match for the power of 
3,000,000 building-trade workers, who are 

tightly organized into 10,000-odd locals by 
the A.F.L.-c.I.O.'s 18 craft unions. Most con
tractors are too small to operate efficiently 
and are so meagerly financed that a long 
strike can mean bankruptcy; striking work
ers merely move to high-paying jobs in other 
cities. Says Frank J. White Jr., executive 
vice president of the Associated General Con
tractors of Connecticut: "There is no collec
tive bargaining in construction. They de
mand and we give." 

CLOSED RANKS 

Wages are high partly because of shortages 
of skilled craftsmen. Local unions deliber
ately restrict the number of their members. 
They keep tight control over apprenticeship 
programs (average length: four years) and 
force employers to recruit all their workers 
through union hiring halls. Unions defend 
their lofty pay and closed ranks by pointing 
to the seasonal nature of construction. Once 
convincing, such reasons are now losing their 
validity. In Chicago, for example, building
trades leaders admit that most of their mem
bers work at least 2,000 hours a year. 

Another notorious source of needless con
struction costs is union opposition to pre
fabricated components. Contractors once 
thought that the 1959 Landrum-Griffin Act 
had barred such make-work practices as il
legal boycotts of prefabricated parts. In a 
1967 decision, however, the Supreme Court 
upheld a Union's right to prevent the use of 
pre-fitted doors in order to preserve work 
traditionally done at the site. The ruling 
has caused wide repercus~ .ons. Plumbers re
fused to install prefabricated heating equip
ment at a Ford Motor Co. project until they 
first dismantled and reassembled all the 
piping at the plant site. A federal appeals 
court upheld the right of Manhattan sheet
metal workers to refuse to install an air
conditioning part purchased from a Mil
waukee firm. The union insisted that the 
part be manufactured by its own members. 

Although public construction constitutes 
one-third of the industry's total volume, 
Washington for years has exerted no pressure 
to keep labor's power from boosting the Gov
ernment's building costs. The Nixon Admin
istration recently acted to strengthen federal 
mediation machinery by centralizing efforts 
in Washington to solve construction disputes. 
But many contractors dismiss the move as 
tclial. 

POOLED PROJECTS 

In an interview last week with TIME Asso
ciate Editor Gurney Breckenfeld, Romney 
laid out the dimensions of the difficulties and 
proposed some remedies. Said Romney: "We 
have got to tackle housing's cost problems 
right across the board-labor, land, money 
and materials." 

Romney has been striving to introduce re
forms that will cut costs and stimulate ef
ficiency. His most ambitious effort, started 
earlier this month, is an attempt to reorga
nize both the Government's housing program 
and the industry that serves it. He insists 
that his plan can add between 250,000 and 
350,000 units a year to U.S. housing starts, 
which are limping along at an annual rate 
of 1,500,000 and have been declining for three 
months. Named Operation Breakthrough, the 
plan calls for states and cities to pool their 
separate, federally subsidized projects into 
large-scale "mass markets.'' The Secretary 
hopes to attract giant corporations into hous
ing construction and to wring economies 
from volume production. Localities would 
have to remove building codes, zoning and 
other barriers that fragment today's housing 
market, inhibit innovations and raise prices. 

A.F .L.-c.r.o. President George Meany de
rides "people who build houses with their 
mouths." "Romney," he says, "has a fixation 
in his mind that you can turn out houses 
ofl' a factory line like you can turn out 
cars." But factory production of houses and 
room-sized components is an increasingly 
successful way to o:ffset rising costs-in areas 

where unions and local laws allow such in
dustrial methods to be used. U.S. Steel, Boise 
Cascade, National Homes, Guerdon Indus
tries, Crane Co., Borg-Warner and many 
other firms have entered the field with ready
to-use rooms, baths or entire house sections. 

OPENING UP 

A considerable overhaul of labor policies 
molded by the Depression of the '30s is 
plainly in order. The most urgent need is 
for the building trades to open ranks and 
find room for more qual!fied young men, par
ticularly Negro ghetto dwellers. Toward that 
end, Union hiring halls might be abolished 
by law and discriminatory apprenticeship 
requirements sharply reduced. Regional bar
gaining, such as Ohio contractors have be
gun, should replace local negotiating. 

In many ways, labor's naked show of ar
rogance toward George Romney reflects a 
confidence that there is no limit to a con
tractor's ability to pass on to consumers the 
soaring costs of construction. Sooner rather 
than later, the Unions may find that they 
are on a collision course with an aroused 
public. 

[From the Washington Star, July 9, 1969] 
STRIKE IN CALIFORNIA-PLUMBERS ASKING 

$21,500 
Los ANGELES.-The man in the overalls 

who crawls around unstopping the sinks of 
Southern California says he deserves $21,500 
a year. 

That is what a journeyman plumber would 
make at $11.48 an hour-including fringe 
benefits-for a 36-hour week as demanded by 
the AFL-CIO Plumbers Union, on strike 
for the last week. 

The union is also asking for a 4¥:!-day work 
week beginning in the third year of a three
year contract. 

Plumbers now receive $5.79 an hour, plus 
$2.32 in fringe benefits for a total package 
of $8.11. The proposed increase to $8.20 in 
wages and $3.28 in benefits after three years 
represents r n increase in base pay of more 
than 40 percent. 

Management--the Plumbing, Heating and 
Piping Employers Council-has offered a 
three-year wage package of $10.92 an hour 
for a five-day, 35-hour week. 

The union claims new piping methods plus 
the advent of plastic piping, is putting some 
plumbers out of work and reducing the work 
hours of others. Management claims most 
plumbers are fully employed. 

Don Steele of the employers council con
cedes that plastic plumbing is a legitimate 
issue. 

"Plastic piping can be placed in residences 
at lower cost than present piping because it's 
lighter and takes less time to install," he 
said. "But if it becomes favorably accepted 
by the construction industry, it'll mean re
duced building costs and consequently more 
construction, which would make more work 
for the plumbers." 

Ray Buckley of the Associated Plumbing 
Heating and Cooling Oontractors, com
mented: 

"New construction is going to be greatly 
curtailed if this strike continues, even for a 
short while." 

THE WAGES OF BUILDING ZOOM; MUSHROOM
ING OVERTIME AND RECORD CONTRACT SET
TLEMENTS JUMP INDUSTRY COSTS; LABOR 
SHORTAGE Wn.L BE AROUND A WHn.E 

Labor costs in the construction industry 
are shooting up: Contract settlements have 
been high all over the country (they'll add 
an estimated $6,500 a year to wages of skilled 
craftsmen in two years) , and as a result of 
the tight labor market overtime work has 
added heavy extra costs. 

Government figures for 1968 show average 
weekly earnings in construction reached a 
high $164.56, as compared with $122.51 in 
manufacturing; hourly pay averaged $4.40 
1n the building trades, $3.01 1n factories. 
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But preliminary figures for this Jtme, the 

latest available, show that average weekly 
earnings in construction have risen to 
$180.18, while the manufacturing average 
has gone to $129.65. The $42.05 gap in weekly 
earnings between construction and manu
facturing in 1968 had thus widened in six 
months to $50.53. In part this could be sea
sonal: June is a busy building month. But 
it reflects conditions that make construction 
labor costs a critical problem to Nixon Ad
ministration task forces in a fight against 
inflation. 

HIGHER LEVELS 

The results of negotiations so far have 
brought a spate of warnings of disaster. Carl 
M. Halvorson, president of Associated Gen
eral Contractors of America, cited AGC sur
vey figures showing that in the first wave of 
1969 negotiations, wage-fringe increases 
averaged 13.7 % a year, or about 68¢ an hour 
annually-a rate about double that in 1967 
and "substantially higher" than the figure 
for 1968. 

Since then settlements have tended to 
move progressively to even higher levels, de
spite pleas for restraint from Labor Secre
tary George P. Shultz and others in the 
Nixon Administration. One survey by a con
tractors group has estimated three-year deals 
now average about $3.25 an hour in wages 
over the contract period-on a basis of 2,000 
hours a year of work, that would mean $6,500 
a year more pay in the third year of new 
contracts. 

Typically, midyear settlements have run 
as high as $3.40 an hour over three years for 
electricians in the Buffalo area, $3.25 over 
three years (to $9 an hour) for plumbers in 
Philadelphia, and $3.08 to $3.11 over the same 
period for carpenters in Connecticut--for the 
latter, a 20 % increase the first year and 55 % 
over the contract period. A spokesman for 
Associated General Contractors of Connecti
cut called the carpenters pact in that state 
"the beginning of a new era of wage and 
price inflation and economic dislocation in 
the Northeast, far beyond anything experi
enced since before wage and price controls 
were put into effect during the Korean 
conflict." 

NATIONAL PATTERN 

Bargaining is now at about its peak sea
son for this year. The biggest negotiations 
of all, in New York City, involving 23 unions 
and contractors with considerably more than 
a billion dollars in construction work, 
erupted recently in a four-union strike after 
about a dozen unions settled with the 
Building Trades Employers Assn. for basic 
gains of about 35 % over three years. In the 
past 12 years, according to BTEA figures, in
creases in hourly wages of the city's 100,-
000 building trades workers have been in a 
range between 68.8 % for glaziers and 117% 
for excavating laborers in New York. 

In Atlanta, increases of from 7% to 10 % 
a year ("except for last year, by far the 
largest we have given," according to AGC 
of Atlanta) are blamed on the need to keep 
up with the high level of national settle
ments, some shortages of workers, and, ac
cording to the local AGC director, the deter
mination of unions to get wages up as high 
as possible in anticipation of wage freezes." 

City by city, the picture is about the 
same. After a 79-day strike by ironworkers 
and stoppages by painters and laborers, set
tlements in Houston have ranged from $1.15 
an hour in pay plus fringes over two years 
for painters or $1.65 an hour over three years 
for laborers to a $2 package for ironworkers 
over a three-year contract. In Eastern and 
Central Massachusetts, three-year deals have 
ranged from 36% for bricklayers to 52 % for 
laborers. 

In a number of other cities, Milwaukee 
and Dallas among them, this is an off-year 
for construction bargaining. A Milwaukee 
contractor said builders there are still try-

ing to catch breaths after raises of about 
60¢ an hour annually over two years, nego
tiated in late 1968. 

SEEK.rNG SOLUTIONS 

The problems of big construction settle
ments are by no means new. The Johnson 
Administration tried to find solutions for 
"inflationary" building trades contracts. Now 
that the Nixon Administration has inherited 
the problems, it is similarly trying to devise 
some way-short of controls-of coping 
with them. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has had 
a task force studying the construction labor 
cost problem and plans to release findings 
about Aug. 1, to include proposals for im
proved bargaining techniques, the end of 
restrictive practices by unions, and substan
tial increases in building trades manpower. 

The National Assn. of Manufacturers, 
meanwhile, has released a study on "the 
chaos in the construction industry." It lists 
as factors contributing to construction in
dustry problems: "the improper administra
tion of labor agreements and construction 
work at project sites, the nonavailability 
of enough skilled craftsmen, and the loss by 
many contractors of the responsibility for 
hiring, training, and assigning employees." 

The NAM suggests as remedies "strength
ening the contractors' bargaining position; 
increased cooperation among project owners, 
developers, and contractors; revisions in the 
National Labor Relations Act and other fed
eral and local laws; and increased teamwork 
among industry and government at all levels 
to solve labor problems." 

CONTRACTORS VULNERABLE 

The industry's fractionalized character 
makes it easy prey for bargaining raids. Most 
negotiations are local and often employer 
ranks are far from unified. AGC nationally 
or its state or local affiliates may have a 
policy against surrender to "irresponsible 
wage demands which are not in line with 
productivity gains and individual output," 
but most places this is a paper policy only. 
Individual contractors are highly vulnerable 
to strikes because of the seasonal nature of 
work and the need to meet tight perform
ance schedules to avoid heavy penalties: 
Given the choice between settling (often 
they can pass along additional costs to 
builders) and a possible interminable strike, 
they settle-regardless of AGC, White House 
or any other urgings to stand firm. 

The union with the greatest bargaining 
power settles; others cash in. Then other 
settlements elsewhere build up higher. 

To the AGC, the solution is wider-based 
bargaining-regional negotiations to replace 
local bargaining, perhaps eventually nation
al "pattern" bargaining. But it hasn't been 
able to muster sufficient grass-roots support 
for this. 

The AGC also has set up a strike insurance 
program that it hopes will enable contractors 
to fight off union whipsaw or leapfrog strat
egies. 

PO~R OF LOCALS 

Meanwhile, efforts by the government or 
AGC to persuade national leader of the 
building trades unions to exercise more bar
gaining restraint have run afoul of another 
local problem-the autonomy allowed con
struction locals-and the high degree of in
dependence they assume. Building trades de
mands aren't passed down to be sought uni
formly in all bargaining, but are formulated 
and struck for locally. 

Those for whom buildings are being erected 
are a problem, too, contractors say. In Ohio, 
a major manufacturer set such a fast, tight 
construction schedule that contractors and 
subcontractors found it necessary to hire at 
premium rates and with big overtime guar
antees-passing the higher costs along to the 
manufacturer. "It was a one-shot deal for 
him," a contractor said. "He didn't give a 
damn about the extra costs if it meant get-

ting his buildings quick. But the wage struc
ture and overtime guarantees affected every
body else. Labor costs were pushed up." 

In another and current situation, a con
tractor with a tight schedule and the ability 
to pass costs along is scheduling 70-hour 
weeks-loaded with as much overtime as a 
worker wants. To dam a drain of their skilled 
workers, others also have had to schedule 
overtime-whether they can avoid it or not 
and whether or not they can pass on the 
costs. 

RELIEF YEARS AWAY 

Ordinarily, labor cost is a reflection of 
wages and fringes, but in this tight labor 
market overtime work is swelling the cost 
figure: the contract might show a $6-an-hour 
rate but substantial overtime at $9 or $12-
an-hour (weekends) can boost the hourly 
earnings figure to $10 an hour or more. A 
$100-a-week regular rate can be boosted by 
overtime to $300 or more. 

In New York last year, sheet metal workers 
put in 250,000 hours of overtime. BTEA wants 
1,500 to 2,500 more journeymen to ease this 
high-cost problem-but unionists oppose 
"dilution" of their ranks. 

Sometime!> overtime is considered a neces
sary evil. In Atlanta, where electricians are 
scarce, they usually are guaranteed at least 
two hours a day of overtime to boost pay 
and "keep our fellows from wandering off," 
a contractor said. In other places where 
craftsmen are in short supply, Milwaukee 
among them, contractors offer "five lOs or 
six 8s" to get workers-five 10-hour day!> or 
six 8-hour days, topheavy with overtime. 

For the most part, however, a Business 
Week survey has found that shortages that 
lead to employment "piracy" are uncommon 
outside New York, Chicago, Boston, and a few 
other cities. In others there are only scat
tered opening~:; that can't be filled-but also 
few jobless. Big contractors sa.y that the high 
cost of mortgages has cut home-building 
sharply and freed many craftsmen for ma
jor commercial jobs. 

To increase the labor supply and fill fu
ture needs, training programs are expand
ing-but slowly. And relief is still years away: 
The expansion of apprenticeship programs is 
largely through recruits from ghettos, and 
no short cuts are likely to get most of them 
into journeymen ranks in less than the usual 
four or five yea.rs, although some crafts in 
Atlanta and elsewhere are beginning 'oo let 
apprentices move up by merit--not by fixed 
time. 

UNION BUILDING TRADES WAGE SCALES RISE 
5 PERCENT DURING THE SECOND QUARTER OF 
1969 
Hourly wage scales of union building 

trades workers averaged $5.59 on July 1, 1969, 
according to the Labor Department's Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. 

The all-trades average rose by 5 percent 
in the second quarter of 1969, the largest in
crease since reporting of quarterly data 
began 1n 1948. For the year since July 1, 
1968, the increase was 8.8 percent, raising 
the Bureaus' index of union building trades 
scales to 167.6 (1957-59-100). 

When employer payments to insurance 
(health and welfare), pension, and/or vaca
tion plans are added to the scales, the in
crease in the average in the second quarter 
was 5.6 percent and amounted to 9.9 per
cent on a year-to-year basis. These advances 
compared with increases of 4.7 percent and 
6.6 percent, respectively, for the year ending 
July 1, 1968. 

The second-quarter 1969 survey of 7 major 
building trades in 100 cities showed scale 
advances in three-fifths of the 700 bargain
ing units studied, reflecting the traditional 
spring bargaining pattern of the industry. 
About 2 of every 3 workers covered received 
a scale raise, which averaged 39 cents an 
hour. Newly negotiated and deferred wage 



February 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4289 
increases resulted ln adjustments ranging 
from less than 10 cents to more than $1.00 
an hour. Of the adjustments reported, an 
eighth were for 50 cents, a tenth were for 
25 cents, and approximately a tenth for 20, 
30, or 40 cents. Another fifth of the adjust
ments exceeded 50 cents an hour. 

Since July 1, 1968, the level of hourly wage 
scales advanced 8.8 percent or 44 cents an 
hour. Increases ranged from 7.7 percent for 
plasterers and building laborers to 9.6 per
cent for plumbers. 

an hour. For the other journeymen trades, 
average hourly scales varied from $5.40 for 
painters to $6.14 for bricklayers. Building 
laborers' scales averaged $4.26 an hour. 

Plumbers had the highest average hourly 
scale among the six journeymen crafts, $6.29 

Quarterly and annual changes in union 
scales and the rate level on July 1, 1969, 
are shown below: 

CHANGE IN AVERAGE UNION SCALES 

Apr. 1, to July 1, I969 July I, I968 to July I, I969 Rate levels, July I, I969 

Trade Percent Cents Percent Cents Average Range 

Bricklayers ___________________________________________________________ _________ _ 
Carpenters ________________ -- __ ---- __ ------------------------------ -------------
Electricians ________________________________ -- ________ ---- __ --_- __ -- _-____ ---- ---
Painters ______ ------- ______ ------_--- __ -_--------------------------- ------------
Plasterers __ ------- ______ ---_---------------------------------------------------
Plumbers ____________ ------_----_----- __ ----------------------------------------Building laborers ______________ ----- __________________ ---- ___ --------------------All trades. ____________________________________________________________________ _ 

4. 7 
5. 2 
4. 6 
4. 3 
4. 9 
6. 3 
5.I 
5. 0 

27.4 
28.I 
26.5 
21.9 
26.5 
36.4 
20.4 
26.I 

9. 0 
9.I 
9.3 
7. 8 
7. 7 
9.6 
7. 7 
8.8 

50. I 
47.8 
52.0 
38.5 
4I.I 
54.3 
30.1 
43.9 

$6. I4 $4.40-$7. 16 
5. 84 3. 80- 7. 20 
6. 10 4. 30- 7. 35 
5. 40 3. 25- 6. 41 
5. 75 4. 00- 7. 00 
6. 29 4. 60- 8. 57 
4. 26 2. 07- 5. 62 
5. 59 ----------------

UNION HOURLY WAGE SCALES AND EMPLOYER INSURANCE, PENSION, VACATION, AND OTHER FUND PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED BUILDING TRADES IN IOO CITIES, JULY I8, I969 

City 
Basic 

scale 1 

Bricklayers 

Employer contribution to fund 

lnsur- Vacation 
ance 2 Pension pay Other 3 

Albuquerque, N. Mex____ $5.I30 IS¢ - - ----------- ------------ - - - --
Atlanta, Ga_____________ *5. 250 15¢ *20¢ *25¢ -- ------- -
Baltimore, Md__________ t5. 590 10¢ 30¢ ------------- --- --- -
Birmingham, Ala________ 5.150 -- - --- - --- 25¢ ------------ --- -----
Boise City, Idaho________ *5. 250 t2De *I5t ------------ -- ------
Boston, Mass___________ *6. 350 25¢ 25¢ ---------- --- - - -----
Buffalo, N.Y____________ *6. 220 ------- --- *55¢ ---------- *30¢ 
Burlington, VL_________ *6. 000 20¢ 20¢ --------------------
Butte, Mont_____________ 4. 875 ---------- - --- --- ----------- - --------- --
Charleston, S.C__________ *4. 400 ___________ ---- ________ ------------- - -- _ 
Charleston, W. Va_______ *6. 000 IS¢--------------------- -- ------ -
Charlotte, N.C___________ 4. 800 15¢ ---------------------- ------ --
Chattanooga, Tenn_______ *5.400 •35¢ (•) ------------ - -- - - ---
Cheyenne, Wyo__________ •s. 500 ------------------------------ -- - __ -----
Chicago,"'------------- *6. 550 *25¢ *25¢ ------- - ----- - ------
Cincinnati, Ohio_________ *6. 5IO IS¢ -------------------- *4}2¢ 
Cleveland, Ohio_________ *7.160 35¢ 45¢ 50¢ - - ---- - ---
Columbia, S.C___________ (>) (>) (>) (6) (6) 
Columbus, Ohio____ _____ *6.IOO 20¢ 15¢ -------- - ------- - ---
Dallas, Tex_____________ *6.I50 I2~2¢ I2~¢ -------- --- -- - ------
Dayton, Ohio____________ *6. 850 20¢ *25¢ - --------- - - - -- -- - --
Denver, Colo____________ *5. 700 25¢ *25¢ --------- ---- ---- - --
Des Moines, Iowa_______ *6. 000 20¢ _____ ___ ______ ________ ____ ___ _ 
Detroit, Mich____________ *6.600 *30¢ *40¢ 040¢ -- - - -- ----
Duluth, Minn___________ 5. 220 IS¢---------- 30¢ - ---------
EI Paso, Tex____________ 4. 450 ----------------------------------------
Erie, Pa________________ *7. 000 20¢ -------------------- *2¢ 
Evansville, lnd__________ $5. 950 ------- ______ ---------------- ____ __ -----
Fargo, N. Oak___________ *5. 950 ----------------------------------------
Grand Rapids, Mich______ 6, 000 20¢ 25~ 25¢ ---- - -----
Hartford, Conn__ ________ *6. 350 *17¢ I5¢ ---- - ------- - -------
Houston, Tex___________ 5. 500 I7Y2¢ 20¢ ---------- - ---------
Indianapolis, lnd________ *6. 700 ---------- 20¢ --------------------
Jackson, Miss___________ 4. 750 ---------- - -----------------------------
Jacksonville, Fla_________ *4. 700 15¢ ------------------- - ----------

~~~~~f~~~:tte~n0_-~======= ·~: :~~ __ __ _ -~~~ -====================-- - - --.2~-
Lansing, Mich___________ :

6
7 .. 

0
1o
7
g 22~ ______ 2_0_¢ __ ------?;u·=========--las Vegas, Nev__________ "" u~ 

little Rock, Ark_________ 4. 850 ---------------------------------- - -----
los Angeles, Calif_______ *5. 300 29¢ *17¢ 10 20¢ t20¢ 
louisville, Ky___________ *6. 435 I47'2¢ *25¢ ---------- *4¢ 
Madison, Wis___________ 6. 050 IS¢ ------------------------------
Manchester, N.H________ 5. 375 I7Y2¢ *20¢ --------------------
Memphis, Tenn_________ *5. 800 20¢ IS¢ ---------------- - ---
Miami, Fla______________ *5. 570 20¢ 20¢ ------ - -------------
Milwaukee, Wis_________ *6. I90 35¢ 15¢ 35¢ ----------
Minneapolis, Minn_______ *5. 600 22~¢ IS¢ 25¢ ----------
Mobile, Ala_____________ 5. 910 ---------- 53¢ --------------------
Montgomery, Ala________ *4. 700 ---------------------------------------
Nashville, Tenn_________ 5. 400 ----------------------------------------
Newark, N.L___________ *6. 750 20¢ 25¢ --------------------
New Haven, Conn_______ 5. 950 I4¢ I5¢ --------------------
New Orleans, La____ ____ *5. 330 *I5¢ IS¢ --------------------
New York, N. Y ---------- 6. 450 5%+IO¢ •1. 65 30¢ ----------
Norfolk, Va_____________ 5. 000 10¢ 20¢ --------------- ---- -
Oakland, CaliL_________ 5. 820 30¢ 30¢ 40¢ *10¢ 
Oaklahoma City, Okla____ 4. 875 ---------- 20¢ --------------------
Omaha, Nebr___________ *5. 850 I2~¢ IO¢ --------------------
Peoria, IlL____ _________ *5. 850 22y,t¢ 30¢ --------------------
Philadelphia, Pa_________ *6. 700 32¢ 25¢ --------------------
Phoenix, AriL__________ *5. 805 25¢ 20¢ ---------- t6X ¢ 

Pittsburgh, P<~- --------- :~: ~%~ ~~ ~~ =================== 
~~~:=~~;~fa~~~===~===== *6. 250 25¢ *30¢ --------------------
Providence, R. L_______ 6. 075 15¢ 20¢ ---------- tXt 
Raleigh, N.C____________ *4. 750 ----- -----------------------------------

Reading, Pa_____________ =~: ~~~ ------~~- ~~ ==================== 
~~~~~~t~~: ~~v========== •s. s35 •25¢ 25¢ ___________________ _ 
Rock Island, HI"-------- *5.180 15¢ ------------------------------
St. Louis, Mo___________ 5. 750 42¢ 50¢ 5% ----------
St. Paul, Minn__________ •s. 600 22.!4¢ 15¢ 25¢ ----------

Footnotes at end of table. 

Basic 
scale 1 

Carpenters 

Employer contribution to fund 

I nsur- Vacation 
ance 2 Pension pay Others 

$4.950 I9¢ 22¢ --------------------
*5. 300 *20¢ IS¢ --------------------
4.980 I4¢ IO¢ ---------- ·~¢ 
4. 600 -- - -- - - - ---- - ---- -- ---------------------

*5. 000 IS¢ *15¢ ---------- 2¢ 
*6. ISO 20¢ 20¢ ---------------- --- -
5. 165 I5¢ 40¢ ---------- 42¢ 
4. 800 15¢ IS¢ ------- -------------

*4. 725 *20¢ *20¢ *25¢ ----------
*3. 800 - --------- - - - -- --- ----------- ------- -- --
*5. 850 20¢ 25¢ ---------- *2¢ 
*4. ISO 15¢ ------------------------------
*4. 690 ------ -- --------------------------------
*4. 350 15¢ -- - -- -- -------------------- - --
*6. 050 *19¢ "33~¢ ---------- - ---------
*6.450 20¢ 25¢ --- - -- --- - ·2~ 
*7. 200 *25¢ *45¢ ------- - -- - ---------
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

*5. 660 20¢ 15¢ --------------------
5.I25 - ---------------------------------------

*6.120 *22¢ *40¢ --------------------
.. 5.265 *2De *20¢ 20¢ -------- - -
*5. 125 20¢ IS¢ --------------------
*6. 670 *40¢ 6% e 6% ----------
4.745 IS¢ ---------- IS¢ ----------
4. 350 ----------------------------------------

:!: n8 ------~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~======;~= 
5. 650 25¢ 20¢ 8 20¢ ----------

*5, 800 *17¢ *20¢ --------------- - ----
5.100 20¢ *12¢ --------------------

*5. 875 20¢ 20¢ --------------------
*4. 550 ---------------- - - - ---------------------
*4. 500 *17¢ 15¢ *IO,: ----------

5. 000 23¢ IS¢ --------------------
*4. 850 ----------------------------------------
*6. 640 25¢ 20¢ 10 30¢ ----------
•5. 510 *30¢ *40¢ 60¢ ----------
4.450 20¢ --- - -- - - - --------- - -----------

*5. 680 *41¢ *55¢ G *35¢ ----------
*5. 520 I5¢ I5¢ ---------- 2¢ 
*5. 200 IS¢ 15¢ --------------------
*4. 650 ---------- *20¢ --------------------
4. 650 ----------------------------------------

*5. 450 206 IO¢ --------------------
*5. 710 30t *25¢ 25¢ ----------
*5. 330 20¢ IS¢ 20¢ ----------

~: ~~~ ----- -~~ -- -----~~-======= ============= 
4. 700 15¢ --------------------------- - --

*6. 710 6% 6% --------------------
5.650 *I7t *20¢ --------------------

*5. 320 20¢ IO¢ --------------------
6.400 37¢ 65¢9 19¢ ------- ---

*4. 250 - ----------------------- - - - --- 3¢ 
*6. 2IO *35¢ *45¢ 15¢ *36¢ 
4. 550 *20¢ ------------------------------

*5. 325 12}i¢ IO¢ ------------------- -
5. 035 15¢ IS¢ ----------------- ---

*5. 550 53¢ 20¢ ---------- *12¢ 
*5. 3IO *20¢ 20¢ ------------------- -
*6. 450 3U % 4% --------- - 1% 
*4. 650 15¢ ---------------- --------------
•5. 580 25¢ *25¢ 10*20¢ ----------
5. 100 12U ¢ 15¢ --------------------

*4. 150 20¢ ----------------- -------------

.:: ~~~ ------~~-===== ===============------.3¢-
*6. llO *20¢ *20¢ ------- --- *19¢ 
*5. 330 IS¢ 1% 2% --------- -
*5. 960 20¢ *30¢ ---------- *3¢ 
•5. 330 20¢ 15¢ 20¢ _________ _ 

Electricians 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale 1 

Insur
ance 2 

$5.600 15¢ 
5. 700 3% 
5. 650 IS¢ 

*5. 700 IS¢ 
*5. 720 *1U 
6. 200 20¢ 
6. llO 20¢ 

Vacation 
Pension pay Other a 

I% --------------------
6% ----------------- -- -
1% ---------- *7.1% 

1%+25~~ ======~~=========== 
1% +20¢ --------------------

4. 750 
4. 750 ----- -25¢---------i% -============= ======= 

*4. 800 IS¢ I% *IO¢ ------ ~- --
*5. 500 IS¢ 1%+7¢ 27¢ *2.¢ 
*4. 600 15¢ I% ---------- *3¢ 

5. 250 ---------- I% --------------------
*5. 450 ---------- I% --------------------
6.700 3~% 4% --------------------

*6. 750 15¢ 1%+15¢ --------------------
*7. 350 *30¢ *1%+26¢ --------------------
4.400 ---------- 1% 10¢ ----------

*6. 580 I3¢ 1%+20¢ --------------------
*5. 725 12~¢ 1% --------------------
*6. 840 25¢ *1%+3De 7% ----------
5.670 22¢ 1% --------------------

*6. 150 15¢ I% ---------- *I% 
*7. 010 *5% *6% 6 *10% --------

~: f~~ ~~ 3~f~ ------~~-========== 
*6. 100 3% 1% --------------------

12*5. 5IO *20¢ 1% ----------------·--· 
4. 950 20¢ 1% I% ----------

*6. 020 *15¢ I% T ----------
*6. 150 10¢ I%+20¢ --------------------
*5. 660 *25¢ I%+15¢ 22V2¢ ----------
*6. 100 2% I%+10¢ --------------------
*5. 500 ---------- I% --------------------
5.I50 I5¢ IZ¥ --------------------
5.800 *20¢ I%+2 t IS¢ ----------

*5.150 ---------- 1~ --------------------
*6. 950 15¢ 1%+1 ¢ 10 25¢ ----------
7.100 I8¢ I% ----- ---------------
5.250 ---------- 1% --------------------

*6.400 25¢ 1% +35¢ --------------------
*5. 700 I3¢ 1% --------------------
*6. 640 ---------- I% --------------------
*5. 300 15¢ I% --------------------
5.280 I5¢ I% --------------------
5.600 2~% 1%+20¢ 3% ---------· 
5. 870 22¢ 1%+IO¢ 4I¥fo¢ ------ -- --

*5. 900 4% 4% G 77'2% ~% 
6. 400 15¢ 1% I2V2¢ ----------

*4. 300 ------- -- - I% --------------------
5.120 11¢ I% ------------------ - -

*6. 750 4% t5% 610% ----------
*5. 950 *20¢ 1%+20¢ --- - ----------------
*5. 800 10¢ I%+7Y2¢ IS¢ ----------

5.670 3% I% +80¢ 4% ---- - - - ---
*5. 150 15¢ 1Z, ------------------- -
*6. 900 13 2%¢ 4'10 *tiOZ, - - ------- -
*4. 940 IS¢ 1%+10¢ t4'1o --- -- -----
*6. 550 *22¢ *1%+3¢ ---------- --- ---- -- -
*5. 925 20¢ I% --------------- ---- -
6.325 3% *3. 37% ------- -- - *I% 

=~: ~~ ~~ 1%+~~ ------50¢ _________ 2¢ 
*4. 900 20¢ 1% ------- ------------ -
*6. 200 15¢ I% ---------- *2¢ 

=~: ~~~ l~ l~ ========= === ======== 
5. 690 18¢ 1% ---------- *3¢ 

*5. 200 5% 1% __________ *.!4% 
*6. 550 20¢ 1%+20¢ ------------ --------
5.860 I7¢ 1% ----------- -------- -

*6. I20 *4% 1%+30¢ 6.!4% 4%+5¢ 
*6. 000 3. OI% 2. 9% 5. 74% ----- -----
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JULY 18, 1969-Continued ' 

Bricklayers Carpenters Electricians 

Employer contribution to fund Employer contribution to fund Employer contribution to fund 

lnsur- Vacation I nsur- Vacation 
City 

Basic 
scale! ance 2 Pension pay Other a 

Basic 
scale 1 ance 2 Pension pay Other a 

Basic 
scale 1 

lnsur
ance2 

Vacation 
Pension pay Other3 

Salt lake City, Utah ____ _ $*5. 435 *21¢ 15¢ -------------------- $4. 900 15¢ 20¢ 13¢ ----------
*4. 775 21¢ *20¢ --------------------

*$5. 700 18¢ 1% --------------------San Antonio, Tex _______ _ *5. 000 *20¢ 10¢ ------------------- *5. 320 15¢ 1% 25¢ ----------San Diego, Calif__ ______ _ 
San Francisco, Calif_ __ _ 

*5. 500 *26¢ *40¢ ---------- 15¢ 
6. 250 43¢ 58¢ 45¢ ----------
5. 130 15¢ ------------------------------

*5. 910 *36¢ *45¢ *25¢ 
*6. 210 *35¢ *45¢ 15¢ -----•36¢" 
4. 950 19¢ 22¢ --------------------

6. 750 20¢ 
*6. 772 *38_!4¢ 

1%-23¢ --- ------ - 2¢ 
*1%+25¢ 10 4% *8%+10¢ Santa Fe , N. Mex _______ _ 

Savannah, Ga __________ _ 4. 800 --------------------- ------------------- *4. 600 ----- ------- ----- -----------------------
5. 600 15¢ 
4. 950 ----------

1% --------------------
1% --------------------Schenectady, N.Y _______ _ *5. 700 *25¢ *20¢ -------------------- *5. 500 15¢ 10¢ -------------------- *5. 800 20¢ 1%+20¢ u 15¢ -------- - -

1%+50¢ ---------- *10¢ Scranton Pa ------------ *5. 275 25¢ 50¢ -------------------- *4. 600 17}i¢ *35¢ ---------- *3y,)¢ *5. 075 17y,)¢ 
Seattle, Wash __________ _ *6.500 *25¢ *20¢ 10 *25¢ ---------- *5. 700 20¢ *25¢ ---------- *2¢ *6. 245 14¢ 1% --------- ---- -------

1% --------------------S~reveport, La _________ _ 5. 500 ---------------------------------------- *4. 900 ---------------------------------------
*4. 300 ------ ----------------- -----------------

*5. 500 17~¢ 
*5. 250 ----------------------------------------S1oux Falls, s. Oak ______ _ 

South Bend, lnd ________ _ 6.150 15¢ 20¢ -------------------- 5. 350 15¢ 20¢ --------- -------- ---
*5. 150 20¢ 
5. 700 3% l~ ------~~-~~~~~~~~~~ 

1%+~~ ----~0-~~-========== 
Spo.kane, Wash _________ _ 
Spnngfield, Mass _______ _ t~: n~ ~~ ------15¢-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ *5. 580 *30¢ 25¢ ---------- t1¢ 

·~: ~~~ ~g~ ~~ ==================== 

*5. 574 20¢ 
*5. 700 20¢ 

Syracuse, N.Y -----------Tampa, Fla ____________ _ 
*6. 090 *36¢ *20¢ --------------------
4.700 15¢ 15¢ --------------------

*6. 805 25¢ 25¢ --------------------
*4. 500 15¢ -------------------- *2~¢ 
*6. 245 25¢ 25¢ --------------------

*6. 460 29¢ 
4. 800 15¢ 

1%+15¢ ---------- i 30¢ 

1%+g~ ------~~~-========== 
1%+20¢ --------------------

Toledo, Ohio ___________ _ 
Trenton, N.L •. ---------Tulsa, Okla __ __________ _ ·~: ~gg ------~~-------~~-------5%·========== 5.800 20¢ 20¢ --------------------

*4. 900 15¢ -----------------------------

*7.100 15¢ 
6. 250 15¢ 

*5.150 4% *1%+10¢ ------ --------------
1%+20¢ --------------------Washington, O.C ________ _ *5. 950 32¢ 13¢ -------------------- *5. 310 11¢ 16¢ -------------------- *6. 150 15¢ 

Wichita, Kans __________ _ 5.255 25t ---------- 10¢ ---------- 4. 950 ---------------------------------------- *6.150 ---------- 1% --------------------
4% --------------------Wilmington, Del_ _______ _ 5.250 30¢ 15¢ -------------------- 4.850 25¢ 15¢ -------------------- 5.700 3% 

Worcester, Mass ________ _ *6. 050 30¢ 20¢ -------------------- *6.150 20¢ 20¢ -------------------- *5. 800 *30¢ 1%+15¢ --------------------
1%+10¢ --------------------

York, Pa ______________ _ *5.100 15¢ ------------------------------ *4. 790 10¢ 11¢ - ---- --------------- *5. 450 10¢ 
Youngstown, Ohio ______ _ *6. 200 20¢ 15¢ -------------------- *6.110 20¢ 3(,¢ -------------------- *6. 280 20¢ 1% 8% ----------

UNION HOURLY WAGE SCALES AND EMPLOYER INSURANCE, PENSION, VACATION, AND OTHER FUND PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED BUILDING TRADES IN 100 CITIES, JULY 18, 1969 

City 

Albuquerque, N. Mex. __ ---------------------------------
Atlanta, Ga . _____________ -------------------------------
Baltimore, Md ___________ -------------------------------
Birmingham, Ala _________ -------------------------------
Boise City, Idaho •. _--------------------.----------------
Boston, Mass ________________ ------ ---------------------
Buffalo, N. Y _______________ ---. _. -------------------.---
Burlington, Vt. _________________ -------- __ •. -------------
Butte, Mont. _____________ -------------------------------
Charleston, S.C _______ -----------------------------------C 1arieston, W. Va ______________________________________ _ 
Charlotte, N.C ___ _____________ • --------------------------
Chattanooga, Tenn. ____ ----------------------- ----- -----
Cheyenne, Wy o _. ________ ••• ----.-------- ---------------

gr~~~~~a~\~ 1 o"hiii ========================================= 
Cleveland, Ohio.- ---------------------------------------
Columbia, S.C ______ -------------------------------------
Columbus, Ohio __________ •. ___ .---.---------------------
Dallas, Tex . ___________ ._. ___ ---------------------------
Dayton, Ohio _____ • _____ • _____ ---------------------------
Denver, Colo .. __ • ________ •. __ •... -----------------------
Des Moines, Iowa. __ ------------------------------------
Detroit, Mich _______________ ----------------------------. 
Duluth, Minn. _____________ -----------------------------El Paso, Tex _________________________________________ ---
Erie, Pa . __________________ .••• -------------------------
Evansville, Ind. __________ •. ____ -------------------------
Fargo, N. Oak ____ ---------------------------------------Grand Rapids, Mich _______________________________ -------
Hartford, Conn. _____ •••. ___ ---- •• -----------------------
Houston, Tex. ___ ---------------------------------------
1 ndianapolis, I nd _______ • __ •. ___ ------.------------------
Jackson, Miss ______________ . ___ •. --_--- ...• -------------
Jacksonvi!le, Fla ________ •. _. __ •• _. --.-----.--------------

~~~~~lll~:ti\~n°.:-= == = = == = = ==== == === = == = = == ====== ==== == === 
Lansing, Mich ____________________ ------ _____ . --- •••• --.-
las Vegas, Nev ___________________ __________ -------------
Uttle Rock, Ark __ ------------------ ________ -------------
Los Angeles, Calif._-------------------------------------
Louisville, Ky.----------------------------------- •• -----
Madison, Wis.. ___________ -----------------------------
Manchester, N.H. __ -------------------------------------
Memphis, Tenn ____ -------------------------------------
Miami, Fla ... _______________ • ________ -------------------
Milwaukee, Wis __________________ -----------------------
Minneapolis, Minn ____________ -- __ ------ •• ---------------
Mobile, Ala ______________________________ --- •• ----------

~~;~efl~~f'en~1~= = = = = == == = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = l\lewark, N.J ___________________________ ---------- ______ _ 
New Haven, Conn ________ -------------------------------
New Orleans, La. _______________ • __ ---------------------
New York, N.Y --------------------------------------
Norfolk, Va.------------------------------------------Oakland, Calif ________________________________________ _ 

Oklahoma City, OkiL.------------------------------
Omaha, Nebr __ -------------------------------------
Peoria, Ill. __ ---------------------------------------

Footnotes at end of table. 

Painters 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale 1 Insurance 1 Pension 

Vacation 
pay Other a 

t$4. 170 ------------------------------------------------
5. 300 ------------------------------------------------

tt ~~~ -------~~--------:~~-============--------- ~~-
•t ~~~ ·t~~ ------1231¢·======================== 
*5. 125 27Y?!- 30¢ _ ----------- *50¢ 
3. 400 (8) (8) (8) (8) 

.t ~gg ------- -~~------ -- -~~~-===== ====== ============= 
4. 500 -----------------------------------------------

*3. 600 -----------------------------------------------
*4. 450 ------------------------------------------------
3. 500 ------------------------------------------------
5.650 17Y?!- 20¢ ------------------------
5.230 *15¢ 15¢ ------------ *2Y?!-

=~: ~6~ 28¢ 23¢ ------------------------
*4. 550 -------"iS¢-------- "iS¢·======================== 
*5. 275 tl3¢ ------------------------------------
*5. 670 24¢ 20¢ ----------------------- -
4.875 15¢ *15¢ ------------ *1¢ 

*4. 920 ------------------------ I 25¢ ------------
*6. 250 *30¢ *40¢ *45¢ ------------

4. 700 15¢ ------------ 10¢ ------------
3. 630 ------------------------------------------------

it ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~= == == == == ========== == == == == == == = ;~~ = 
*5. 300 15¢ *20¢ t ------------
*5. 200 *20¢ *20¢ ------------------------
*4. 935 12M¢ 15¢ 10¢ ___________ _ 

~: ~~g ----- io"*iS¢ ·======= == ========== ==== =- __ ------~~ 
4. 200 ------------------------------------------------

*5. 440 15¢ 15¢ *25¢ ------------
*4. 450 ------------ *15¢ ---------------- --------
•6. 330 15¢ 10¢ 10 40¢ ------------

~: ~~~ ________ :~~~-------t20¢" -------~~~~-============ 
*5. 800 25M¢ *25¢ *15¢ t4¢ 
4. 440 15¢ Hl¢ ------------ 3¢ 

j: ~g~ 17~~ --------~~---------~~-============ ·:: n~ --------20¢· ·~~ ======================== 
5. 460 30¢ *25¢ 25¢ ------------

·~: ;~~ --------~~ _-------- 20¢·============--------:~-
4. 000 -----------------------------------------------

*4. 550 ----------------------------------------------- -
5.600 32¢ 33¢ 5¢ ------------

:: ~6~ l;~J --------~~-======================= = 
·~: f88 --------~~---------~~---------~~-============ 
=~: g;g -------=~-------:=~---------~~-============ 
*4. 850 ------------------------------------------------
*5. 300 15t 15¢ -----------------------

Basic 
scale 1 Insurance 1 

Plasterers 

Employer contribution to fund 

Pension 
Vacation 

pay Other a 

t$4. 680 20¢ ---------------------------------- --

ill ::::::: :~::: ~ ::~:~,~~~~~~::::~ ::::::~::~:::Qi 
:l: m = ~~=~~~~ill=~=~~~=~~~~=~=~~~~~~~~~=~~~=~~=~=~~~ 
*5. 625 20¢ 30¢ ------------ *10¢ 
*6. 460 -------- - ------------- - - 1. 25 ----------.-<•> (b) (6) (6) (•) 

11: ~~ ::::::: ~~~:::::::: =~~=~~; ;; ;; :·~ ;: :::::: ::;~ 
t ~~~ --------~~-~~~~~ ~~~~~~~========i~========== == = 

~II I ::::: ;:=li ::::::::1~::~11 ~~~~~:!I I!:::~ i;~;:l 
·~: ~66 ------- - ~~ -=========== =============- ------- ~~~ 
5.250 15¢ 12¢ 10 50¢--------- ---

~: ~~g --------~~-============ ~~ ============ 
=~: ~n *33¢ *45¢ 35¢ t5¢ 

5. 400 --- -----15¢·========= == ====== ============== == === 

:~: ~~~ ------~~~ ---- ____ :~~-============~~~ ~~~~~~!~~ 
*5. 320 30¢ 15¢ 40¢ ------------
*5. 050 20¢ *20¢ 40¢ ------------

·~: ig~ ----- ---~~~ ---- -----~~-===================== === 

=i: ~i~ ~! ~~ ======================== 
*4. 700 15¢ 10¢ ------------ 3¢ 

•t ~~g _______ :~~--------:~~-======================== 
*5. 440 *4731t *35¢ • Sot *10¢ 
4. 975 ------------------------------------------------

*5. 475 12~ 10¢ ---------- *10¢ 
5. 225 20¢ 25¢ -----------------------
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City 

Ph iladel ph ia, Pa ________ ---------- __ -------- ________ ____ _ 
Phoenix, Ariz__---- -------------------------------------
Pittsburgh, Pa ___ ---------------------------------------Portland, Maine ________________________________________ _ 
Portland, Oreg_ ------ -----------------------------------
Providence, R.l _____________________ ---------------------
Ra I eigh, N.C. ______ -------------------------------------Reading, Pa ____________________________________________ _ 

Richmond, Va-------------------------------------------
Rochester, N. Y ____ --------------------------------------Rock Island, Ill. II __ ________ _____________________________ _ 

St. Louis, Mo __ ----·--- ____ ------------------ __________ _ 
St. Paul, Minn _________________________ ----- __________ _ _ 

~;~t k~~:nf~~T e~:~~~ = ~=:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
San Diego, CaliL ------------- ____ -------- --- ------- ---- _ San Francisco, Calif__ ___________________________________ _ 
Santa Fe, N. Mex _______________________________________ _ 
Savannah, Ga ____ ------------------------------ ______ -- _ 
Schenectady, N.Y --------- __ ---------------------------- _ Scranton, Pa _______________________________ -------------
Seattle, Wash ____ ______________________________________ _ 
Shreveport, La_------------------------ ______ -----------
Sioux Falls, S. Oak ___ -------------------------------- ---
South Bend, I nd ________ -------------- ____ ---------------
Spokane, Wash ___________ -------------- ---- ----- _______ _ 
Springfield, Mass _____________ __________ ________________ _ 

~~~~~~eFI~--~~~========================================= Toledo, Ohio _____________________ ______________________ _ 
Trenton, N .L __________________________________________ _ 
Tulsa, Okla ____________________________________________ _ 
Washington, D.C ________________________________________ _ 
Wichita, Kans ____ ______________________________________ _ 
Wilmington, Del ________________________________________ _ 
Worcester, Mass ________________________________________ _ 

York, Pa ____ -------------------------------------------
Youngstown, Ohio __ -------------------- __ ---------------

Painters 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale 1 Insurance 1 Pension 

Vacation 
pay Other 3 

*$4. 915 22~ *15¢ *10¢ *2¢ 
*4. 850 *22Ue *20¢ 15¢ *10¢ 
•s. 875 27Y2¢ 20¢ ____________ ·2~ 

3. 250 ------------------------------------------------
*5. o8o 1se 15¢ 111o¢ t6¢ 
4. 350 15¢ 15¢ - ---------------------- -

*3. 700 ------------------------------------------------

~-- ~~ - - - - ----~~~ ------ ---~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
*5. 850 ------------ 15¢ ------------------------
*4. 970 15¢ 15¢ ------------------------
*5. 620 12¢ *25¢ 21¢ ------------
*5.140 *25¢ ------ ---- -- 1015¢ t 
4. 620 17¢ 5¢ ------------------------
4.300 ------------ 20¢ ------------------------

*5. 790 *34¢ 25¢ 11 *20¢ --------- -- -
*6. 070 39¢ *35¢ 40¢ ------------
4. 000 -------------------------- ---- -----------------

*4. 000 - - ----------------------------------------------
*5. 000 15¢ 10¢ ------------------------
*4. 000 ------------------- - ---------------------------. 
*5. 700 17¢ 15¢ ------------------------
*4. 750 ----------------------- ------------------------
*4. 150 ----------- -------------------------------------

.t ~~ --------is¢- ·~~ ============----.---nor 
t4. 825 25¢ 15¢ ----------------------- -
*5. 200 *30¢ *35¢ ------------------------
*3. 900 ------------------------------------------------
*5. 870 15¢ 15¢ ------------------------
5. 075 25¢ ------------------------------------

*4. 750 ------------------------------------------------
*5. 480 24¢ 15¢ ------------ *1¢ 
*4. 350 ----- ------ - *10¢ - - --- -------------------
*4. 640 25¢ ----------------------------------- -
*5. 200 (1) 25¢ ------------ t(1) 
3. 750 10¢ ------------------------------------

*5. 965 20¢ 20¢ ------------------------

Basic 
seale 1 Insurance 1 

Plasterers 

Employer contribution to fund 

Pension 
Vacation 

pay other 

*$5. 785 *35¢ ------------------------ *3¢ 
*5. 620 *2ot 20¢ --------- - ------------
*6. 480 30¢ 10¢ ------------ 10¢ 
*5. 000 15¢ ------------------------------------
*5. 600 20¢ 20¢ ------------ t10¢ 

5. 300 15¢ ----------------------------------- -
*3. 925 ------------------------------------------------

5. 125 ------------------------------------------- --- -
*4. 450 --------------------------------- ------------- - -
*6. 635 *25¢ 25¢ ----- -------------------
*5. 000 --------- --------------- 20¢ ------------
*6. 400 *22Y2¢ -------------- -- --- ---- ----------- - -
*4. 850 25¢ --- -- --- --- - 55¢ *5¢ 
5. 240 20¢ 20¢ ------------------------

*5. 625 ------------------- -------- -- -------- ----- ---- - -*6. 450 *30e *25¢ __ ______ ____ t3¢ 
*7. 000 27¢ 21¢ 83¢ ------------
t4. 500 t20¢ --------------------------- -- ------ -
4. 000 --------------- ------------------------ ---------

*5. 700 *25¢ *20¢ ------------------------
*5. 150 20¢ *40¢ ------------------------
*5. 480 *30¢ 25¢ 10*40¢ ------------
*4. 875 - ---------------------------------------------- 
*4. 900 ----- -------------------------------------- --- - -

~: n~ ~~ --------~~-~~~~~~~!~~~~=========== = 
*5. 975 15¢ 10¢ ----------------------- -
t4. 750 15¢ 20¢ ------------ *123--4¢ 
*6. 650 *25¢ -------------------------- - ---------
5.950 25¢ 20¢ - - - -------------- ------ -
4. 750 ------------------------------------------------
5. 070 27~ 15¢ ------------ *1¢ 
4. 500 ------------------------------------------------

*5. 100 25¢ --------------- -- ------------ -------
*6. 050 30¢ 20¢ ------------------------
*5. 000 10¢ 10¢ ------------ *25¢ 
*6. 150 20¢ --- ---------------------------------

UNION HOURLY WAGE SCALES AND EMPLOYER INSURANCE, PENSION, VACATION, AND OTHER FUND PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED BUILDING TRADES IN 100 CITIES, JULY 18,1969 

City 

Albuquerque, N. Mex _______________________ -------- ____ _ 
Atlanta, Ga_ --------------------- __ ____________________ _ 
Baltimore, Md __________________ ------------------- ------
Birmingham, Ala _________ ---------- ____ -----------------
Boise, City, Idaho _____ ------------- ____________ ----- ___ _ 
Boston, Mass ___ ------- __ -------------- __ ---------------
Buffalo, N. Y _______ ---------------------------------- __ _ 
Burlington, Vt. _____ ------ __ ---------- ______ ------------ _ Butte, Mont_ ____________ _____ _____ _____________ _______ _ 
Charleston, S.C ___________ ---------- __ ---------- ---------
Charleston, W. Va ______ ------ ___________ ----- __ -------- _ 
Charlotte, N.C _____________ ------------ ___ ___ ------ ____ _ 
Chattanooga, Tenn ________ ------ ________________________ _ 
Cheyenne, Wyo ______________________ _______ ---- _- ------ _ 
Chicago, IlL ___ ----------- --------- _______ --------------Cincinnati, Ohio ________________________________________ _ 
Cleveland, Ohio _____ --------- __________________________ _ 
Columbia, S.C ______ ------- ______ -------------- -- ______ _ 
Columbus, Ohio_--------- ---- ---- ______________________ _ 
Dallas, Tex __ -------------------- ______________________ _ 
Dayton, Ohio ____ --------------------------- ____________ _ 
Denver, Colo ___ ______ __ ---------- --------- ----- ________ _ 
Des Mointes, Iowa _____ -------------------------- _______ _ 
Detroit, Mich _______ ---------------- - ---------- --- ______ _ 
Duluth, Minn ___ ----------------- ------ ________________ _ 
El Paso, Tex ____ ------------------- --- - ____ -------- ____ _ 
Erie, Pa __________ --- -- __ -------------------------------
Evansville, I nd ___ -------- ______________________________ _ 
Fargo, N. Oak ____ ------------------ __________ __ ---------
Grand Rapids, Mich _______ - - -- ---- ____ -------------- ____ _ 
Hartford, Conn _______________ ------ ____________________ _ 
Houston, Tex ________ ------------------------------ ____ _ 
Indianapolis, lnd ___ ---------------- ______ ______________ _ 
Jackson, Miss ____ ________________________________ -------
Jacksonville, Fla ______ ------------- --- __________________ _ 
Kansas City, Mo __________ ---------- ____________________ _ 
l<noxville, Tenn ______ __ -------- ____________ -------- ____ _ 
Lansing, Mich ________________________ -------------------
Las Vegas, Nev _______________ _______ ___ __ -------- ______ _ 
Little Rock, Ark_------- ------- --- __ --------------------_ 
Los Angeles, CaliL --------------- ------ __ ---------------
Louisville, Ky _ --------------- __ ____ -- -------------------
Madison, Wis ________ ------------ ------ ___ ----------- __ _ 
Manchester, N.H_ --------------- --- -------------- ______ _ 
Memphis, Tenn ___ ------------------------- ____________ _ Miami, Fla _____________________________________________ _ 
Milwaukee, Wis __ -------------- __________________ ------ _ 
Minneapolis, Minn __________ ---------------- ____ -------- _ 
Mobile, Ala ____ -----_------ ____________________________ _ 
Montgomery, Ala _____ ------ ____________________________ _ 
Nashville, Tenn ____ ------------------ __________ ------ __ _ 
Newark, N.J _____________ -------------------- __ -------- _ 
New Haven, Conn ___ ------------------------------------New Orleans, La _________________ ---------- __ -----------

Footnotes at end of table. 

Plumbers 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale I Insurance 1 Pension 

Vacation 
pay Other t 

$5.515 20¢ 137'2¢ ------- - ----------------
*5. 850 *20¢ *25¢ ------------ *2¢ 
t5. 410 *25¢ *25¢ ------------ *6¢ 
5. 450 15¢ 20¢ --- ---------------------

*5. 400 20¢ *20¢ ------------ *8¢ 
6. 300 25¢ 30¢ -----------· 4¢ 

*6. 430 20¢ 15¢ ------------ 35¢ 
*5. 350 25¢ *10¢ ------------------------
5.250 20¢ 10¢ ------------------------
4.650 15¢ 15¢ --------------------- ---

*5. 270 20¢ 15¢ 50¢ *3¢ 
*4. 800 *17¢ ------------------------------------
*5. 500 *20¢ 20¢ ------------ *5¢ 
5.100 ----- ------------------- 30¢ ------------

*6. 200 25¢ 25¢ ------------------------
*7. 305 18¢ 25¢ ------------ *6¢ 
*7. 210 20¢ *40¢ ------------------------
*4. 750 *20¢ ---------- --------------------------
*7. 775 *19¢ *20¢ ------------------------
*5. 670 20¢ 20¢ ------------------------
*6. 600 25¢ 45¢ -- -- --------------------
*5. 510 *25¢ 15¢ *24¢ *15¢ 
*5. 750 *30¢ 12Y2¢ 1o *40¢ ------------
*6. 550 *31Y2¢ 287'2¢ G *84Y2¢ ------------
5.250, 15¢ 25¢ 4% ------------
5. 000 ------------------------------------------------

:~: ~~g .~~ ·1~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~====~= 
*5. 070 *20¢ ------------------------------------
*7. 090 23¢ 25¢ t ------------
*6. 650 5% 5% ------------------------
*5. 050 20¢ 29¢ 40¢ ------------
*6. 000 *20¢ 15¢ ------------ *4¢ 
*5. 650 --------------------------------------- ------ -- -
5.250 15¢ 25¢ ------------------------
6.250 22Y2¢ 25¢ ------------------------
4. 700 15¢ 15¢ 15¢ *5¢ 
6. 260 25¢ 25¢ ------------------------

*7. 270 30¢ 38¢ $1.00 ------------
*5.140 ------------------------ 35¢ ------------
*6. 600 10% 16% 613% ------------
t5. 630 20¢ 25¢ *40¢ *5]1% 

·i: li~ }~ --------f~-========;~============= 
*5. 675 25¢ 40¢ 10 30¢ ------------
*6. 270 30¢ *25¢ . 35¢ ------------
*5. 740 23¢ 20¢ *45¢ 3¢ 

:f:lgg f~ ========~~=========;~============= 
*6. 450 *5% *6% 10% ------------

·~: ~g ~8: ~g: --------25¢":::::::::::: 

Building laborers 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale I Insurance 2 Pension 

Vacation 
pay Other a 

$3.430 20¢ 15¢ --------------------- ---
*3.150 10¢ ----- --- - ---- --- -- ------------------
3.150 *10¢ 12Y2¢ ---- ---- ---- *!1¢ 
3. 000 15¢ -- -- --------------------------------
3.800 15¢ 15¢ ------- ----- ------------

*4. 650 *20¢ *25¢ ------------ 5¢ 
4. 285 25¢ 25¢ ------------ *25¢ 
3.450 *20¢ --- - --- ------ ---- - ------------------
3. 670 15¢ 15¢ 15¢ ------------

(•) (S) (5) (5) (.:;) 
3.350 10¢ 10¢ ---- - - -- ----------------

*2. 500 10¢ ------------------------------------
*3. 200 ----- -------------------------------------------
3. 200 ----------- - ------------------------------------

=~: ~~ }~ ·~~ ======================== *5. 620 *30¢ *30¢ *35¢ ------------
(5) (S) (5) (6) (5) 

~i: ~~ t~ :::::::~~~:~-~~~~~:~~~::=:::-:=:;~ 
*5. 050 30¢ 14¢ 11 20¢ ------------

~: ~~~ i~ ===== =======- -- ----- ~~-=== ==== ===--*4.880 20¢ 20¢ ------------ ·j¢ 

.t ~~~ ------ - - ~~-- - ------~~-==== ============== ==----
*4. 460 15¢ 10¢ t --------==== 
t f~g }~ ------- - ~~~-====================- ---

=i: ~~g ------- -~~~---------~~-============-------- --26 ;t !M :::::::: :~:::: ::::: :~ :==:=:=;~;~:: ::::::::::: 
*4. 500 10¢ 10¢ *45¢ ========-=-= 

:i tn ------- ·~~-::::::: ·;;:; ;;:=:_;~~:~~;~:~;~ :~~ 
:t ~~g -------*iS¢-==================================== 
*4. 250 .~~ *f~ ~~ ============ 
£ ~g t~ --------~~-====== ================== 2.850 

::::28 -------·;~---------t!-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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. UNION HOURLY WAGE SCALES AND EMPLOYER INSURANCE, PENSION, VACATION, AND OTHER FUND PAYMENTS FOR SELECTED BUILDING TRADES IN 100 CITIES, JULY 18, 1969-Continued 

City 

New York, N. Y ----------· -------------------------------
Norfolk, Va ____ ------ ________________________ -----------
Oakland, CaliL ________________ ----------------------- __ 
Oklahoma City, Okla ________ ------------------ __________ _ 
Omaha, Nebr ------- ____________ --------------------- ___ _ 
Peoria, Ill _________ ------------------ ________ -------- __ _ 
Philadelphia, Pa ______ -------- __ ---------- ______________ _ 
Phoenix, Ariz ____________________ -------- ____ ------ ____ _ 
Pittsburgh, Pa _________________ ------ __________________ _ 
Portia nd, Maine ________ ---------------- ______ ------ ____ _ 
Portland, Oreg __ ------------------- __________ -----------Providence, R.l _________________________________________ _ 

Raleigh, N.C _____ -------- ____ ---- __ ------ __ -------------
Reading, Pa ____________ ------ __ -------- ________________ _ 
Richmond, Va _______ ___ ________________________________ _ 

Rochester, N. Y ------------------------------------------Rock Island, 111.14 _______________________________________ _ 
St Louis, Mo ____________________________________ -------

St. Paul, Minn_ ------------------------------ _________ --Salt lake City, Utah ____________________________________ _ 
San Antonio, Tex _______________________________________ _ 

~~ ~ ~;:~~ls~~~i~-awc:== ======== == ==== == == ==== = = == == = == = = Santa Fe, N. Mex _______________________________________ _ 
Savannah, Ga __________________________________________ _ 

Schenectady, N.Y ----------------------- ____ -------------
Scranton, Pa ___ -------------------------- __ -------------
Seattle, Wash_----------- ____ ------ ________ ------ ______ _ 
Shreveport, La _______ ---------------- __________________ _ 
Sioux Falls, S. Oak _____________________________________ _ 

South Bend, lnd ____________ ---------------------- ______ _ 
Spokane, Wash _________________________________________ _ 
Springfield, Mass _____ ---------------- __________________ _ 
Syracuse, N.Y ---------------------- ____________________ _ 
Tampa, Fla ____ -------------------------- ______________ _ 
Toledo, Ohio _____ ---------------- ____ ------ ______ -------
Trenton, N.J _ ---------------------- ____________________ _ 
Tulsa, Okla __________________________________ ------ ____ _ 
Washington, D.C ______________ -- __ -----------------------
Wichita, Kans __ -------- ________________ -----------------
Wilmington, DeL _______ ---------- ______ -----------------Worcester, Mass ________________________________________ _ 

York, Pa ____________ ---- ____ ---------------------------
Youngstown, Ohio __________ ---------------------_-------

Plumbers 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale 1 Insurance 1 Pension 

Vacation 
pay Other I 

$5. 850 ~ $1. 60 (16) (15) 28¢ 
t4. 600 25¢ ------------------------------------
*8. 570 35¢ 50¢ ------------ t12¢ 
*5. 700 20¢ *25¢ *25¢ ------------
*5. 450 15¢ 20¢ 10 *24¢ *2¢ 

5. 045 17¢ 45¢ ------------------------
*6. 725 *35¢ *27Y2¢ ------------ *6Y2¢ 
*6. 250 22V2¢ t21Y2¢ 22¢ 10¢ 
*6. 385 *35¢ *45¢ ------------ *19V?_¢ 
*5.150 15¢ 15¢ ------------------------

6. 050 37¢ 37¢ 10 25¢ ------------
*6. 200 20¢ 20¢ ------------------------
*4. 800 15¢ ------------------------------------
*6. 550 11¢ 11¢ ------------------------
4.800 15¢ 10¢ ------------------------

*6. 560 20¢ 32¢ ------------ *6¢ 
16 *6. 040 15¢ 25¢ ------------------------

*6. 505 t25¢ t25¢ 4!le 40¢ 
*5. 800 23¢ 20¢ 39 ------------
5.750 16¢ 20¢ ------------------------

*5. 260 *15¢ *25¢ 34¢ ------------
*6. 600 lll% 16% 6 13% t 

7. 300 $1. 09 SOY?.¢ 30Y2¢ $1. 02 
5. 515 20¢ 13Y2¢ ------------------------
~- ~~~ 120¢¢ ------------------------------------

• . 25¢ u 2% ------------
*5. 390 15¢ 30¢ ------------ *6¢ 

5. 900 *22¢ *30¢ 33¢ t6¢ 
*5. 560 ------------------------ * 13¢ ------------
*5. 480 7Y2¢ 5¢ 3Y2¢ ------------
5.995 20¢ 30¢ -- - -------------------- -
5.700 21¢ 30¢ 35¢ ------------

*5. 950 31¢ 35¢ ------------------------
*5. 400 27¢ *21¢ 50¢------------
4.900 25¢ 30¢ Hl¢ ------------

*7. 585 *25¢ *30¢ -- - ---------------------
6.050 20¢ 40¢ 35¢ ------------

"5. 500 25¢ ------------------------------------

~: ng 17

~1--------25¢-======================== 
*5. 800 27¢ 30¢ *7%------------
*6. 425 *35¢ 20¢ ------------------------
*5. 950 15¢ 15¢ ------------------------
*5. 760 *25¢ *40¢ *90¢ ------------

Building laborers 

Employer contribution to fund 

Basic 
scale 1 Insurance 2 Pension 

Vacation 
pay Other3 

*$~: ~~g ·~~ _______ :~~~-======================== 
:;: ~~~ --------~~---------~~--------~-~~------------! 
·~: ~~~ ----- -~~~-- ------- ~~-===================== == = 
*4. 050 10¢ 10¢ ------------ 5¢ 
*3. 930 *20¢ 20¢ ------------------------
*4. 700 20¢ 20¢ ------------ 2V2¢ 

~l ~~ •li _____ _:lt~~~==~~~~:~~~:~~~~~~:~ 
t ~gg 1~ --------~~-======================== *4. 830 15¢ 20¢ 20¢ *30¢ 
3. 660 12¢ ------------------------------------

* 5. 225 *20¢ 20¢ 20¢ 1¢ 
4. 250 *30¢ *10¢ *15¢ ------------

:t ~~ ~~ *2~ ======================== 
4. 430 25¢ 25¢ 25¢ ------------

*4. 675 30¢ 40¢ 6 40¢ ------------

:!: l~ ------; ;~ ::::::: .:; ~==~~~:~:~~~~:~~~~~==~~~ 
.t i~8 === ====;;~ ==== == ==;;~============== =========== 

4. 000 10¢ 15¢ ------------------------
4. 150 25¢ 25¢ ------------ 2t 

·~: ~~g .~~ ·1~ ======================== 
*2. 975 *12Y2¢ t ------------ *2Y2¢ 

~~r,q ~;m ::::::::l~:~~m=~-=mm-mm~-
*4. 650 *20¢ *25¢ ------------ 5¢ 

:t ~~g ·~~ ·i~ ======================== 
1 These scales represent the minimum wage rates (excluding holiday and vacation payments 

regularly made or credited to the worker each pay period) agreed upon through collective bar
gaining between employers and trade unions. 

12 Scale includes 2 cents tool allowance. 
13 Decrease between April 1, 1969, and July 1, 1969. 
If Includes Rock Island and Moline, Ill., and Davenport, Iowa. 

2lncludes life insurance, hospitalization, and other types of health and welfare benefits; excludes 
payments into holiday, vacation, and unemployment funds when such programs have been 
negotiated. 

ts Includes contribution for insurance, pension, and vacation; separate data not available. 
te ~allowing data applicable to Davenport, Iowa; basic scale, $5.675; insurance, 15 cents; 

3 lncludes all other nonlegally required employer contributions, except those for apprenticeship 
pens1on, 15 cents; and other, 7 cents. 

fund payments, as indicated in individual agreements. 
4 Includes contribution for pension; separate data not available. 
s No union scale in effect on survey date. 

* Represents an increase between April1, 1969, and July 1, 1969. 
tData for previous quarter have been corrected. 

&Includes contribution for vacation and holidays; separate data not available. 
1 Contract provides for this benefit; amount of payment not reported separately. 
s Data not available. 
• Part of the negotiated scale; not included in basic scale shown; includes contribution for 

vacation and sick benefit, separate data not available. 
10 Part of the negotiated scale; not included in basic scale shown. 
u To worker each pay period in addition to the negotiated scale. 

Note: Information on employer contributions to insurance (welfare), pension funds vacation 
pay, and other fund payments, as provided in labor-management contracts, is presented' as cents
per-hour or as percent of basic scale; in actual practice, however, some employer payments are 
calculated on the basis of total hours worked or gross payroll. These variations in the method of 
computations are not indicated in the above tabulation. Payments directly to worker each pay 
period for, or in lieu of, benefits are footnoted. 

Some contracts also provide for employer contributions to an apprenticeship fund. Information 
on payments to this fund was not collected. 

In computing the changes in rates, the 
increases in each trade were averaged among 
all workers i:._ the trade, whether they re
ceived raises or not. Data for the separate 
crafts, by city are shown in the attached 
tabulation. 

The basic scale, plus contract-stipulated 
employer payments to insurance (health and 
welfare), pension and/or vacation funds, 
averaged $6.24 an hour for all building 
trades workers. This was an increase of 5.6 

percent since April 1969 and 9.9 percent 
since July 1968. 

Estimated changes in basic hourly scales 
plus specified employer payments over the 
quarter and the year and their level on July 
1, 1969, are shown below: 

CHANGE IN AVERAGE SCALE PLUS SPECIFIED EMPLOYER PAYMENTS 

Average scale 

Apr. 1 to July 1, 1969 July 1, 1968 to July 1, 1969 
plus employer 

payments 

Trade Percent 

Bricklayers_- ------------ ____ -------------------------- ________________________________________ _ 5. 2 Carpenters _____________________________________________________________ ___ _________ ___ ________ _ 
5. 9 Electricians ____ ---- ---- ________________________________________________________________________ _ 4.8 

Painters _____ ----- _____ ------ ______ ------ ______________________________________________________ _ 4. 7 
Plasterers _____________________________________________________________________________________ _ 6. 2 
Plumbers ________ ---- __________________________ ---- ______________________________ --------- _____ _ 6. 7 

5. 3 
5.6 

Building laborers _____________________________________ ------ __________________________ -------- __ _ 
All trades _______ ------ __ ------ ________________________________ _________ ___________ -------- ____ _ 

Union scales are the minimum wage rates 
(excluding holiday and vacation payments 
made directly to the worker each pay period) 
agreed upon through collective bargaining 
and reported to the Bureau by local respond-

ents. The scales do not reflect rates for ap
prentices or for premium work. Overtime be
yond established maximum daily and weekly 
hours is excluded. 

Information on employer contributions to 

Cents Percent Cents 
July 1, 1969 

average 

33.7 9.4 59. 1 $6.91 
35.7 10.7 61.9 6. 55 
30.8 9.4 57. 2 6. 68 
26.9 8.4 44.7 5. 88 
37.5 9. 2 54.4 6.46 
45.4 11.1 72.7 7. 39 
23.7 8. 7 37.7 4. 75 
32.1 9. 9 54.5 6. 24 

insurance (welfare), pensicn, and vacation 
funds, as provided in labor-management con
tracts, is presented for the V3rious trades. 
These contributions are expre:::.sed in cents 
per hour or percent of basic scale. Payments 



February 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4293 
to other funds, such as those for holidays 
and supplementary unemployment benefits 
are also indicated in the attached tabulation. 

[From the New Orleans (La.) Times
Picayune, May 5, 1969] 

GROAN AT CRAFJ.' UNION SCALES: CONTRACTORS 
FIGHT $8 TO $10 AN HOUR WAGE DEMANDS 

(By Victor Riesel) 
wASHINGTON .-The other day one weary 

wit, shutting his government office at mid• 
night, suggested that SDS should stand .for 
Slow Down Swiftly-because the buildmg 
and construction trades unions are restruc
turing society at their own pace and pay, 
now within a few pennies of $10 an hour in 
many areas. 

At this rate, the cost of even a lean-to will 
be so prohibitive the nation had better not 
work itself into a depression which would 
create a demand for 1930 vintage shanty
towns. 

This 1s renewal time for 550 major con
tracts--and the union demands are awesome. 
In Kansas City, the ironworkers union has 
been demanding a one-year wage increase of 
$4 an hour, or, on a 40-hour basis, $160 a 
week hike per ma.n. 

In Buffalo, N.Y., where the state and the 
community have been planning a $1.8 bil
lion project, the city has been stirred by de
mands for a 56.9 per cent construction trades 
hike over a three-year period. 

After a 26-day strike in Miami, the brick
layers won a $2.85-an-hour increase (or $114 
a week), bringing the average pay to $8.37 an 
hour in 1971. The laborers won a $100-a-week 
per man increase-jumping from $3.65 to 
$6.15 an hour. 

Thirty and forty per cent wage increases 
above the current $5- and $6-an-hour base 
are common as Molotov cocktails these days. 
And government officials expect that con
struction strikes in the next four or five 
weeks will be as ubiquitous as college sei
zures. No hysterical outlook, this. There were 
977 construction strikes in 1968. 

Pacts covering 400,000 skilled craftsmen 
expire in May and June. If the past 1s prel
ude, judge for yourself: in the past weeks, 
some $2.5 billion worth of road, school, hous
ing, and commercial building have been para
lyzed by walkouts of 100,000 craftsmen. 

So, leaders of the Associated General Con
tractors are jetting over to England. There 
on May 12, they'll sit with the wizards of 
Lloyd's of London to wrap up a strike insur
ance policy. 

It won't take effect this year. But arrange
ments will be made to stand off the 1970 
assault. Contractors will be able to insure 
themselves for anywhere from $1,000 dally to 
$100,000 a day for a maximum of 60 days. 
Premiums will run from $3,000 to $360,000. 

According to the Will Rogersish executive 
director of the AGC, William Dunn, the for
mal strike insurance policy will be tailored 
to the needs of contractors big and small, 
depending on the overhead and size of the 
business. 

They point to what their fellow contractor 
Red Blount said just before President Nixon 
named him Postmaster General: " ... settle
ments have been reached in city after city 
of 30 to 40 percent per year. This sounds 
like some of the intlation-generating in
creases in some of the Latin-American 
countries." 

Contractors, who never "poormouth" it, are 
horrified by the wage charts. And they warn 
that the public should be, too. 

Carl M. Halvorson, president of the As
sociated General Contractors, has charged 
the building trades with being an "elite 
corps" doing damage to the rest of the labor 
movement and the working public. The 
building unions insist on wages that are out 
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of line with what other workers get for the 
same skills. 

"Thus school teachers, auto workers, police
men must all work longer hours to be able 
to pay for the increased cost of housing and 
schools and hospitals that result from con
struction workers' higher labor costs," says 
Halvorson. 

Privately other labor leaders cuss out the 
local construction union officials who set 
wage standards which can't be met, or paid, 
in the rest of industry. The rank and file 
storms into union halls bearing tales of 
what some brother-in-law or neighbor gets 
as an increase in his local bricklaying, ma
sonry, carpentry or steamfitting ($10.45 an 
hour in St. Louis) fields. Who in the soft 
goods, or mass production, or service trades 
can match a $100-a-week raise or a $lO-an
hour cost package? 

So the construction contractors have de
cided to fight back. Not only have they 
worked up the strike insurance policy for 
next year, but they have Wired President 
Nixon urging him to mobilize the cabinet for 
a series of meetings with the construction 
union presidents. They want help now. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
July 26, 1969) 

BUILDING TRADES WAGES SOARING, SHULTZ 
WARNS 

(By Richard Critchfield) 
Wage increases in the construction indus

try have been averaging an annual rate of 
15 percent during the first six months of 
1969, Labor Secretary George P. Shultz has 
reported in an appeal for opening up the 
building trades unions to better jobs for 
Negroes. 

Shultz told a press conference yesterday 
"the very high" wage settlements won by 
the building trades unions, which is double 
the national average for contracts negotiated 
for 1.4 million workers since January, were 
chiefly responsible for a national average rise 
of 7.2 percent as compared with 1968's 6.6 
percent rise in wages. 

Shultz warned the construction unions that 
their two-to-three-year settlements, which 
projected high wages increases into the fu
ture, could mean they would "price them
selves out of the labor market" once the ad
ministration's anti-inflationary policies be
gin to take effect. 

Shulz also cited the high settlements as 
additional evidence of the national stake in 
getting the building trades unions opened up 
to Negroes and other minorities. 

STEP CITED 
As a first step in this direction a new Labor 

Department regulation took effect in Phila
delphia a week ago Friday to force con
tractors to specify in their bids for federally 
assisted construction contracts of more than 
$500,000 how many Negroes they would hire. 

Shultz said yesterday he preferred "confer
ences to clubs" and hoped to work out with 
the unions and contractors in Philadelphia 
a way to open up the construction industry 
to Negroes. 

Labor Department sources said earlier the 
new regulation would be applied the first 
week of August on a $2.5 million contract 
for a new food and drug laboratory and that 
four other contracts totalling more than $80 
million dollars would be effected during bid
ding in August. 

Shultz directly tied the rise in wage settle
ments during the first half of 1969 to the 
Philadelphia plan, which will later be ap
plied in all major American cities, including 
Washington. 

JOB OPENINGS 
"We think the Philadelphia Plan repre

sents an important way of opening up jobs 

in the construction business for minority 
workers and opens up labor in an industry 
where there is a great shortage of skilled 
workers. We think everyone has a great stake 
in getting it opened up." 

Shulz explained what he described as the 
basic thrust of the administration's anti
inflationary policy by tightening the money 
supply. "The realistic way to control infla
tion is to lessen the pressures from demand 
and the supply sidP, build up both the quan
tity and quality of production." 

Shulz said that though considerable pres
sures were still rising, there has been a 
decline in the rate of growth of the gross 
national product. While it may be some time 
until "all the key variables rtart moving 
in the same direction at once,'' he said, 
there is some ground for hoping inflation 
is beginning to be effected by the admin
istration's fiscal and monetary policies. 

For this reason, Shulz said, if the con
struction industry continues to make 15 
percent settlements that extend for two or 
three years the unions will find themselves 
making "grossly erroneous projections" in 
which they would price themself out of the 
labor market. He said the high settlements 
themselves were "a reflection of the fact 
that the demand for building is just extraor
dinary" and that the apprenticeship pro
grams are numbers in the building trades 
lagging far behind. 

He said that a third of the $80 billion 
construction per year in the U.S. 1s federally 
involved and that the federal government, 
as "the biggest buyer,'' was in a good posi
tion to force the construction unions to 
accept more Negroes. 

[From Business Week, May 10,1969] 
BUILDING TRADES PUSH FOR MORE-WAGE 

HIKES ALREADY TOP THOSE IN OTHER IN
DUSTRIES, WrrH No RESPITE IN VIEW 
Construction labor costs are being pushed 

up in hard bargaining at a rate that "sig
nals the beginning of a new era of wage 
and price inflation and economic disloca
tion,'' contractors in widely separated parts 
of the country warned this week. They re
ported wage-fringe increases of about $3 an 
hour over three-year contract periods. One 
said: "The alternative is interminable 
strikes." 

The building trades raises-an estimated 
55% over three years-are outstepping those 
in other industries. Two sets of statistics, 
out last week, reported: 

Wage gains in all industries in the first · 
quarter were at a median 19.8¢ an hour, ac
cording to the Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc. 

Settlements in the first quarter averaged 
out at 6.3% a year over a three-year period, 
according to Bureau of Labor Statistics fig
ures. Wages alone averaged 5.5% a year over 
the contract term. 

HEATING UP 
However, with construction bargaining 

just settling into a hot summer grind and 
strikes spreading, builders' wage-fringe in
creases are soaring above the all-industry 
figures. 

Contractors in three Connecticut areas 
have just settled with locals of 4,000 car
penters for $3.08 or more an hour over three 
years, to boost wages from $5.59 an hour to 
$8.67 in the third year. 

In South Florida, two unions have just 
hacked out their fattest settlements ever 
after 25-day strikes: Bricklayers will get 
$2.85 an hour more in wages, plus fringe 
gains, over three years, to boost pay from 
$5.52 to $8.37 in the last year of a new con
tract-when their annual earning poten
tial will be about $17,400. Common laborers 
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won a $2.60 an hour-plus-fringes increase, 
from $3.65 to $6.16, or a potential $13,000 a 
year after 1971. Carpenters' pay will go up 
to match the bricklayers'. 

Generally, contractors blame "irrational'' 
settlements on employer weakness in bar
gaining with strong craft unions. With 400,-
000 building tradesmen covered by negotia
tions in 1969, they warn that settlements 
could get even more out of hand 1f the 
government doesn't step in. Long-term ef
forts to settle bargaining problems ln con
struction are under study, but there ls llttle 
likelihood that anything now contemplated 
would help in 1969 negotiations. 

[From U.S. News & World Report, 
May 5, 1969] 

MORE PRESSURE TO CURB WAGE COSTS IN 
BUILDING 

(NoTE.-Record pay demands, backed up 
by strikes, are being pushed by plumbers, 
carpenters, masons, other unionized workers 
in the construction industry. 

(Builders say it's time to call a halt. One 
plan: Let arbitrators fix the size of wage 
increases.) 

Could 1969 be the year when something is 
done to halt big wage increases in the con
struction industry? 

With pay of plumbers going as high as 
$10.65 an hour-more than $21,000 a year
employers think the time has come to slow 
up the spiral. 

One idea is proposed: Unions should ban 
strikes over wage demands. They and the 
contractors should let an arbitrator decide 
on the size of the raises. 

Odds now appear to be against any solution 
of that sort, but employers in and out of 
the construction industry are urging that 
this upward trend on building-trades wages 
be halted, or at least slowed a bit. 

Every spring, a wave of strikes hits the 
building industry. This year, however, the 
contractors say that demands and settlements 
are breaking records. 

HARD-LINE DEMANDS 
With 1969 talks just begining, this is the 

trend reported by employers: 
A "hard-line national pattern" of demands 

is evident, with unions seeking raises of 20 
to 30 per cent a year in wage and "fringe" 
increases. 

Some 24 major strikes were reported under 
way in 12 States, involving 110,000 workers, 
with demands running from 20 per cent to 
more than 50 per cent a year. Including 
smaller walkouts, employers estimated that 
2 or 3 billion dollars in construction are tied 
up. 

In 50 settlements reached so far, the aver
age pay boost is 13.7 per cent annually
around 67 cents an hour. 

A new contract will give Philadelphia 
plumbers more than $19,000 a year by May, 
1971-at $9.76 per hour. And a San Francisco 
plumber is due to get $10.65 an hour by 1972 .. 
or more than $21,000 a year. 

Government figures indicate that construc
tion wage rates average $5.27 an hour plus 58 
cents in "fringes," or a gross of $5.85 per hour. 

That picture was presented by Carl M. 
Halvorson, president of the Associated Gen
eral Contractors of America, on April 21. 
Wage settlements, he said, are substantially 
above the 1968 level and almost twice the 
1967 figure. 

The accompanying table shows some of the 
larger work stoppages cited by the associa
tion. As an example, gross pay will rise to 
$9.30 per hour for carpenters in Bridgeport, 
Conn., if the union demands are granted. 

Numerous examples . of completed settle
ments also were offered by the association. 
They included: 

Increases of $3.35 an hour over three years 

for Buffalo bricklayers, giving $9.67 an hour 
in 1972. 

A boost of $1.46 per hour over three years 
for cement masons in Denver, who have been 
earning $5. And $1.60 an hour in three years 
for operating engineers in Colorado, on top 
of their $5 rate. 

As for demands still in negotiation, the 
contractors reported that operating engineers 
want a boost of 100 per cent in Peoria, Ill. 

Other requests listed included: a raise 
of $5.65 an hour over three years for car
penters in North Adams, Mass.; $3.50 an 
hour more in one year for ironworkers of 
Kansas City; $3.65 an hour over two years 
for Philadelphia carpenters. 

In Michigan, officials said, Flint laborers 
want an increase of $1.70 an hour in a single 
year; painters in Traverse City ask for $3.15 
in two years: Lansing laborers seek $4 an 
hour in two years. 

RELIEF SOUGHT 
Because of such demands, the contractors 

have decided that drastic remedies are need
ed, immediately. The Associated General Con
tractors, Mr. Halvorson said, suggested to 
President Nixon and to the unions these 
actions: 

1. Unions and employers should sign a 
"national stabilization agreement" barring 
strikes or lockouts in construction and pro
viding for binding arbitration of all wage 
disputes. 

2. All construction contracts issued by the 
Government should contain clauses for bind
ing arbitration of wage disputes in their 
parts of the industry. 

3. Skilled manpower should be used only 
for skilled work. It was estimated this alone 
would bring a rise of 20 per cent in avail
able skilled labor by relieving skllled workers 
from unskilled tasks. 

4. Government policies and laws "which 
are geared to unemployment" periods and 
recessions should be revoked or revamped. 

5. Labor Department "restrictions" on 
apprentice training should be relaxed. 

No replies had been received from the 
Government or labor, Mr. Halvorson said. 

CHAOS IN CONSTRUCTION 
Another industry group on April 15 issued 

its recommendations on ending the "chaos 
in the construction industry." A report ap
pealing for a curb on building-trades wages 
came from the industrial-relations commit
tee of the National Association of Manufac
turers. One of its proposals urged industrial 
firms to back up contractors' associations 
that resist the demands for big raises. 

Another committee, set up by the Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States, is also 
seeking to slow up the wage spiral in build
ing. 

Whether any of the employer moves will 
succeed remains in doubt. The unions are 

Area, unions on strike 

out to get all the money they can while 
skilled craftsmen are in short supply and 
demand is high. 

[From U.S. News & World Report, 
May 6, 1969] 

TRENDS IN LABOR 
EMPLOYE LISTS 

Unions won Supreme Court backing assur
ing them that they will get lists of employes' 
names and home addresses for use in mailing 
out propaganda prior to bargaining elections. 
The Court on April 23 upheld a decision of 
the National Labor Relations Board on this 
controversial issue, but ruled that NLRB 
must act on the question on a case-by-case 
basis. The Court found the Board had failed 
to follow the Administrative Procedure Act 
when it adopted a general rule on the lists. 

CAN AD IAN STRIKE 
The Machinists Union, demanding a pay 

raise of 20 percent, struck Air canada on 
April 20. It was the second Machinists' strike 
against the Government-owned line in three 
years. All operations were halted. The me
chanics and maintenance workers sought to 
catch up with pay on U.S. airlines. Air Canada 
offered raises of 23 per cent spread over 
three years. 

UNION SEGREGATION 
The Department of Justice filed suit in 

federal court seeking to force the Interna
tional Longshoremen's Association to inte
grate two local unions in Baltimore. The De
partment said one local union is "99 per cent 
Negro" the other "99 per cent white," and 
that each usually sends out work gangs of 
only one race. The suit charged that Negro 
longshoremen get less work than whites. 

FACTORY WAGES 
Production workers in manufacturing 

averaged $3 an hour in straight-time pay in 
March-16 cents above a year ago. For hard
goods fields, the average now ls $3.18; for soft
goods, $2.74, according to the Labor Depart
ment. 

CHANGE IN PROCEDURES 
A trucking firm which made changes in the 

manner of handling freight at a terminal said 
the changes were prompted by a desire to in
crease efficiency, but NLRB said the company 
should have conferred with the union. Now 
a U.S. court of appeals has upheld the com
pany and refused to enforce NLRB's order. 
The court said the changes involved ordinary 
operating procedures, not wages or conditions 
of employment. 
IF STRIKERS WIN DEMANDS-HOW CONSTRUCTION 

PAY WILL JUMP 
Strikers' demands in work stoppages typi

cal of those tying up $2 blllion to $3 billion 
in construction projects around the nation: 

Before strike 
pay per hour 

including 
fringe benefits Hourly raise demanded 

New pax 
per hour rf 

demands 
are met 

Kansas City, Mo.: Ironworkers __ ______ __________ -------- __________ _ $5. 17 $3.50 in 1 year _________ _ $8.67 
9. 30 Bridgeport, Conn.: Carpenters __ ------ ____________ ----------------_ 

Miami, Fla.: 

~~~~::r2~~== ==== == == == == === = = = ==== == == == = = = === == == ==== == == = Tampa, Fla.: Carpenters _________ ------------ __ __ -----------------
Houston, Tex.: 

Ironworkers __________ -- ________________________ -------------
Roofers __________ ---_---------------------------------------

Springfield, Mass.: Operating engineers-----------------------------
Prttsfield, Mass.: Laborers ______________________ -------------------
lincoln, Nebr.: 

Bricklayers _______ ----- ___ ------------ ___ --- __ - __ ------------
Ironworkers ____________________ -----------------------------

~~t~~Yf,·~~c~.~~~~le~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Source : Associated General Contractors of America. 

5. 59 $3.71 in 3 years ________ _ 

5. 52 $3 in 3 years_----------
3.65 $2.50 in 3 years ________ _ 
4. 35 $2.40 in 3 years ________ _ 

5. 26 $1.50 in 2 years ________ _ 
4. 46 $2.25 in 3 years ________ _ 
5. 95 $2.25 in 3 years ________ _ 
4. 16 $2.30 in 3 years ________ _ 

4. 93 $2.05 in 3 years ________ _ 
4. 55 $1.98 in 3 years ________ _ 
5. 00 $1.65 in 2 years ________ _ 
4. 88 $1.15 in 1 year_ ________ _ 

8. 52 
6.15 
6. 75 

6. 76 
6. 71 
8.20 
6.46 

6. 98 
6.53 
6.65 
6.03 
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{From U.S. News & World Report, July 28, 

1969) 
RECORD RAisES OF 1969: WHO'S GE'l"I'ING 

THEM 
Higher living costs and a shortage of 

skilled workers are chief factors in organized 
labor's drive for big wage boosts this year
even at the cost of long strikes. 

The strategy seems to be paying off. Typi
cal cash raise so far in 1969 is about $8.64 
a week. 

A strategy of "get it while !70U can" 
is guiding union wage negotiators in 1969-
and so far it has won record-breaking settle
ments. 

The typical wage boost has been 21.6 cents 
an hour for industry generally, during the 
first half of i969. This new high is 5.2 cents 
more than in the first six months of last 
year. Fringe increases are not included. 

Thus, the typical raise is running at about 
$8.64 per week. In May, the average worker 
off the farm earned nearly $114 weekly. That 
amounts to some $5,900 a year. 

Construction workers are doing much bet
ter, however. Here the typical boost has 
been 69.5 cents an hour this year, pushing 
we.:kly pay up to nearly $196. In 50 weeks, 
tile annual rate would be around $9,800. 

Higher brackets. Many in the construc
tion field w1ll get more. Including "fringes" 
and cash pay, a few recent agreements will 
bring a worker as much as $21,000 or $22,000 
a year. 

A steamfitter in New York, as an example, 
is to get approximately $22,000 a year by 
1970, assuming he works 50 weeks annually. 
His gross wage under a new agreement will 
ris.J to $11.10 an hour, including "fringes." 

After a 15-day strike, the steamfitters won 
increases of $3.25 an hour in pay and bene
fits over three years. 

At Los Angeles, the Plumbers Union, which 
struck July 1, reduced its demands to ·are
quest for $3.51 an hour over three years. 
That would boost the gross rate to $11.62 
an hour. 

For 50 weeks a year, this construction 
plumber would be getting $20,900 by 1971. 
The contractors' latest offer would give him 
$19,296. 

Steady rise. The "typical" increases cited 
for the first-half settlements are from a 
survey by the Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc. They represent the median raises in 
cash wages--half of the agreements granted 
larger boosts and half gave smaller amounts. 

Since 1964, the median wage increase for 
industry generally has been getting larger 
each year. It was 7.6 cents an hour back in 
1964. 

The BNA survey checked 1,322 wage settle
ments for the first half of 1969. 

In winning tho:-e agreements, union lead
ers admit that their bargaining strategy has 
been to push for the largest possible raise, 
even at the cost of long strikes. 

Often they insisted on putting all of this 
yea:--'s boost into cash wages rat her than 
using some for "fringes." 

Basis of union str at egy. Labor leaders gave 
these reasons for their "now's the time" 
tactics: 

Union members are demanding big cash 
increases because of the fast-rising cost of 
living-up more than 5 per cent since a year 
ago. Earlier pay raises have been eaten up-
and more--by household expenses. 

Bargaining power of unions now is strong. 
Skilled craftsmen are in short supply in 
many industries. Employers are willing to 
bid up the price of labor to get or to hold 
workers. 

If it comes to a strike, many union mem
bers can get temporary jobs to tide them 
over. Building contractors report their 
craftsmen who strike immediately find well
p aid work in nearby areas. The same oft en 
is true for factory hands. 

Some pressure for larger increases sP.ems to 
be prompted by union fears that wage con
trols may be imposed by law before the next 
contract is negotiated. The idea is to "get all 
w~ can before the Government blows the 
whistle." 

The low rate of unemployment tends to 
make it easier to strike. There are fewer pools 
of idle workers available to break a '>trike. 
Union members often are more willing to 
walk out because they have been working 
steadily and do not fear they will be re
placed by new employes. 

If unemployment should rise next year as 
part of the battle against inflation, unions 
probably will find it harder to strike. Em
ployers, if production slows down, will feel 
they cannot afford large increases in labor 
costs. This may be the last year to force 
through big pay raises, for some time. 

Union officials said, too, that they some
times have trouble with younger members 
of their organizations who insist on big set
tlements. The newer workers vote to reject 
agreements that have been negotiated by 
the leaders. 

One union leader put it this way: 
"We no longer can point to Government 

guidelines restricting the size of the settle
ments. While union officials complained 
publicly about those guidelines of the Ken
nedy and Johnson years, it was handy at 
times to point to them in trying to hold 
down our members' big ideas on wage 
increases." 

This year's record. The chart on page 69 
shows what has been happening in 1969 
negotiations up to now, as compared with 
other half-year periods. 

In manufacturing, the median wage in
crease--excluding "fringes"-this year is 19.4 
cents an hour. Construction workers' in
crease of 69.5 cents compares with 38.3 cents 
last year. 

For nonmanufacturing, excluding con
struction, the median is 24.5 centa per hour. 
The figures are for 1969's boosts, not 
the total for several years under long-term 
agreements. 

The BNA survey also listed the median 
wage increases for each major industry. In 
the manufacturing field, these raises ranged 
from 25.b cents an hour for cement makers 
to 14.8 cents an hour in furniture making. 

Outside of manufacturing industries, con
struction was not the only generous nego
tiator. Settlements in maritime shipping and 
longshoring gave a median boost of 38 cents 
an hour. The median rise was 24.7 cents 
for public utilities; 24.5 cents for service in
dustries. 

TRENDS IN LABOR 

Snag in grape talks. Eleven growers of 
table grapes in California said their con
tract talks with the AFL-CIO's United Farm 
Workers Organizing Committee were dead
locked. They suggested that President Nixon 
name a fact-finding committee to recom
mend terms of a settlement. Negotiations 
have reached an impasse, growers reported, 
chiefly over the union's wage demands. 

Spot check on wages. A sample of what's 
happening to p ay for skilled workmen: Wage 
increases for such workers in the Philadel
phia area averaged 5.7 per cent in the year 
ended last November, according to the U.S. 
Labor Department. The rise was almost 
double the advance of 3 per cent in the pre
vious year. New rates include $4.01 an hour 
for toolmakers, $3.85 for machinists and 
pipefitters, $3.65 for auto mechanics. 

Closing of cafeteria. NLRB members de
cided that a cafeteria chain had closed one 
of its units permanent ly to avoid bargaining 
with a union. However, the Board ruled 
there was no violation of the Taft-Hartley 
Act because there was no proof the closing 
was designed to "chill unionism" at other 
cafeterias of the company. 

A union's duty. When a union asks for 

bargaining recognition but does not reveal 
to the employer the size of its claimed 
majority or offer to show authorization cards, 
the employer may be justified in asking for 
an employe vote. So saying, a U.S. court of 
appeals sent a case back to NLRB for fur
ther proof. 

Co-ordinated bargaining. The Steelworkers 
Union and allied unions were found in vio
lation of the Taft-Hartley Act because the 
coalition sought to force Phelps Dodge Cor
poration to bargain on a companywide basis 
in an eight-month strike that ended in early 
1968. This ruling by a trial examiner of the 
National Labor Relations Board was similar 
to an earlier finding upheld by the Board 
in connection with a walkout at Kennecott 
Copper Corporation, but the new ruling 
found additional evidence of violations. 

[From U.S. News & World Report, Aug. 11, 
1969] 

INDUSTRY'S PLAN To HALT SOARING COSTS OF 
BUILDING 

Chaos in the construction field refiects a 
failure of collective bargaining, says an in
dustry task force. It urges builders and their 
clients to join in an effort to halt the up
ward spiral of wages and prices through 
closer co-operation at the bargaining table. 

An alliance between building contractors 
and their clients is being proposed as a means 
of offsetting the power of comtruction 
unions to bid up wage rates year after year. 

The proposal comes from a task force set 
up last November by the National Confer
ence on Construction Problems. The con
ference and the task force were sponsored by 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States. 

In essence, the group calls for closer co
operation between building contractors and 
those who contract for their services, includ
ing federal, State and city governments, hos
pitals, schools and government-sponsored 
projects such as urbh.n renewal. It is sug
gested that this combination could offset the 
current bargaining power of the labor unions. 

Aim of the plan is to brake the wage-price 
spiral ln the construction industry. 

To reach this goal, the task force urges: 
1. A national organization of the major 

sponsors of construction projects--govern
ments, large-scale developers. 

2. Another national organization of con
tractors to co-operate with the group that 
lets the contracts. 

A call for buyer support. The report de
clares: "Throughout the deliberations of the 
task force and throughout every other dis
cussion of methods of improving collective 
bargaining in the industry, one basic fact 
of life stands out: The contractors cannot 
improve their collective bargaining without 
the full support of the purchasers of con
st ruction services." 

Under present practicec in the industry, 
t he task force found that contractors and 
their clients often work at cross purposes, 
t o the advantage of unions. For example, "the 
purchaser-client, for reasons of expediency, 
has sometimes required contractors to sub
mit to unreasonable labor-relations and 
project practices, as well as unreasonable 
d em ands." 

Con tractors, on the other hand, are crit i
cized for permitting unions to handle most 
labor-relations functions that in other in
dustries are carried out by personnel de
p art ments. 

Such practices, says the task force, are 
t o blame for most of the industry's troubles, 
including: 

Shortages of skilled craftsmen, "artificially 
creat ed and maintained" by union-imposed 
limitations on trainees. 

"Extravagant" wage increases without any 
increases in productivity. 

"Restrictive work practices which fUrther 
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limit productivity" and block the use of 
new and better methods. 

Suggested changes. The task force asks 
clients to give the contractors a free hand to 
negotiate and administer their own wages, 
hours and working conditions, as the first 
step. 

They are urged, also, to try to time and 
schedule their building projects so a-s not to 
overtax the supply of construction labor, and 
to refrain from proposing or condoning "un
reasonable" use of overtime. 

The task-farce report suggests, in addition, 
that: 

A nationwide inventory of construction 
manpower be taken, with the help of the 
Government and the unions, if they will 
agree. 

Because of the certainty that there will 
be a vast increase in the need for building 
workers, contractors must start recruiting 
and training new employes on their own. 

Future labor contracts should provide for 
a fixed ratio of apprentices to journeymen 
on each job, and contractors should agree 
not to lay off apprentices because of lack of 
work without first notifying an office set up 
to administer the training program. 

Contractors' associations should see to it 
that construction-labor contracts have com
mon expiration dates, and thus "prevent the 
whipsawing effect of negotiations which fol
low each other." 

Contractors operating outside their home 
areas should support local labor agreements 
and practices. 

Sharper, more experienced negotiators 
should be found for the contractors' side of 
the table. 

There should be some intensive lobbying 
for legislation to speed the Labor Board's 
handling of violations of the labor laws. 

Legislation also should be sought to "over
come certain interpretations of the National 
Labor Relations Act" which "encourage re
strictive work practices, product and second
ary boycotts and restrict the use of more
efficient materials and methods." 

Commission proposed. The task force also 
proposes that builders and their clients put 
together a commission composed of persons 
widely known for their "wisdom, stature and 
impartiality" to do three things: 

1. Lay down clear "craft-jurisdiction lines 
applicable to specific kinds of construction." 

2. Set up machinery for a new board to 
handle jurisdictional disputes and make 
awards on the basis of the craft-jurisdiction 
guidelines laid down by the commission. It 
would also make changes in the guidelines 
where needed. 

3. Specify proper sanctions for failure to 
abide by the board's decisions. 

The task force urges contractors to stand 
firm against any written agreements or un
written on-site practices, traditions or cus
toms which limit productivity or which boost 
building costs out of proportion to the value 
added to the project. 

A spokesman for the task force noted that 
the construction industry has "moved so 
fast in new techniques and new equipment" 
that "jobs once logically part of one craft 
are now logically part of another, and there 
ought to be some way to place them in the 
right craft." 

The group's report pressed for more "win
terizing" of construction work and called 
on the Government to change arbitrary and 
outmoded regulations which unreasonably 
prevent work in cold weather. 

The idea of expanding the scope of con
struction-industry bargaining groups geo
graphically-negotiating contracts by whole 
regions rather than locally-was not taken 
up in the report. The task force said that 
this matter needs additional study. 

Bias cleniecl. The report insists that there 
is nothing antiunion about the proposals, 
although few of them can be adopted with
out union agreement. Said the task force: 

"At the foundation of sound collective 
bargaining between parties lies the require
ment that they be relatively equal in 
strength, that they possess the skills of ne
gotiation and that the resulting agreements 
be implemented in good faith. 

"The present situation in the industry 
reflects a failure of collective bargaining 
mainly because of the imbalance of power." 

TRENDS IN LABOR 

An umpire for the pros? The increasing 
economic importance of professional sports 
calls for the National Labor Relations Board 
to exercise its jurisdiction over disputes be
tween team owners and their employees, the 
AFL-CIO says in a brief to the Board. The 
labor federation threw its support behind 
a petition for an election, among American 
League umpires. 

Wage gains still rising. In the first 30 
weeks of 1969 the median negotiated wage 
gain for the country as a whole was 21.8 
cents an hour, up 4.3 cents or almost 20 
per cent over the same period of 1968, ac
cording to a survey made by the Bureau of 
National Affairs, Inc. 

UAW talks in Britain. American and Brit
ish auto-union leaders are trying to find 
ways to counter the international strength 
of the big car makers by internationalizing 
unionism in the auto industry. They aim at 
co-ordinating wage negotiations and con
tract-renewal dates and standardizing union 
procedures in the U.S. and British auto in
dustries. American-owned companies now 
produce 48 per cent of all cars sold in Bri
tain. A British-U.S. auto-union meeting is 
set for 1970 in the U.S. 

Steelworkers' pay goes up. Substantial 
wage increases and a pensicm boost took 
effect for members of the Steelworkers Union 
August 1, the beginning of the second year 
of the newest three-year contract. One 
brand-new feature also became effective-a 
pension for the surviving spouse of a steel
worker who has 15 years or more of service 
at the time o! death. 

Coal chaos predicted. The National Coal 
Association has warned Congress that many 
coal mines may be forced to close and that 
there may be a shortage of electricity as a 
result, if health and safety bills for the 
mines, being considered by the HQuse and 
Senate, become law. The association claims 
that technology is not available to meet pro
posed dust standards; insists that respirators 
would protect the health of miners effec
tively. 

THE BIG BOONDOGGLE AT LORDSTOWN 

(When General Motors embarked on a 
whirlwind expansion program to produce a 
new car, the Ohio construction industry was 
sucked into a dizzy bout of inflation.) 

(By Don Sider) 
The explosive inflationary pressures gen

erated by labor conditions in the $90-billion 
construction industry pose a dramatic threat 
to the national economy. In the past year, 
construction costs have increased by 9 per
cent. Most of the wage settlements won by 
the building-trades unions in the first six 
months of 1969 call for annual wage increases 
of between 15 and 22 percent. These con
tracts, totally unrelated to productivity, re
flect the unchallenged power of the build
ing-trades unions at the bargaining table. 
(See "The Unchecked Power of the Build
ing Trades," Fortune, December, 1968.) And 
that alarming spiral will continue. A Ford 
Motor Co. executive has warned his col
leagues that they can expect plant-construc
tion costs to increase by 53 percent over the 
next five years. -

The sharp impact of wage-price develop
ments in construction is spreading through
out the rest of the economy. As costs rise 
elsewhere, industrial unions are using settle
ments in the construction industry as their 

initial demands at the bargaining table. 
Gradually, housing, if not subsidized, is be
ing priced out of the reach of a large sec
tion of the population. Essential public serv
ices, such as hospitals and transportation, 
are being delayed or abandoned because of 
the unconscionable rise in labor costs. This 
unchecked inflation presents the business 
community with what is probably its most 
serious and urgent problem. Some indus
trialists are groping for a way to put a stop 
to it. But most of them, while admitting the 
existence of the crisis, contribute directly to 
it by rationalizing the toll of construction 
costs as "one shot" expenditures essential 
to the conduct of their normal businesses. 

A case in point is the decision by General 
Motors to build a $75-milllon plant in 
Lordstown, Ohio. In the fall of 1968 the 
company announced plans to build a new 
car, the XP 887, that would compete in price 
and performance with the most popular im
ports. Since G.M. was faced with steadily in
creasing labor and material costs, the design 
and location of the new plant were of para
mount importance. Moreover, in order to 
keep the costs of the compact to a minimum, 
G.M. wanted a new plant so that it could 
introduce the most sophisticated automated 
assembly techniques with a minimum of in
terference. 

After a comprehensive study, G.M. decided 
to locate a 2,300,000-squa.re-foot stamping 
plant at Lordstown, Ohio, next to an assem
bly plant that was turning out Chevrolets. 
The new stamping plant will produce the 
small-car bodies, and the existing assembly 
lines will be converted for the production of 
the XP 887, which is expected to be on the 
market by mid-1970. At the same time, G.M. 
is building a 700,000-square-foot assembly 
plant for the Chevrolet truck division. 

Of G.M.'s 110 building projects, comple
tion of the Lordstown plant is being given 
top. priority. Days after Chairman James 
Roche announced that the XP 887 was on 
the planning boards, engineers were survey
ing the wooded 1,100-acre site in the rolling 
farmland of the Mahoning Valley. With fran
tic haste, contractors began to assemble a 
labor force. Says Frank Riley, G.M.'s vice 
prestdent of manufacturing, "When we get 
the first press in there and get the die in, 
we'll make our first stamping. And no mat
ter when it is, some people here will think 
it's too late." 

The crash program at Lordstown has led 
General Motors to accept with equanimity 
skyrocketing overtime and boondoggling 
work practices that it would consider intol
erable in any Fisher-body plant. Yet, with 
its gaping press pits empty and most of the 
fioor space still open to the sky, the plant 
at Inid-August was six weeks behind sched
ule. In the first nine months of construction, 
workers earned over $2 million in overtime. 
Eighteen regular days of production were lost 
because of seven wildcat strikes. A con
tractor has su~d the unions involved for over 
$190,000 in damages. And the construction 
industry in northern Ohio is suffering a se
vere manpower shortage and spiraling costs 
as a result of G.M.'s urgency. 

LAWSUITS AND LOGROLLING 

When construction workers heard about 
the big new rush job in northern Ohio, they 
flocked from as far away as California and 
Louisiana to try to get in on what they knew 
would be easy pickings. In November heavy
equipment operators were working up to 
seventy hours per week-known in the trade 
as "seven tens." At one time or another since 
then, most of the crafts have worked a sev
enty-hour week. The overtime pay varied as 
the project progressed-most trades were 
working sixty hours in March; in June they 
worked an average of fifty-three hours. Con
sider the weekly wages at the seventy-hour 
pace; $563.50 for a laborer, $661 for a car
penter, and $666.50 for an operating engi
neer. 
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G.M. officials refuse to say how much total 
overtime was built into the critical-path 
program, but agreements signed with indi
vidual subcontractors indicate that forty
eight-hour and fifty-hour weeks will be usual 
through February, when the bulk of con
struction is to be completed. The critical 
path for the stamping plant--with installa
tion of the first pilot line of presses sched
uled for December 1 and production by May 
1-was created by a computer, based on ex
perience at G.M. Kalamazoo stamping plant, 
which was built in 1964-65 and is the same 
size as the one at Lordstown. The schedule, 
called unrealistic by critics of G.M.'s over
time policy, is defended by corporation offi
cials as tight but necessary, and practical. 
G.M. evidently built in all the overtime not 
so much to get the job done but to ensure 
that contractors could recruit an ample sup
ply of workers. Built-in overtime on such 
construction projects is known to be counter
productive. According to a study made by 
the management-methods committee of the 
Mechanical Contractors Association of Amer
ica, a man wjll do less work in ten hours than 
he would in his normal eight. 

The main contractor, Huber, Hunt & 
Nichols in Indianapolis, has worked on many 
G.M. projects. In this instance it has been 
hurt by an unusual number of costly strikes. 
During one six-week period, March 13 to 
April 25, there were just thirteen working 
days without at least part of the work force 
being absent. As usual, most of the disputes 
have been over jurisdiction. On February 24, 
the teamsters walked off in an argument 
with the operating engineers over the man
ning of equipment and 566 men struck for 
one day. On March 13, the ironworkers left 
because of an argument over who would 
hoist roof decking. They were followed by 
all crafts but the sheet-metal workers, with 
the result that 593 men struck for three days. 
On March 25, the operating engineers and 
surveyors walked off after the operating engi
neers lost their bid to represent the survey
ors. That resulted in the absence of 690 men 
for most of a week. Then the laborers struck 
in a dispute with the security guards. In .f_p:-11 
the carpenters argued with the laborers over 
who was to move forms and 617 men struck 
for three days. Finally, seventy laborers dis
appeared for no apparent reason at all, re
turning two days later. 

At this point, Huber, Hunt & Nichols laid 
down the law to the unions. The contractor 
banned Saturday work during any week in 
which an unauthorized strike occurred. "We 
thought it was the only way we could handle 
the situation," says Paul Muehlenbein, vice 
president of Huber, Hunt & Nichols. Earlier, 
the company had sued Local 66 of the Inter
national Brotherhood of Operating Engineers 
for more than $62,000 for losses sustained as 
a result of their walkout. Just after issuing 
the overtime ban, the contractor sued Local 
1438 of the United Brotherhood of Carpen
ters and Joiners for nearly $72,000 and Local 
935 of the Laborers' International Union for 
close to $63,000 because of losses involved in 
jurisdiction disputes. Despite the threat of 
further lawsuits, there was another walkout 
on July 16, when the teamsters picketed the 
site and put more than 500 men out of work 
for two days. 

BOONDOGGLING AS A WAY OF LIFE 
Such disruptions are not usual on big jobs 

owned and built by out-of-town firms and 
attracting a measure of out-of-town labor 
(see "The Big Shakedown in Baton Rouge," 
FORTUNE, August). "I think the idea is to 
establish a precedent as far as jurisdiction 
is concerned for the long haul," says Mueh
lenbein. Moreover, the work practices toler
ated during a crash building program tend 
to become institutionalized. Typical is the 
case of subcontractor Don Woodward, a. 
sheet-meal subcontractor from Warren, 
Ohio, whose firm is installing vents on the 
roof. Woodward has used a cherry-picker 

crane to raise his material from ground to 
roof and, by accepted practice, hired team
sters to drive them to the site and operating 
engineers to run them on the site. As a make
work practice, the operating engineers at 
Lordstown insisted that he also hire oilers 
to stand by the machines. At that point, says 
Woodward, he gave up the cherry pickers and 
went to traditional pulleys: "I backed off. 
Until we find where we stand, we'll do it the 
hard way." 

Depending on the source, boondoggling at 
Lordstown has been anything from a minor 
annoyance to a way of life. "There were some 
minor situations in which the contractors 
agreed to featherbedding to keep the job 
going," admits G.M.'s Frank Riley. "But we 
feel we're getting pretty good productivity 
now." In the early months, men had the 
habit of leaving the job long before their 
shifts ended. "Some of that went on," grants 
Muehlenbein, "but we're trying to control 
that the best we can. When they leave the 
gate early, they're docked." Union representa
tives, on the assurance that they will not be 
quoted by name, admit that there is less 
hustle on this job than elsewhere. "I'm not 
going to admit that. Hell, I got to live here," 
answers one grizzled union boss. Then he 
adds softly, "It's the same as during the 
war. Remember all those cost-plus jobs? It 
took a while for them to get used to work
ing again." Says Joe Vaughn, the project 
foreman, "We've still got problems, but it's 
better than it was." Despite the overtime 
guarantees, the project is behind schedule, 
and the con tractors are now racing to get the 
huge building closed in and heated before 
cold weather hits in the fall. 

THE COST OF A GRAND RUSH 
These aggravations should be solely the 

builder's and his client's but they are not. 
They have become the concern of every con
tractor and professional in the building busi
ness in the Mahoning Valley. Some 282 con
tractors in adjacent Mahoning and Trumbull 
counties complain that G.M. upset a deli
cately balanced labor market, drove up prices 
with lavish overtime, promoted bad work 
habits with an easygoing attitude toward 
labor, and created a climate of unreasonable 
demands by labor. "Maybe this is good busi
ness for them," says contractor Woodward, 
"but it isn't for me." Adds another builder: 
"The unions have the contractors by the 
fig newtons, so they gouge.'' Says a fore
man on another job: "They shove a lot of 
things down your throat under these condi
tions that you should not have to take." 

Some of the local contractors complain 
that G .M.'s overtime has ballooned the cost 
of all construction in northern Ohio. Costs 
have increased by 1 percent per month in the 
state for the past three years, according to 
Arthur F. Sidells, a Warren architect. The 
rise in Mahoning and Trumbull counties in 
the same period has been 55 percent. Sidells 
designed the new Trumbull branch of Kent 
State University, a project not dissimilar 
from eighteen other new State University 
branches in Ohio's current building program, 
where the average bid is $25.76 per square 
foot. But for the Trumbull branch it exceeds 
$30. Bids for a lodge and cabins at Ohio's new 
Salt Fork State Park at Cambridge, about a 
hundred miles from Lordstown, came in at 
$1,600,000 more than the $6,981,353 estimate 
prepared by Michael F. Kenny, a. Michigan 
building estimator. Kenny says the high cost 
results at least in part from the spillover ef
fect of overtime paid at Lordstown. J. War
ren Finch, construction manager for Edward 
J. De Bartolo Co., headquartertld in Youngs
town, believes Lordstown has raised building 
costs in the area 8 to 10 percent. One Warren 
contractor now feeds into his bids fourteen 
hours per man per week in overtime: "You 
have to figure you're not going to get men at 
less than fifty-four hours." 

There is no doubt that the G.M. Lordstown 
project has become a mecca for construe-

tion workers in the region. Don Matthews, re
gional coordinator of the 700-member Re
gional Congress of Construction Employ
ers, based in Pittsburgh, says. "The big 
problem is that we have almost all the 
other worlrmen in the area threatening to 
go to Lordstown.'' John Logue, a labor spe
cialist in the Builders Association of Ma
honing Valley argees: "If 10 percent of the 
guys [the percentage G.M. claims it is draw
ing from the local labor force] are getting 
overtime, others will quit their jobs and go 
over there to get it.'' Architect Art Sidells 
tells of a firm building a hospital at War
ren. They started with twelve plumbers and 
lost all but four to Lordstown; then the 
four went to their foreman and demanded 
overtime to stay on the job-and they got it. 
Sidells says, 'Labor's attitude is, Don't look 
cross-eyed at me, brother, or I'll go to Lords
town!'" 

Almost every contractor can top the sad 
story of his competitors. One of the hard
est hit has been J. S. Fraysier, a general 
contractor in Warren, Fraysier is building a 
ten-story, !52-apartment addition to the 
federally funded low-rent Riverview Apart
ments for the aged at Warren. "I refuse to 
go to overtime," he says. "We can't afford 
to. Furthermore, overtime only produces 
featherbedding." Fraysier's p1·oject is six 
months behind schedule, because of seven 
strikes and labor shortages. l''or example, 
he needed fifteen to twenty plasterers, but 
never could attract more than seven and has 
had as few as two on the job. Plastering, 
which started in May, should have ended by 
the first of July, but still continues. "It's 
killed me," Fraysier laments. "A job that 
looked good when I started went sour.'' 

While there is little argument that mas
sive overtime on one well-publicized project 
creates a demand for overtime and other con
cessions on most other jobs, G.M. strongly re
buts the builders' charge that it has stripped 
their labor market. In a letter to the con
tractors, G.M. cited a manpower survey 
conducted in June. It said that "there are 
over 11,000 skilled tradesmen registered in 
the Youngstown and Warren local unions. 
Of the 1,500 workers now employed on the 
job site, 989, or 8.6 percent, have been drawn 
from this local area. This percentage does 
not constitute an unreasonable drain on the 
available skilled trade categories." 

THE INADEQUATE LABOR POOL 
But local experts disagree. An informal 

survey of license plates at the site's park
ing lot found only 30 to 40 percent of the 
workers were from outside the Ohio area. 
"A business agent isn't going to sign on a 
man who just ca.me into town for an over
time job before the men who elected him," 
says one contractor. James Matteo, secre
tary of the Trumbull County Building Trades 
Council and business agent for the brick
layers, is in the same position as most busi
ness agents. "G.M. wants twenty-five to 
thirrty bricklayers on the Lordstown project," 
says Matteo. "I don't have twenty-five to 
thirty. Maybe I can give them fifteen, but 
I'll have to take them from other jobs." 

If G.M. is to complete the Lordstown plant 
on schedule, the labor shortage will become 
even more intense. Using G.M.'s own figures, 
there are 600 ironworkers registered locally, 
and during the peak of June 29 to July 15, 
Lordstown required 534. There are 311 local 
electrical workers, and during the peak of 
November 3 to December 1, Lordstown will 
require 418. Of 350 local sheet-metal work
ers, Lordstown will require 224 during the 
peak of August 4 to September 1. Giving G.M. 
the benefit of the doubt--i.e., that only half 
of the men on the job are locals during these 
times-the company will use more than one
third of the ironworkers, more than two
thirds of the electricians, and nearly one
third of the sheet-metal workers on local 
rolls. 
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G.M. contends that the local labor short

age results from the failure of the local 
building industry to train sufficient men
and indeed this is the case in many areas 
of the construction industry. Here, though. 
as J. Warren Finch says, "In general the 
labor market has always been very good. The 
tradesmen have been good. Labor relations 
have been good." Should the Mahoning Val
ley have had a pool waiting for the advent 
of a Lordstown project? "Craftsmen," answers 
Clarence Hanna, executive vice president of 
the Builders Association of Mahoning Valley, 
"are like any of us. They can't be put in a 
deep freeze until needed." 
"THE GAME IS TO GET AS MUCH AS YOU CAN" 

The local builders believe that G.M. should 
have given them fair warning. But G.M.'s 
own contractor knew of the project only after 
G.M. Board Chairman James Roche an
nounced the new car. Clarence Hanna says, 
"They [G.M.] told us in subsequent meet
ings they needed three years' lead time to 
get a new car on the road. They gave us 
zero lead time to recruit and train person
nel." G.M.'s Frank Riley defends his corpo
ration with a statement that indicates that 
the whole small-car phenomenon sneaked 
up on G.M. too: "As soon as we knew it 
would be there, we announced it.'' 

The first G.M. Lordstown project-the 
Chevrolet Fisher Body assembly plant-be
gun in 1964, brought with it a gravy train 
of overtime. Because there was an ample 
labor pool at the time, local builders were 
hardly affected. But they claim now that 
after that project was completed it took two 
years to get their workers used to doing a 
day's work for a day's pay-a charge the 
unions vigorously deny. 

The unions' argument implies that they 
are trying to make up for some bad days in 
the recent past. "Let's talk about the fact 
that five-six years ago we had a slowdown 
here that equaled the depression," says the 
Carpenters' Mike Beckus. "During that pe
riod, I didn't see one of these contractors 
offer to help our people." But the building 
boom of recent years has enabled the unions 
to take advantage of the tight labor market 
With a vengeance. Today, at Lordstown, 
laborers earn $5.74 an hour, carpenters $6.61, 
electricians $7.05, plumbers and steamfitters 
$'1.38, structural Ironworkers $7.32, sheet
metal workers $6.87, and operating engineers 
$6.75¥2. After forty hours, most of these 
rates double. 

But not all union leaders are happy with 
present conditions. "G.M. is the best thing 
that ever happened to this area," says Mike 
Beckus. "It's been good for the craftsmen," 
admits Jim Matteo, "but we don't care for 
all this turmoil." One union officer takes an 
unusually statesmanlike view: "It hurts the 
economy. Here's a job; everyone wants to go 
out there; the poor stiff who wants to build 
a home can't get it." 

For their part, the builders, led by Clarence 
Hanna, have been after General Motors like 
a colony of hornets whose nest has been 
tipped. They have written letters to Chair
man Roche and President Edward Cole that 
resulted in three meetings with G.M. officials. 
"All we got," says Hanna, "was tea and sym
pathy." He told his story at the Washington 
Convention of the Associated General Con
tractors last March, and was mustering a 
boycott by some of 3,500 delegates and their 
wives of a party being staged by G.M.'s 
TEREX Division, which makes earth-moving 
and road-building equipment, when a hur
ried bulletin informed the builders that Cole 
was even then studying the Mahoning Valley 
delegation's plight with a sympathetic eye. 
But there is a fatalistic air about the con
tractors when they discuss their attempt to 
get coopera.tion from G .M.; they know the 
company will build its plant on schedule 
irrespective of their protests. 

GET THE PLANT UP AT ALL COSTS 

Should G.M. have predicted the need for 
the XP 887, and reacted sooner? The chief of 
construction for a Detroit competitor thinks 
not: "It's a lot more complicated than saying 
some executive at G.M. decided too late. The 
marketplace is a crazy, fickle thing.'' G.M.'s 
Riley adds, "The automobile business is not 
only seasonal but cyclical. The market 
changes rapidly. When we reach that stage 
when we have the vehicle that will be ripe, 
you've got to move very fast to get that car 
out. We can't sit down now and decide what 
kind of car we'll build in ten years." 

Once the decision was made to build the 
XP 887, the entire G.M. organization moved 
with alacrity. Lordstown is just one part of 
a systematized massive deployment of men 
and machines, which in another city would 
have won plaudits for its precision. Says an 
executive of another auto maker: "The lo
gistics problem is horrendous. Once a deci-
6ion is made, everything must function like 
clockwork.'' Even if it were possible to slow 
the pipeline, it would be costly and imprac
tical. Ford has a fourteen-month lead on 
G.M. with its Maverick. The payoff for G.M., 
if it has guessed right on the XP 887, can 
make the millions it is cverspending a very 
worthwhile Investment "People in this com
pany want that car," says a G.M. executive, 
"and they're willing to pay, no matter what 
it costs." 

"Our problem," says a Ford executive speak
ing "'or the industry, "is the marketplace. 
The construction industry Is in bad shape 
to meet the demand of a big client like G.M. 
We have two marketplace elements that come 
Into conflict: The supply of cars and the 
supply of labor." G.M.'s Riley concurs: "I 
doubt that there would be any local area 
that could absorb a job of this size without 
interruptions." 

AN ALLIANCE OF SYMPATHY 

Could General Motors, the world's greatest 
industrial corporation-spending $1.1 billion 
annually In new plants, equipment, and 
modernization--devise a way to hold down 
construction costs? The steamrollered build
ers and their clients in the Mahoning Valley 
think so. Some of their suggestions are novel. 
For example, G.M. could, through the Argo
naut Realty Division, buy up one or more 
construction companies and go into business 
for Itself. But in the auto industry It is an 
accepted maxim that you get Into trouble 
when you get into another man's business. 
It could demand a nonunion or open shop 
on its jobs, but for a company and an in
dustry which is so thoroughly unionized that 
could be disastrous. It could hire Its own 
labor force, and shift them from job to job, 
working independently of the local pool; but 
that would build in inefficiencies that are 
repugnant to the cost-conscious executives 
of G.M. It could build its cars overseas, but 
G.M.'s own sense of national responsibility, 
not to mention its fear of government dis
approval, would prevent that extreme move. 

Rather than lead the anti-inflation battle 
itself, General Motors has chosen to join 
a group of other major corporations whose 
aim is to support a tough stand by contrac
tor's associations at the bargaining table. Led 
by Roger Blough, former chairman of the 
board of U.S. Steel, the group, which in
cludes such corporations as General Electric, 
Standard Oil Co. (N.J.), and Consumers 
Power Co. will monitor all settlements in 
the construction industry and may chastise 
any company that forces a contractor to 
capitulate to the extreme demands of the 
building trades' unions. While this expres
sion of support is welcomed by builders, it 
remains to be seen whether this alliance of 
sympathy is sufficient to correct the imbal
ance of union power at collective-bargaining 
sessions. 

There is still a feeling at G M., though, 
that the contribution of construction costs 
to the spiral of inflation is the other fellow's 
problem. "We agree that inflation in con
struction costs is serious," says Frank Riley. 
"We see that building costs are skyrocket
ing. It should be a matter of concern to us, 
and it is. We've said that we'll support any 
reasonable proposal." But G.M. still feels 
its main job is building cars. Says Riley, 
"We're a customer of the building industry. 
We don't expect our customers to solve our 
problems." 

PICTURE CAPTIONS 

$11.13 

Laborer Vernold Leonard has good reason 
to smile. He belongs to the construction 
crew :now building a $75-million project for 
General Motors at Lordstown, Ohio. Because 
of built-In overtime, Leonard and his fel
low workers are among the highest-paid men 
in the construction Industry. Leonard's base 
pay is $5.39 an hour and he gets 35 cents 
in fringes; after forty hours he earns $11.13 
an hour. 

$13.21 

Operating engineer Peter Roman, from Po
land, Ohio, belongs to a craft that is in con
tinuing jurisdictional disputes with the 
Teamsters union. Some operating engineers 
have worked a seventy-hour week, grossing 
$666.50. Roman makes $13.21 an hour in 
overtime pay. 

$13.22 

Carpenter Mario Panissidi was drawn from 
the local labor pool, which supplies about 
half the work force. Carpenters make $6.11 
an hour straight time and 50 cents an hour 
in fringes. After forty hours, pay and fringes 
double, so that the overtime rate soars to 
$13.22 an hour. Panissidi left a job on a local 
shopping mall to work at Lordstown. 

$13.35 

Bricklayer Rudolph Bryan commutes a 
half-hour each way every day from his home 
in Bessemer, Pennsylvania. The drive is well 
worth whlle. Bryan makes $6.50 an hour in 
straight time, and 35 cents In fringes. For a 
regular forty-hour week, Bryan earns $274, 
and his overtime pay runs to $13.35 an hour. 

$13.39 

Sheet-metal worker William Boyd is from 
Negley, Ohio. He makes $6.52-an-hour base 
pay and 35 cents in fringe benefits. Most 
sheet-metal work at Lordstown Is running 
fifty-four hours now. So workers llke Boyd 
make $274.80 for a forty-hour week and 
$13.39 an hour for overtime. 

$10.58 

Electrician James Stevenson of Shelby
ville, Tennessee, belongs to a craft that 
makes only time and a half instead of dou
ble time after forty hours. Electricians are 
paid $6.52-an-hour base pay and 53 cents 
an hour in fringe benefits. Overtime is paid 
at the rate of $10.58 an hour. Of all the 
crafts, electricians are most in demand in 
the Mahoning Valley. 

$14.34 

Structural ironworker E. S. Bates came 
all the way from San Diego, California, to 
share in the overtime boom at Lordstown. 
His base hourly pay, $7.02, is the highest 
of all the crafts shown here, and doubles 
after forty hours, but the fringes, wo;:th 30 
cents an hour, remain constant. Bates can 
make $292.80 for a regular work week and 
$14.34 an hour for overtime. 

$14.76 

Plumber Martin D. O'Connell is one of the 
highest-paid men at Lordstown when the 
job iS running at full blast. His base pay of 
$6.91 an hour, and his fringe benefits, 47 
cents, double after fort.y hours. The Girard, 
Ohio, worker makes $295.20 a week, and 
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$14.76 an hour for overtime, which is one 
reason why plumbers are rather choosy 
about making house calls. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to second what the dis
t inguished Senator from Michigan has 
just said. It does seem as though the 
main thrust of what we have before us 
is a bill which has to do with its indus
try promotion fund, but affects only a 
small part of the whole labor manage
ment field. 

It seems that if we are going to make 
this exception to the Taft-Hartley Act, 
we should do it by studying the whole 
field of these funds not only as to the 
construction industry but as to many 
other industries as well. So that, indeed, 
if we come up here with legislation we 
can do it and look at the whole of the 
problem before us, instead of zeroing in 
on just one industry. We can come up 
with a bill that will encompass the whole 
problem. 

Thus, I certainly support what the dis
tinguished Senator from Michigan has 
said, and would hope that we can put 
this back in committee where, then, we 
can study the whole picture and come 
out with a piece of legislation that can 
handle the whole problem. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the ma
terial I have just placed in the REcORD 
relates to the round of wage increases in 
the building and construction industry 
for 1969. 

We should be aware of the fact that, 
in most instances, those settlements were 
for only one year and negotiations are 
coming up again in my State of Mich
igan as well as other States. They will 
be coming up in advance of the nego
tiations in such industries as the auto
mobile industry. The UAW and the au
tomobile companies will begin their 
bargaining after the building trades be
gin a new round of wage negotiations. 

We are also confronted with some 
rather large wage demands that have 
been presented by the Teamsters Union. 
Of course, that is a very important in
dustry, but there is no industry which is 
more important than the building and 
construction industry. In a sense, I think 
it would be unfortunate if the Senate 
were to pass this bill today and, in effect, 
to indicate approval of what has taken 
place with respect to the negotiations, 
insofar as the wage structure in the in
dustry is concerned. 

It would, in effect, be encouraging even 
more exorbitant demands in the round 
of negotiations which is about to take 
place. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I see no 
reason to prohibit joint administration 
of product promotion funds in the con
struction industry where employers have 
voluntarily agreed to such joint admin
istration. Hence, I am a cosponsor of and 
I support H.R. 860 and S. 1369, its iden
tical Senate counterpart. 

This legislation is necessary only be
cause of the manner in which section 
302 of the Taft-Hartley Act is phrased. 
That section prohibits all payments by 
employers to representatives of em
ployees, with the only exceptions being 
those specified in subsection 302 (c). The 
original purpose of section 302 was to 

outlaw bribery of union officials by un
scrupulous employers interested in ob
taining "sweetheart" contracts. It was 
also intended to prohibit employers from 
paying money directly into union treas
uries, with no further control over the 
purposes for which the money could be 
spent. 

Unfortunately, section 302, in its orig
inal form, was phrased in extremely 
broad terms, and the specific exceptions 
listed in section 302 (c) did not cover 
several unquestionably legitimate activi
ties which could be pursued jointly by 
unions and employers. Congress has al
ready recognized this fact on at least 
two previous occasions. Thus, in 1959, 
even as the provisions of section 302 (a) 
were strengthened to prohibit loans as 
well as outright payments and to bring 
so-called agents of employers within its 
terms, an additional exception was also 
provided in section 302 (c) (5) to permit 
payments to jointly administered trust 
funds used to finance apprenticeship or 
training programs. Similarly, last year, 
S. 2068, permitting payments by employ
ers to jointly administered trust funds 
used to finance day care centers and 
educational scholarships, was passed 
and signed into law. 

The present bill merely provides an
other exception permitting employer 
payments to jointly administered funds 
used for product promotion in the con
struction industry. Clearly, in permit
ting such payments, the bill does not 
frustrate any of the purposes underlying 
section 302, particularly since the bill 
makes it absolutely clear that joint ad
ministration of such funds is a voluntary 
subject of bargaining. 

It should be borne in mind that there 
is nothing illegal per se about industry 
product promotion funds, and there is 
nothing in present law which prohibits 
employer payments to such funds if they 
are unilaterally administered by employ
ers. Many such funds exist and in many 
cases in the construction industry, for 
convenience, the employer's obligation to 
contribute to such funds is spelled out in 
the collective bargaining agreement it
self. Frequently, the amount of the con
tribution is stated in terms of so much 
per man-hour worked. The funds them
selves are used to help promote the sale 
of a particular product, for research and 
to promote good will. 

Building trades unions naturally have 
an interest in the economic health of the 
industry or subindustry in which they are 
employed and for this reason, as well as 
the fact that contributions to the fund 
are collected through the collective bar
gaining agreement, have a legitimate in
terest in participating in the administra
tion of such funds. A number of employ
ers in the construction industry, although 
perhaps not a majority, have agreed to 
recognize this union interest and permit 
the unions to participate in the manage
ment of certain funds. No valid reason 
has been suggested, Mr. President, why, 
given this agreement of employers, joint 
administration of such funds should be 
a Federal crime. 

The bill makes it clear that, given em
ployer agreement in the case of a prod-

uct promotion fund, such joint admin
istration will not be a Federal crime. The 
bill does not force any employer to estab
lish a fund; it does not farce any em
ployer to contribute to a fund, and it does 
not force any employer to agree to joint 
administration of a fund. No employer 
need even discuss a fund if he does not 
wish to do so, and any union which in
sists to the point of impasse on joint ad
ministration of such a fund would be 
guilty of an unfair labor practice in so 
doing. 

It has been claimed by some opponents 
of this bill that making joint administra
tion of product promotion funds a vol
untary subject of bargaining will not, in 
fact, preclude a union from striking to 
enforce its demands for joint admin
istration. It is said that sophisticated 
union negotiators could easily pretend to 
strike or threaten to st1ike over a man
datory subject of bargaining, such as 
wages, while at the same time making it 
clear "off the record" that the union's 
real objective was joint administration. 
Without denying that such a situation is 
theoretically possible, I fail to see any 
real danger of this occurring. In the first 
place, I would doubt very much whether 
joint administration could ever assume 
the importance of a strike issue. Sec
ondly, employer negotiators are just as 
sophisticated as union negotiators and 
could usually take effective counter steps 
to expose any such conduct. 

It is also claimed by some employers 
that permitting union participation in 
the management of these funds will in
hibit efforts of employers, through use of 
such funds, to recruit minority group 
employees and break down the discrimi
natory practices which still, unfortunat
ely, exist in some segments of this in
dustry. The short answer to this claim 
is that as the bill itself and the com
mittee report make clear, if any fund is 
used for the purpose of recruiting or 
training manpower, it is not a vroduct 
promotion fund as defined in the bill. 
This bill does not cover any fund used 
for "any purpose other than for product 
and product application research and 
development, product and product ap
plication market development, promotion 
of product and product application with 
architects, engineers, and Government 
contracting officials, product and prod
uct application public relations, publica
tion of product and product application 
technical information and data." 

It should also be noted in this connec
tion that joint administration of separate 
funds used for defraying the cost of ap
prenticeship or other training programs 
is already authorized under section 302 
(c) (6), and bargaining over such funds 
is mandatory, not just voluntary. Hence, 
nothing in the bill could possibly affect 
recruitment or training programs. 

Nor is there any warrant for assuming 
that permitting joint administration of 
product promotion funds will somehow 
aggravate jurisdictional disputes. Noth
ing in the bill affects the provisions of 
section 8(b) (4) (D ) of the National Labor 
Relations Act or any private dispute set
tling arrangement. Of course, these funds 
are used to promote competition between 
different kinds of products, but no one 
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has satisfactorily explained to me how 
such a fund could, merely by virtue of its 
being jointly administered, have any ef
fect--one way or another-on jurisdic
tional disputes, or even if it could, why 
the provisions of section 8(b) (4) <D) 
would not be effective to stop any un
lawful strike or picketing. 

The objections which have been voiced 
by some employers to this bill are thus 
without merit. 

Furthermore, there are certain very 
definite advantages to be gained from 
permitting these funds to be jointly ad
ministered. For example, whereas uni
laterally administered funds are not now 
subject to any reporting or disclosure re
quirements under any Federal law, a 
jointly administered product promotion 
fund would be subject to the reporting 
and disclosure requirements of the Wel
fare and Pension Plan Disclosure Act. 
Similarly, nothing in present law re
quires any unilaterally administered fund 
to be established pursuant to a separate 
trust agreement or prevents the moneys 
in such a fund from being commingled 
with other moneys. These requirements 
would apply under the bill to jointly ad
ministered product promotion funds. 

Mr. President, it should be made clear 
that nothing in the bill legitimizes any 
activity of any promotion fund if its ac
tivities would otherwise be unlawful. 
Thus, if a fund is engaged in activity 
which would otherwise violate the anti
trust laws, the mere fact that it is jointly 
administered would not exonerate the 
fund or anyone administering or con
tributing to it from antitrust liability. 
Nor does anything in the bill permit any 
union to agree with one employer or 
group of employers to require any other 
employer to make any contribution to 
a promotion fund to the extent that such 
conduct would be considered a violation 
of the antitrust laws under such cases as 
Allen Bradley Co. v. Local 3, IBEW, 325 
U.S. 797, Amalgamated Meat Cutters v. 
Jewel Tea Co., 381 U.S. 676, and United 
Mine Wot·kers v. Pennington, 381 U.S. 
657. Such conduct would also, of course, 
as previously noted, constitute as unfair 
labor practice. 

Finally, Mr. President, there is a big 
problem in the construction industry 
with respect to modernization of meth
ods, techniques, and materials. There is 
no question about the fact that there are 
many archaic practices being pursued in 
that industry, with a resultant impact 
upon costs. There is also no question 
about our desire-as evidenced by my 
strong fight here with respect to the so
called Philadelphia plan-to broaden the 
opportunities for employment in respect 
to this very key industry. 

All of these things, Mr. President, 
could lend themselves to improve
ment through these kinds of joint pro
motion funds. Our job, if we should en
act such a measure as this, would be to see 
that such funds were utilized for con
structive purposes, and not for the pur
pose of locking in archaic or backward 
practices or materials, or continuing any 
practice or material which increases 
costs or reduces efficiency, rather than 
improves them. -

This is a problem, again, of the good 
faith and intelligence with which such a 
plan is administered. We cannot hope 
to make it constructively useful to the 
public and the industry unless the un
ions are given an opportunity to cooper
ate, and this will provide the permissible 
capability for doing just that. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I favor 
the bill, and hope that the Senate will 
approve it. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD an article 
which was published in the AFI..rCIO 
American Federationist magazine of De
cember 1969, entitled "The Myth of 
Housing Costs." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE MYTH OF HOUSING COSTS 

(By Nathaniel Goldfinger) 
In the next 30 years America's population 

is expected to grow by at least 80 million
equal to adding the present populations of 
England and France to the United States. 
And the overwhelming majority of these peo
ple will live in urban areas. Yet millions of 
Americans today are ill-housed and major 
portions of central cities are dilapidated or 
decaying areas. 

The Housing Act of 1949 established a na
tional housing goal of "a decent home and 
a suitable environment for every American 
family." But the government did not place 
major emphasis on meeting the nation's 
housing needs and for many low- and mod
erate-income families that goal was not ful
filled. 

Nineteen years later, Oongress adopted the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, 
to speed up the building and rehabilitation 
of housing through federal assistance and a 
variety of incentives to business. The Act's 
10-year goal of 26 million additional dwelling 
units, including at least 6 million subsidized 
units for low- and moderate-income families, 
can be met only if there is a national com
mitment backed by effective government 
policies to achieve it. 

But today, more than a year after the 1968 
Act was adopted, there is little evidence of 
such government policies and measures. The 
clear-cut evidence, in tenns of a.ctual con
struction, is to the contrary. 

To achieve 26 million additional dwelling 
units in 10 years-an average yearly rate of 
2.6 million-the number of housing starts 
in 1969, should be moving up sharply from 
tbe 1.5 million units in 1968 toward 2 mil
lion. But the government's restrictive mone
tary and fiscal policies and the highest in
terest rates in 100 years are causing a sharp 
decline of residential construction rather 
than a sharp increase. 

Between the winter months of 1968-69 
and the past few months, the yearly rate of 
housing starts has dropped from 1. 7 million 
dwelling units to 1.4 million. Housing starts 
are headed down, not up. Unemployment 
among construction workers is increasing. 

The soa.ring trend of interest rates is pric
ing an increasing percentage of families out 

of the market for single family homes and 
new apartments. Skyrocketing interest rates 
have increased costs to home builders, prices 
and monthly payments to home buyers and 
rents to those who seek new apartments. 

The economics department of the National 
Association of Home Builders reports that 
monthly payments on principal and interest 
on a 25-year mortgage with 20 percent down 
payment rose from $139.80 for a. $25,000 house 
purchased in June 1968 to $156.96 for a sim
ilar home bought in mid-August 1969, as the 
result of soaring money costs. This is a rise 
of $17.16, or over 12 percent to be paid each 
and every month for 25 years. 

While the Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development speaks in 
general terms of the need to increase home 
building, the Federal Reserve, the Treasury 
Department and the Whit-e House are em
barked on a severely restrictive economic 
policy .that tightens the money supply, 
shoots Interest rates upward and hits resi
dential construction. The Administration's 
talk and actions have been in opposite 
directions: 

America is actually moving backward in 
home building, while there is considerable 
talk of moving forward. 

Some of thi~ talk about moving ahead, 
towards meetmg the nation's urgently 
needed housing goal, centers around the De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment's "Operation Breakthrough." If we are 
to believe at least part of the sales pitch that 
surrounds it, "Operation Breakthrough" is 
soon going to result in a reduction or con
siderably slower rise, in the price' of resi
dences, monthly payments on homes and 
rents on apartments. Such an objective is 
certainly a worthy one. 

National attention has been focused on 
an effort to cut the costs of construction
material and labor costs-through radical 
changes in th J technology and management 
of residential construction as a key to solv
ing the housing problem. However, even lf 
one or more radical technological break
throughs are achieved in experimental stages 
in the next year or two, it would probably 
take another 5 to 10 years before these 
breakthroughs could be tested sufficiently 
through experience and consumer response. 

There is an obvious time lag between rad
ical technological cha-nges in experimenta
tion and significantly widespread applica
tion. If any radical technological break
throughs are a.chieved, they will have little 
impact on America's ability to meet the 10-
year housing goal established by congres
sional legislation in 1968. 

What the present effort may actually 
achieve, after stripping it of the sales pitch, 
is much more mundane than the "break
through" title implies. If reasonably suc
cessful, it should be able to accelerate the 
continuing trend of the past 25 years t'O
wards pre-fab components, pre-fab units and 
modules-all of which would step up the 
trend toward reducing the on-site labor com
ponent of the price. It should be able to in
crease the use of new materials, such as plas
tics. It should help to attract some large 
firms into the business and improve the 
managerial efficiency of residential construc
tion. 

All of these would result in some cost 
reductiont, if-and it is a big if in the light 
of actual experience-if there is a large and 
expanding volume of construction. In fact, 
a large volume of home building would by 
itself provide some cost savings and unless 
a steady expansion of volume operations can 
be achieved, even the feasible aspects of this 
effort will remain largely unrealized. 

However, we are told by the news media 
that labor costtl are the chief problem in 
residential construction. Many people believe 
this myth and they also believe that trade 
unions ar-e the major impediment to reduced 
housing costs, although only about 20 per-
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cent or less of residences are union built. 

Following through on these views, public 
attention has been focused on a need to re
duce on-site construction activities, particu
larly the on-site labor cost, by moving many 
of these building activities from the con
struction site to the factory. And the aim is 
to prevent such savings on on-site labor 
from being offset by increased costs of pro
ducing and transporting materials from the 
factories through the stepped-up use of new 
and less expensive materials. 

But Dr. Michael Sumichrast, chief econo
mist of the National Association of Home 
Builders, recently supplied the Joint Eco
nomic Committee of Congress with details on 
the costs of a single-family residence and 
the figures tell a vastly different story. 

Dr. Sumichrast's figures show that between 
1949 and 1969, on-site labor costs fell sharply 
from 33 percent of the price of a home to 
18 percent--indicating a considerable shift 
to pre-fab factory operations and a rise in 
on-site productivity, as well as sharp in
creases in other costs. 

While this shift from on-site labor to fac
tory and materials activities was taking 
place, the cost of materials increased only 
slightly, from 36 percent of the price of a 
home to 38 percent. In those 20 years, the 
cost of structure--everything excluding land, 
financing and profit-fell from 70 percent 
of the price in 1949 to 56 percent of the price 
in 1969: 

HOME BUILDING COST, 1949 AND 1969 

Pn percent) 

1949 1969 

Structure__________ ___ __ _____ 70 56 

On-site labor__ ___________ -----33 ______ 18 

Materials____ ___ __ _______ 36 38 

tand _________ __ __ ___ __ _____ _ ====1=1=== ==2=1 

Oyerhe.ad and profit__________ _ 15
5 

13 
fmancmg___________ ___ ______ 10 

Average price ___ ____ __ ____ ___ ===$9=,=78=0====$2=0=, 5=3=4 

Source: Bureau of labor Statistics and National Association 
of Home Builders Economic Department Congressional Record, 
October 29, 1969, pg. 32260. 

The focus of attention therefore is on only 
56 percent of the price of a single-family 
home--and on those costs, which have been 
either sharply declining or relatively stable 
components of the price. But there is little 
if any attention given to the sharply rising 
components of the price--land costs and fi
nancing costs which, in combination, rose 
from 16 percent of the price of a home in 
1949 to 31 percent in 1969. 

As an example, based on these figures, the 
on-site labor cost of a $20,000 house is $3,600. 
Let us assume that this cost is reduced 20 
percent through the increased use of pre-fab, 
which brings the on-site labor cost down to 
$2,880. If the costs of materials can be held 
the same, despite the shift to pre-fab, and 
if land and interest rate costs and profits were 
all stable, the 20 percent cost-saving would 
reduce the price of the $20,000 house to 
$19,280. That is a saving, but hardly a "break
through." 

Moreover, to the home buyer or renter, the 
actual saving in monthly payments or rent 
is much smaller than even that small 
amount. On this aspect of the issue, the re
port of the Kaiser Committee on Urban 
Housing, issued in December 1968, sheds 
some light. And the Kaiser Committee's cost 
breakdowns are reasonably close to those of 
the National Association of Home Builders. 
Accordin? to the Kaiser Committee's report, 
the on-Site labor cost is 19 percent of the 
price of a single-family home and 22 percent 
of the price of an elevator apartment unit, 
while the materials cost is 36 percent of the 
price of a private home and 38 percent of an 
apartment unit. 

According to the Kaiser Committee's re
port, debt retirement-on principal and in
terest-is only 53 percent of the monthly oc
cupancy cost of a single-family home and 
merely 42 percent of the monthly rent of an 
elevator apartment unit. Other costs include 
such factors as taxes, utilities and mainte
nance. 

According to these Kaiser Committee esti
mates, the price of the mortgage, and the 
interest payments on that price, amount to 
only about one-half of the monthly occu
pancy cost of a home or rent on an apart
ment. The on-site labor cost is approximately 
one-fifth of that amount, or only about 9 
percent to 11 percent of these monthly oc
cupancy costs to the home owner or renter, 
including the interest payments on the labor 
cost: 

MONTHLY OCCUPANCY COSTS 

(Rough breakdown in percent) 

To home
owner 

(Single 
family 

unit) 

To renter 
(Elevator 

apartment 
unit) 

Debt retirement____ __ ________ 53 42 
Taxes_---------------------- 26 14 
Utilities___ ______ __ ___ _______ 16 9 
Maintenance and repair_______ 5 6 
Administrative and similar costs ___ ______ _______ ________ ________ ---- 13 

Vacancies, bad debts, and 
profit_----- - - -- -- ----------------------- 16 ------------------

TotaL ____ _ --- ------- - 100 100 

Source: McGraw-Hill Information Systems Technical Report 
President's Committee on Urban Housing, December 1968. 

On the basis of these cost figures, a 20 
percent cut in construction workers' wages
or a 20 percent increase in productivity
would reduce the monthly occupancy cost 
to the homeowner or renter by only about 2 
percent. The Kaiser Committee says, "All 
on-site labor costs represent such a small per
centage of monthly rents that a general re
duction of 20 percent for all workmen would 
mean only a reduction in rent from $100 a 
month to $98 in a typical unit." And that in
cludes the cost of the interest payments on 
the on-site labor cost. 

While debt retirement Of principal and 
interest is approximately only half of the 
monthly costs of a house or rent on an apart
ment, over one-half of the debt-retirement 
portion of those monthly payments 1s for 
interest charges, at recent interest rates. The 
price of the property, therefore, accounts for 
only about 20 to 25 percent of the monthly 
occupancy costs to the home owner or renter 
and, in turn, the on-site labor cost accounts 
for only about one-fifth of that amount. 

Therefore, the actual on-site labor cost 
component of monthly occupancy costs
excluding interest payments on the labor 
cost-comes to only approximately 4 to 5 
percent of those monthly costs of a home
owner or renter. A 20 percent increase in the 
wages of all on-site workers-or a 20 percent 
reduction of on-site labor through increased 
use of pre-fab-4herefore directly involves 
only about $1 of each $100 of monthly rent 
or occupancy costs of a single-family home, 
when interest charges are excluded. 

All of this adds up to some very clear facts: 
The major part of housing costs to the renter 
or homeowner is interest charges-the price 
of borrowed money to the developer, builder, 
landlord and homeowner. The on-site labor 
cost accounts for only a small part of the 
price of the property and a much smaller 
port ion of mont hly occupancy costs to the 
owner. 

The on-site labor cost component of hous
ing has been the victim of gross distortion, 
ignorance and anti-labor myths. The sole 
focus of public attention on on-site labor 
costs and labor-saving technology is largely 

based on a hoax. If the costs of housing are 
to be reduced-or if such rising costs to the 
consumer are to be slowed down-interest 
rates and land prices, as well as labor and 
materials costs, have to be reduced or curbed 
and managerial efficiency h as to be improved 

Anyone who focuses sole or major atten
tion on the labor-cost component of hous
ing costs-whether it be an Administration 
spokesman or college professor-is dodging 
the key issues of financing costs and land 
prices. Unless those costs are cut or curbed, 
it will be impossible to bring the consumer's 
housing costs under some manageable con
trol-regardless of the progress in pre-fab. 

The building trade unions are cooperating 
wit h employers in the increased use of pre
fab and modules in residential construction. 
But substantial advances along those lines 
can do only little to curb the consumer's 
housing costs if soaring land prices and fi
nancing charges are not curtailed. And unless 
land and financing costs are curbed or re
duced, it 1s unlikely that America can soon 
achieve the expanding volume of residential 
construction the country needs and which, 
in itself, would produce some cost saving. 

Some people ask whether America has the 
material resources and manpower to attain 
the 10-year housing goal of 26 million dwell
ing units. The answer is decidedly yes. How
ever, the needed national commitment, 
backed by effective government policies, has 
not been made. 

In 1955, private and public new housing 
activities accounted for about 4.5 percent of 
the total national production. But in recent 
years, the dollar outlays for new residential 
construction have been not much greater 
than in 1955--despite increased prices-and 
such activities have declined to about 2.5 per
cent of the much greater gross national 
product. 

In the coming years, total national produc
tion should rise by 4 to 4.5 percent per year, 
excluding price changes, if high levels of pro
duction and employment are to be main
tained-and probably about 5.5 to 7 percent 
per year in current dollars. If home building 
activities rise as fast in the 1970s as total 
national production-in contrast to the 
sharp cyclical swings and relative stagnation 
since the mid-1950s- the volume of residen
tial construction will increase, but not 
enough to attain 26 million additional dwell
ing units in 10 years. 

To attain the 10-year housing goal, private 
and public outlays for residential construc
tion will have to increase at a somewhat 
fast er pace than the gross national product
to rise from about 2.5 percent of the GNP 
in recent years toward about 4.5 percent of a 
growing GNP in the seventh or eighth year. 

This is not an unreasonable goal in terms 
of feasibility. Such proportion of national 
economic activities for residential construc
tion was attained in the past, as in 1955, and 
it can be .attained during the course of the 
1970s. But its achievement requires changes 
in government policy. 

One major needed change is for the federal 
government to shift from providing induce
ments and subsidies for business investment 
in plant and equipment to an emphasis on 
housing. Federal policy will have to substan
tially curb its variety of devices to encourage 
an increased share of total national produc
t ion for business investment in plant and 
equipment, which has cut into the flow of 
available private savings for investment in 
home building-and which has also tended 
to increase the cost of borrowed money. 

Rates of increase and levels of business 
outlays for plant and equipment have been 
unsustainable in recent years. If such rates 
of increase and levels of business investment 
are brought down to more moderate and sus
tainable levels, more private savings would 
be available for investment in new residen
tial construction, which is the tailend of 
the money market. 
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It would ease the residential construction 

industry's losing competition for available 
funds with business-investment loans, 
which are considered the top choice in the 
money market. It would also eliminate or 
considerably reduce the sharp cyclical swings 
in home building, since it would provide a 
steadier flow of private savings into resi
dential construction. 

In addition, positive government encou
ragement of home building is needed. Pooled 
mortgage bonds, authorized by the 1968 Act, 
would be of assistance in attracting funds 
into housing. Additional encouragement is 
probably necessary-such as a federal re
quirement that a modest portion of pension 
and similar trust funds be invested in gov
ernment-guaranteed residential mortgages 
for Internal Revenue Service approval. 

Such measures should be accompanied by 
a general reduction of interest rates, an am
ple growth of the money supply and, if mon
etary restraint is necessary, a sheltering of 
residential construction from the ravages of 
tight money. The combination of such gov
ernment policies is needed to provide a 
greater supply of private funds for home 
building and to reduce the costs of borrowed 
money. 

However, sole reliance on the private mar
ket, even with government encouragement, 
will not increase residential construction 
sufficiently-particularly dwelling units for 
low- and moderate-income families. The di
rect role of government will have to be in
creased. 

Direct public outlays for new residential 
construction, in recent years, have amounted 
to only about $700 million-about one-tenth 
of one percent of total national production. 
These sums will have to be increased to 
meet the 10-year housing goal. 

Such increase in direct government out
lays would require some small changes in 
the composition of federal expenditures dur
ing the course of the next 10 years, with 
greater emphasis on housing. The expected 
$15 billion annual increase in federal rev
enues-as well as the leveling off of defense 
expenditures since mid-1968 and the hoped
for end of the Viet Nam war-will make it 
feasible to increase substantially the flow of 
direct government outlays for residential 
construction, particularly for lower-income 
housing. In combination with government 
efforts to strengthen the position of the 
private housing market, such increases in 
dir-ect public expenditures should enable 
America to meet the goal of 26 million 
dwelling units in a decade. 

As for the availability of land, anyone who 
has traveled across this country knows that 
the potential land supply is tremendous. 
Even in and near the cities and towns, a po
tential supply of land is available that could 
be used for residential neighborhoods-if 
transportation and public facilities are pro
vided. 

The immediate problem is not the supply 
of land, but soaring land prices. The price 
of land for housing has been rising about 10 
to 20 percent per year. Land costs are now 
about 21 percent of the price of a single-fam
ily house and approximately 13 percent of 
the price of an elevator apartment unit. The 
Kaiser Committee reported the average site 
of a new, FHA-insured, one-family house 
rose from $1,035 in 1950 to $3,766 in 1967, a 
rise of 264 percent in 17 years. The commit
tee also reported that in the vicinity of 
Washington, D.C., the price per acre paid by 
builders "increased from $3,400 in 1960 to 
$5,800 in 1964, a jump of over 70 percent in 
a four-year period." 

A government land policy is needed. The 
taxing and zoning of land require review and 
revision by the federal, state and local gov
ernments-to curb the skyrocketing rise of 
land prices and excessive land speculation. 
We also need something like land banks
with government advanced-acquisition of 

rights or ownership to large blocks of land 
for future development, specifically includ
ing low- and moderate-income housing. Ef
fective government policies are needed to 
curtail the sharp rise of land prices if the 
nation's housing goal is to be met. 

In addition, the use of land in outlying 
metropolitan areas for residential construc
tion requires the availability of mass trans
portation as well as educational and other 
public facilities for the creation of decent 
neighborhoods. 

The potential manpower supply for con
struction generally must be considered since 
it is impossible to isolate residential from 
non-housing construction employment. Sev
eral experts have examined this complex is
sue. The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates 
that total employment in contract construc
tion of all types-residential and non-hous
ing-will rise from nearly 3.3 million in 1966 
to 4.2 million in 1975, a rise of about 90,000 
a year. 

In their work as consultants to the Kaiser 
Committee, John Dunlop and Quinn Mills es
timated that about one million additional 
man-years of employment in residential and 
non-housing construction will be in demand 
by 1975. Since few construction workers are 
employed year-round, the Dunlop-Mills es
timate comes to somewhat over 100,000 ad
ditional employes per year. 

In addition, the number of construction 
workers is a slowly declining percentage of 
total employment in contract construction, 
with a rising percentage of architects, drafts
men, engineers, technicians and clerical em
ployes. Therefore, on the basis of these esti
mates, the net increase in the number of 
construction workers that will be needed 
if the 10-year housing goal is to be achieved
while non-housing construction continues 
to increase-will be in the neighborhood of 
90,000 to 100,000 per year above the 2.7 to 
2.8 million construction workers employed 
on the average in the past four years. 

The number of deaths and retirements of 
construction workers, in the period ahead, 
probably will also be close to that order of 
magnitude. So we are talking about replace
ments within a range of 90,000 to 100,000 per 
year and net increases in employment of 
approximately a similar number. 

If the 10-year housing goal is to be met, 
increasing employment of construction 
workers will be required-with the increases 
gradually accelerating during the course of 
the decade. However, the actual number of 
workers needed by the industry will depend 
on the actual volume of construction, rather 
than long-run forecasts and government 
promises. 

The major sources of potential manpower 
supply can be roughly identified and there 
may be others as well. 

One major source is the present supply 
of workers with some construction experi
ence and skills. As a result of the sharp 
cyclical and season swings in construction 
employment-and the casual nature of the 
labor market-Dunlop and Mills estimated 
that it takes 1.8 workers to fill one aver
age year of construction employment, a high
er ratio than in any other industry. 

Much work-time is lost in unemployment, 
in time between projects and in seasonal 
fluctuations. For example, unemployment in 
the industry is usually about twice the na
tional unemployment rate. In addition, many 
"full-time" construction workers are em
ployed 1,400 hours or less per year in the 
industry. 

We now have detailed information on em
ployment from the Social Security records 
of 1964. In that year, average total employ
ment in contract construction was 3.1 mil
lion, according to the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics. But the Social Security records re
veal that 6.7 million people had some earn
ings in contract construction in 1964 and 
4.1 million earned the major proportions of 

their earnings in that industry. A large 
number of workers were in and out of the 
industry during the course of the year. 

These figures also indicate why the annual 
earnings in this industry are relatively low, 
by comparison with high hourly wages. In 
1964, according to the Social Security records, 
the median annual earnings of workers with 
four quarters of employment in the indus
try were only about $6,200, despite high wage 
rates. Sharp cyclical and seasonal swings in 
construction employment generally-with 
impacts on annual earnings are particularly 
pronounced in home building. 

A steadily expanding volume of construc
tion and concerted efforts to reduce sharp 
seasonal changes could cut the excessive 
fluctuation of employment in the industry. It 
would reduce the insecurity of employment, 
increase annual earnings and enable the in
dustry to achieve a labor force of a more 
stable size. In addition, the extension of 
union organization in residential construc
tion-which is now only about 20 percent 
union-organized or less-would provide 
greater cohesion and rationality to the par
ticularly volatile employment pattern in 
home building. 

Another potential source of manpower is 
apprenticeship, particularly for the skilled 
trades. Apprenticeship is crucial to the train
ing of the highly-skilled key cadre of the in
dustry-the full-fledged journeymen with 
the best employment prospects in a casual 
labor market, the foremen, supervisors and 
contractors. 

The number of government-registered ap
prentices has been increasing during most 
of the 1960s. Although most apprentices are 
in construction, some of them are in other 
industries, such as the metal trades and 
printing. In addition, some apprenticeship 
programs ·are not registered with the govern
ment. From 172,000 in 1960, the total number 
registered apprentices has risen to about 
250,000 at present. The yearly rate of com
pletions Of construction apprentices at pres
ent, is probably about 20,000 to 30,000. Based 
on present registrations, the number will rise 
in the next few years, probably to about 
30,000 to 40,000. 

An aspect of the expanding apprenticeship 
programs of recent years is Outreach. Started 
in New York City by the Workers Defense 
League and A. Philip Randolph Institute, in 
cooperation with the building trades unions, 
Outreach provides remedial education, coun
seling and encouragement to young people, 
particularly Negro and other minority youth, 
to help them pass the tests for entry into 
apprenticeship. Similar programs-involving 
the U.S. Department of Labor and the Urban 
League, as well as the Workers Defense 
League-Randolph Institute-are in existence 
in over 50 major cities. 

Spurred by these developments, the num
ber of apprentices from minority groups has 
been increasing-from about 2.5 percent in 
1960 to approximately 7 percent at present. 
Even more important is the rise in the num
ber of minority-group youth among newly
enrolled apprentices, which is now about 9 
percent. 

Apprentice-training programs should be ex
panded and Outreach-type programs should 
be expanded considerably. But such expan
sion of apprenticeship can be expected to 
occur only if the volume of construction ac
tivities increases to justify the training of 
large numbers of new, full-fledged journey
men. 

Still another potential manpower source is 
to be found in training and upgrading pro
grams. Training programs are to be found in 
several of the crafts. For example, nationwide 
networks of training programs, with emphasis 
on Negro and other minority-group youths 
are run by the Operating Engineers, Laborers 
and Carpenters unions. 

Skill upgrading programs to assist non
journeymen to achieve journeyman status 
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now exist, in cooperation with building trades 
councils and community-based organiza
tions, in several cities. SUch e:fforts, too, can 
and should &! expanded, if an accelerating 
volume of construction actually occurs. 

The major source of potential manpower 
is the net growth of the nation's civilian 
labor force. In the period ahead. the antici
pated net expansion of the civillan labor 
force is 1.5 million per year-surely enough 
to provide an annual net increase of about 
90,000 to 100,000 construction workers. Equal 
employment opportunities, regardless of race 
or color, would enable the industry to fully 
utilize this anticipated net growth of the 
labor force. 

This expected sharp expanison of the 
civilian labor force would provide an ample 
supply of potential manpower for the con
struction industry, if the rising demand for 
building trades manpower materializes and 
if this potential manpower supply is ade
quately trained in the necessary skills. 

However, on the basis of pres<>.nt experience 
and past history, there is reason for some 
skepticism about the timing and actual size 
of federal housing programs. Yet the timing 
and size of these programs are key determi· 
nants of the required manpower. 

Moreover, construction is a. local market 
industry and construction employment on 
any building site is composed of different 
workers, with different skills, at the varying 
stages of the building process. Decisions 
about construction manpower are made in 
terms of each craft and these decisions are 
made in each separate community. 

The nature and extent of such decisions 
have to be worked out in each local area-
not on the basis of talk and promises, but on 
the sound foundation of actual construction 
plans and estimated timetables, backed by 
commitments and ready to go. Under such 
conditions, di1ferences of viewpoints can 
be worked out and an adequate supply of 
manpower in each of the crafts can be 
made available for an increasing volume of 
construction. 

The urgent need for a vast increase ln 
residential construction is clear. Potential 
resources are available. The major ques
tion is whether the federal government will 
change its policies sufficiently to assure the 
expanding volume of residential construction 
to meet America's housing needs. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, this bill 
would provide still another exception to 
section 302 of the Taft-Hartley Act. It 
would permit unions to bargain with 
management to make payment of man
agement's money into funds to be jointly 
administered by the unions with man
agement for the promotion of manage
ment's products. I strongly oppose its 
enactment and hope that it will be de
feated. 

The Taft-Hartley Act was enacted in 
1947 and has, with few exceptions, pro
hibited payment and receipt of anything 
of value between management and union 
representatives. The purpose was to pre
vent colusive practices, sweetheart agree ... 
ments, shakedowns, and similar arrange
ments between labor and management to 
the detriment of the union employee. 
The few exceptions that have been 
carved out were carefully drawn so as to 
preserve this objective. The other excep
tions have dealt with employee benefit 
funds. This bill provides an exception of 
a fundamentally different nature as 
pointed out and would open collective 
bargaining to a host of new subjects. 

Mr. President, industry promotion 
funds are legal under existing law. Thou
sands of such funds exist today. The 

only limitation on them is that they may 
not be jointly administered by unions 
and management. The committee bill 
removes this limitation. 

Numerous employer organizations 
have established such funds. They are 
used in many ways to serve the interests 
of a particular industry or employer 
group, and to promote its progress. Such 
funds typically provide that they are to 
be administered by the employer or em
ployer group which finances them and 
are to be used only for certain specified 
purposes. Most of them also provide that 
they cannot be used for lobbying in fa
vor of antilabor legislation or to sub
sidize employers by payments from the 
fund in connection with lawful work 
stoppages against such employers. 

The specific purposes for which these 
funds are established deal with the nor
mal and traditional management func
tions. Congress should not impair the 
performanc~ of these functions by legis
lation which puts unions at the manage
ment table. 

The bill deals with the construction in
dustry. It should be noted that one of 
the most serious labor relations prob
lems confronting that industry is the 
jurisdictional dispute. The enactment of 
the committee bill would aggravate that 
problem. Many construction employers 
have contracts with a number of differ
ent unions. Strong rivalries exist between 
many of these unions as to jurisdiction 
over a product or process employed. The 
carpenters and plasterers re:tlect one such 
rivalry, the plumbers and laborers an
other, the millwrights and machinists 
still another. If jointly administered 
funds are permitted, it is inescapable 
that their administration will become 
intertwined with the jurisdictional rival
ries among the unions involved. The con
sequences will be damaging to the public 
interest and to the continued develop
ment of healthy competition in the con
struction industry. 

This bill will also increase the cost of 
construction. For example, if a fund is 
created to promote the use of plaster, 
surely another fund will be created to 
promote the use of dry wall. If a fund is 
created to promote the use of structural 
steel for the skeletons of buildings, surely 
another fund will be created to promote 
the use of reinforced concrete structures. 
If a fund is created to promote the use of 
panel wall construction, surely another 
fund will be created to promote the use of 
brick walls. There are literally hundreds 
of products used in the construction of a 
building and each trade would obviously 
create a fund to promote the use of its 
products, many times each offsetting an
other but saddling the building public 
for the entire cost of such promotions. 

Mr. President, the proponents point 
out that bargaining on jointly-adminis
tered funds shall be "permissive," not 
"mandatory." This shows that the spon
sors recognize that unions have no legiti
mate interest in the joint administra
tio:l of money contributed solely by man
agement to product promotion funds, 
else the bargaining would be mandatory. 
But even more important is the fact that 
in the labor relations business, permissive 
bargaining is a joke. As witness after wit-

ness testified. a union which wants to 
exact a concession as to an item which is 
the subject of permissive bargaining 
need merely raise the ante on an item 
which is the subject of mandatory bar
gaining, and then relax on the manda
tory item if management concedes on the 
permissive item. 

Mr. President, this legislation has been 
around for 8 years, and has attracted very 
little attention. But it cannot be ignored 
as harmless. It would sanction a proce
dure whereby unions and management, 
by jointly administering management's 
product promotion and arbitration 
money, could easily make deals and en
gage in corrupt practices now prohibited 
by section 302. This is management's 
money and no reason appears why the 
unions should call upon the Congress to 
help them share the funds. That is, no 
reason save that the unions have their 
eyes on additional funds to add to the 
huge treasuries they already control. 

Mr. President, I hope this bill will be 
sound.ly defeated. 
Mr~GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move 
at this time that the pending bill, H.R. 
860, be committed to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, is that 
motion debatable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion to commit is debatable. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 
no desire to debate it at length, but I 
do wish to ask the Senator to yield so 
that he might elucidate what would 
happen when the bill goes back. 

I am the ranking minority member 
of the committee. I favor the bill. It 
could go back with the idea of its being 
killed, and that I would be against. In 
that event, I would wish to be heard at 
some length on the subject. Or, it could 
go back with the idea of it being re
viewed by the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare on the point that I think 
quite properly has been made by the 
Senator from Michigan, which is that 
there should be a relationship between 
this kind of joint promotion fund and 
efficiency, economy, and modernization 
in the construction industry. 

The Senator made other points and 
other Senators also made other points. 
But that point, I think, has a real im
pact, because that is what we are wor
ried about in the construction field. 

I think with respect to the Senator's 
point about the wage scale, whether pro 
or con, whether one takes a view for or 
against that, there is no question about 
the fact that there have been very ma
terial increases and that they must be 
compensated for if the cost of construc
tion is to be brought down so that mod
erate income housing may be con
structed. 
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I would like very much to explore 

the Senator's mind on that score to see 
if we understand each other. If we do, 
I would have no objection to having 
another go at it in the committee. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from New York that 
I have not sought to make the motion 
with any particular instructions. It 
would be within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare as to what they might wish to do 
with the bill once it was committed. 

In my own mind, I certainly agree 
with the Senator from New York that 
we ought to be conscious of the impact 
that this legislation might have on the 
development of new techniques in the 
building industry as well as the effect 
on building costs, since we are all con
cerned, and I know the Senator is, about 
the construction of low cost housing 
for low income families in the cities 
today. 

Mr. President, I know that the former 
Governor of my State, Secretary Rom
ney, is very interested in trying to bring 
this industry into the 20th Century and 
to develop ways for the mass produc
tion of housing which would make such 
housing available at a lower than unit 
cost. 

While this bill in and of itself might 
have only a slight effect, I would encour
age the committee to consider it in the 
context of that entire problem. There 
well may be other amendments to the 
Taft-Hartley Act which would be called 
for at the same time that this amend
ment would be considered, other amend
ments that might complement and 
achieve this very purpose. At least the 
committee should consider the possi
bility that there are other amendments 
that might deserve consideration. 

So, Mr. President, I would say that 
while I share the Senator's concern, I 
do not seek, as one Senator or in my 
leadership capacity, to dictate what the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare might do. 

Mr JA VITS. Mr. President, my point 
was that often we recommit a bill to kill 
it. I gather from the statement of the 
Senator that that is not his design and 
that he understands the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare may well en
deavor to articulate the point I have 
made, the point he has made, and the 
points others have made; but that we are 
not killing it by sending it back to com
mittee in an honest effort to have the 
committee review the situation in light 
of what has been said on the floor of the 
Senate, and then to come up with a 
measure to more nearly meet these 
views. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York has been a 
Member of this body longer than I, and 
I am sure he knows that when a motion 
to recommit is supported by individual 
Senators, it could be for a number of rea
sons. I know that in the minds of many 
Senators it would be to amend the bill 
and bring it back. As far as I am con
cerned, the bill in its present form is not 
satisfactory. I would vote against it if 
the committee reported the same bill in 
the same form. I would have to look 

at any changes the committee might 
make. 

Mr. JAVITS. I understand. I wanted 
to be sure the intention was clear. I am 
the ranking minority member of the 
committee. I hope the chairman feels as 
I do. It would be much easier to deal 
with the question of recommittal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, certainly in the debate on the 
bill before us many considerations have 
arisen that should be considered in com
mittee that were not considered in com
mittee when the bill was considered by 
the subcommittee and by the full com
mittee. I think for these reasons it would 
be agreeable to me to take the bill back 
to committee for further consideration 
of any concerns that have arisen here 
for the first time in connection with the 
bill. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HuGHES in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the motion of the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, as one 
who supported the bill in committee and 
who would vote for it on the floor of the 
Senate today. I feel there is a degree of 
confusion as to several points, and in 
view of that, I think it might be worthy 
of further consideration and study by the 
committee. 

Therefore, I am perfectly willing to 
go along with the motion by the Senator 
from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Michigan to commit 
H.R. 860 to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. [Putting the question.] 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, S. 1369 
is a bill which amends the National Labor 
Relations Act of 1947 is almost identical 
to H.R. 860. As I understand it, these 
bills would permit joint labor-manage
ment administration and control of prod
uct promotion funds in the building and 
construction industry. I say "as I under
stand it" with not a great deal of feeling 
because, quite frankly, I do not really 
understand the implications of this bill. 
I do not think my colleagues do either. 
We can say with absolute certainty that, 
if enacted, this measure stands to have 
very far-reaching consequences. Mr. 
President, I do not think anyone in this 
Chamber can tell us flatly what these 
consequences, these implications will be. 

We can say flatly and without con
tradiction that we have in our country 
today what appears to be a full-fledged 
national housing crisis. We saw in the 
New York Times, for Wednesday, Febru
ary 18, 1970, a chart which shows the 
precipitous decline in housing starts. In 
January 1969, we had more than 1,800,-
000 starts. In January 1970, starts were 
down to below 1,200,000. 

The causes are many: High interest 
rates certainly is a leading causative fac-

tor. Secretary Romney has ambitoUB 
plans for mass producing homes--using 
our technology to its full extent to deal 
with the crisis. He has met a good deal 
of resistance to his program: Local zon
ing regulations all over the country 
stand in the way of progress. Certain 
modern materials, for example, cannot be 
used-plastics, adhesives, and so forth
which were not in existence when the 
codes were drafted. Second, certain 
shortsighted unions in the construction 
field resist needed efforts to employ up
to-date methods, techniques, and ma
terials. Certain unions will not, for ex
ample, handle or install prefabricated 
materials. They insist on doing their 
tasks in old-fashioned ways. These twin 
problems are crippling Secretary Rom
ney's best efforts. I think it would be most 
unfortunate if Congress were, however 
inadvertently, to contribute to a further 
lessening of effectiveness in this field. I 
think it is quite possible that were S. 1369 
or H.R. 860 enacted, further roadblocks 
would be erected-progress in dealing 
with this urgent national problem could 
be checked. 

There is, in my judgment, a genuine 
possibility that unions, using new 
strength--obtained from joint control of 
industry promotion funds-could effec
tively retard efforts on the part of the 
building industry to introduce new 
methods, techniques and materials into 
the construction sites around the coun
try. 

Costs of building, as we all know, are 
skyrocketing. One of the tools the con
struction industry hopes to use to check 
this spiral is the introduction of pre
fabricated units and components. These 
efforts and plans have, I regret to say, 
met strong resistance from some unions 
whose vision is narrow, limited, and paro
chial. They remind me of Luddites: The 
followers of Ned Ludd, the Leicestershire 
rabble-rouser who inflamed a group of 
workers to go around breaking machines 
in the 18th century--on the theory that 
machines put people out of work. Time 
has proved that the short-sighted Mr. 
Ludd was in error. 

The country can ill-afford legislation 
at this point which will impede, frustrate, 
or prevent our efforts to get homes for 
the people who need and want them. 

Secretary of Labor George Shultz, in 
his letter to the Special House Subcom
mittee has discussed this very question. 
He said: 

However, we know little of the financing, 
administration, objectives, accounting and 
reporting practices, or the size of such funds. 
Under these circumstances, we are unable 
to predict the likelihood of abuses or the 
additional protections which may be neces
sary. 

This is a very candid statement and a 
reasonable one. What does Secretary 
Shultz think we do-given this lack of 
information and lack of knowledge about 
this most important matter? Secretary 
Shultz suggested this: 

We propose that an in-depth study be 
undertaken of all types of funds which are of 
joint concern to management and la
bor . . . Such a study could develop unified 
general legislation which would avoid the 
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need to predict future changes in fringe 
benefits by establishing broad purposes and 
safeguards for joint funds. We believe, there
fore, that action on this legislation should 
be postponed pending completion of such a 
study. 

I concur in these sentiments fully. We 
should not deal with this most sig
nificant matter precipitously. We must 
have more and better data on which to 
make a mature and reasoned judgment. 
With due deference to my distinguished 
colleague, the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. WILLIAMS) , and his fine work and 
that of his subcommittee, I would sug
gest that a further study of this whole 
problem should be made. I know that 
the distinguished Senator has no inten
tion of in any way retarding or inhibit
ing progress on our national housing 
goals. But, I must point out that such 
might very well result from the passage 
of the bill in its present form. Let me 
offer a few examples on this score: 

Mr. David Barr; counsel of the Broth
erhood of Painters, testified before the 
House Committee on Labor concexning 
this bill. He urged its passage in the fol
lowing very revealing statement: 

Advances in prefabrication and technology, 
have and will continue to have severe adverse 
impacts on this affiliate (painter's union). 
We feel strongly that this threatened attri
tion can be warded off, at least in part, by 
an effective promotion program. 

I say to my colleagues that the idea 
behind industry promotion funds is not 
to ward off cheaper, better, newer meth
ods of doing business. It would invite 
nothing but trouble to suggest that peo
ple who have those goals in mind should 
share in the administration of industry 
promotion funds. The funds were not 
set up for that purpose, and it would be 
most unfair to permit them to be used in 
that position. If joint administration of 
these funds were to be authorized, all 
expenditures could be cut off by a stale
mate between labor and management, 
with the result that nothing statutory 
could be accomplished. This, I think we 
must recognize is a very real possibility. 
To my knowledge, labor has never com
plained about the fashion in which these 
funds are currently expended by man
agement. I think it is fair to say that 
these funds have not been used selfishly 
or foolishly: They have been used in a 
way that is highly ethical and very use
ful socially. If we were to act now on 
this bill in its present form, we might 
effectively neutralize these funds. 

The distinguished Senator from Colo
rado <Mr. DOMINICK) has filed individual 
views which should be noted. They are 
written with precision and clarity and 
we cannot ignore them. I ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF MR. DOMINICK 

I oppose S. 1369 primarily because I feel 
the Federal Government should not be re
solving basic management labor disputes 
through the medium of legislation. On its 
face this bill appears to be limited in scope, 
providing only an exception to the general 
law prohibiting payments by management 
to labor organizations. The right to jointly 

administer product promotion funds resem
bles joint administration of health and wel
fare and pension funds in name only. Sec
tion 302 of the Labor-Management Rela
tions Act seeks to prohibit such actions in 
order to eliminate "sweetheart contracts" 
and other corrupt practices. This bill, it 
appears to me, carries the potential of plac
ing a wedge in that closed door that could 
seriously weaken current laws setting stand
ards for labor-management relations with 
regard to jointly administered, special pur
pose funds. 

It was clearly stated that this bill does 
not and will not affect or include industry 
advancement funds. This was my clear un
derstanding and I restate it in these views 
so there can be no confusion on this issue. 

In addition, it is my opinion that these 
funds are used to support a form of ad
vertising for specific products and the Fed
eral Government should not be passing legis
lation dealing with this area. I fully recog
nize the arguments that this bill is to be 
permissive and not mandatory and that it 
merely exempts from criminal penalty an 
activity that is occurring within the indus
try, anyway. Also, these funds now are sub
ject to collective bargaining but are not 
jointly administered under penalty of law. 
The objection I state is not directed to the 
possibility of corruption and misuse of these 
funds through joint administration but that 
this additional exception to the law may 
weaken the general prohibition designed to 
prevent "sweetheart contracts" in particular. 

Finally, I feel this is special-interest legis
lation as it applies only to the building 
trades but not other industries that manu
facture or distribute products. Again, I feel 
we are opening the door for expansion of this 
same concept throughout our industrial 
community. The committee could hardly re
fuse a similar request by other industries in 
the future if this bill is passed. Employees' 
interest in promotion of products they help 
produce is not the special province of the 
building trades. It is of universal interest. 

This legislation simply cannot be justified 
in the broader context of labor-management 
relations and the interests of employees in 
other industries. 

Mr. GURNEY. Similarly, Congressman 
WILLIAM SCHERLE Of Iowa offered minor
ity views at the time H.R. 860 was re
ported out of the House Education and 
Labor Committee. His views should be 
noted and I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADDITIONAL MINORITY VIEWS OF 

WILLIAM J. SCHERLE 

I strongly oppose the enactment of H.R. 
860. 

Section 302 of the Labor-Management Re
lations Act prohibits payments by manage
merut to labor organizations, except where 
such payments are used to fund jointly ad
ministered health and welfare, pension, and 
apprentice training programs. The intent of 
this prohibition is to eliminate bribery, ex
tortion, shakedowns, sweetheart cont racts 
and other corrupt practices. 

H.R. 860 would relax the strict ethical 
standards commanded by section 302. It 
would amend tha.t section to permit unions 
to bargain with management to make pay
ments of management's money into funds 
to be jointly administered by the unions for 
the promotion of management's product. 

INDUSTRY PROMOTION FUNDS 

Numerous employer organizations have es
tablished industry promotion funds. They 
are used in many ways to serve the interests 
of a particular industry or employer group, 
and to promote its progress. Such funds typi-

cally provide that they are to be administered 
by the employer or employer group which 
finances them and that they can be used 
only for certain specified purposes. Most of 
them also provide that they cannot be used 
for lobbying in support of anti-labor legis
lation or to subsidize employers by the pay
ment of money to them from the fund in 
connection with legal work stoppages against 
such employers. 

The specific purposes for which these 
funds are established concern the normal 
and traditional management functions. Con
gress should not impair the performance of 
these functions by legislation to give unions 
a foothold in management's prerogatives. 

PRODUCT PROMOTION FUNDS 

The function of unions is to bargain with 
management concerning wages, hours, and 
working conditions. The National Labor Re
lations Board has held that unions have no 
legitimate interest in bargaining with man
agement concerning management's use of its 
money, in product promotion funds. (Detroit 
Resi lient Floor Decorators Local Union No. 
2265 and Mill Floor Covering, Inc., 136 NLRB 
769 ( 1962)) . 

The purpose of section 302 of the Taft
Hartley Act is to draw a line between man
agement and unions and provide that money 
and other considerations shall not pass over 
that line, except in certain narrow instances 
respecting the joint administration of health 
and welfare pensions, and apprentice train
ing funds. H.R. 860 would erase that line for 
no reason and encourage loose practices, all 
to the detriment of the public and the rank 
and file union membership. 

Jointly administered funds now permitted 
by the Taft-Hartley Act all are for the benefit 
of the employee. The proposed bill would for 
the first time permit the union's entrance 
into functions not for the direct benefit of 
the employee. Such departures from tradition 
could open collective bargaining to a host of 
new subjects. 

Predecessor bills essentially equivalent to 
the present bill have been in Congress every 
year since 1962. These bills have been re
peatedly attacked as technically deficient in 
that they are vague and do not adequately 
define who and what is covered by the bills. 

H.R. 860 

Even if the bill is made less harmful by 
amendments, H.R. 860 should be defeated 
because it will sharply increase the cost of 
construction. For example, if a fund is created 
to promote the use of plaster, surely another 
fund will be created to promote the use of 
drywall. If a fund is created to promote the 
use of structural steel for the skeletons of 
buildings, surely another fund will be created 
to promote the use of reinforced concrete 
structures. If a fund is created to promote the 
use of panel wall construction, surely another 
fund will be created to promote the use of 
brick walls. There are literally hundreds of 
products used in the construction of a build
ing and each trade would obviously create a 
fund to promote the use of its products, 
many times each offsetting another but sad
dling the building public for the entire cost 
of such promotions. 

H.R. 860 gives little comfort in the thought 
that bargaining for such product promotion 
funds would be merely permissive and not 
mandatory. The union negotiator seeking 
such a fund would inflate his demands with 
respect to mandatory bargaining issues and 
reduce them only after management had 
conceded to the permissive, but not manda
tory, bargaining issue of a product promotion 
fund. In fact, then, the product promotion 
fund would become a mandatory bargaining 
issue. 

Proponents of H.R. 860 indicate that be
cause the collective bargaining agreement is 
the vehicle used to collect industry or prod
uct promotion funds, labor should be given 
an equal voice in the administration of such 
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funds. If such theory holds, then manage
ment should be given an equal voice with 
unions in spending union dues collected 
through check-off systems contained in 
many collective bargaining agreements. Ob
viously, unions should not be given an equal 
voice in such management funds and man
agement should not be given an equal voice 
in the administration of such union funds. 
The determining factor then as to the proper 
administrator of a fund should be the pur
pose for which the fund is expended and not 
the method by which it is collected. 

The Department of Labor said in their re
port on H.R. 860 that the facts call for "an 
in-depth study of all types of funds which 
are of joint concern to management and 
labor." It recommended postponement of 
this proposal pending completion of such a 
study. That advice ought to be heeded. 

The Department of Labor also pointed out 
the potential dangers of abuses created by 
the proposal, and recommended that if it is 
to be enacted, that there be added safe
guards. including criminal sanctions for 
theft and embezzlement of funds, and for 
offering and accepting kickbacks, and fur
ther, that the Department be given specific 
authority to issue regulations for 'the proper 
conduct of such funds and authority to bring 
suits against violations. 

IN CONCLUSION 
For these reasons, I strongly urge defeat 

of H.R. 860 and any similar proposal because 
it would impair collective bargaining in the 
construction industry. It would increase the 
number of jurisdictional disputes, and it 
would open the door for abuses without any 
reasonable safeguards to protect the public 
interest. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, it has 
been suggested by the distinguished Sen
ator from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) 
that one of the arguments in favor of 
adopting this bill is that this legislation 
is permissive, and not mandatory. And 
that is certainly true insofar as the word
ing is concerned. However, I think that 
we must frankly recognize that this 
nevertheless is a potential for abuse, if 
that wa.s not intended by the authors of 
the bill. Congressman ANDERSON, of Ten
nessee, spoke to these potentials for 
abuse or. the House :floor last month. On 
January 27-RECORD, page 1359, Con
gressman ANDERSON said-let me quote: 

Let me say this: The argument is that 
the proposed legislation is permissive. It is 
permissive, and is not a mandatory item of 
bargaining. Therefore, why worry that you 
give the unions the right to go in and bargain 
for joint management of an industry promo
tion fund? Anyone who haa even a scintilla 
of knowledge about the bargaining process 
knows that you can easily offset the manda
tory demands, that you are entitled to make 
under the statute against the so-called per
missive demands that you can make. You 
can trade off one against another in order to 
get your way to do, as this particular union 
did, in connection with the issue of lead 
stubs for plumbing fixtures, to say, "We will 
not give in on these negotiations unless you 
write in here language that we are to jointly 
control the use of these funds"-funds to 
which management alone contributes, funds 
that are used for product promotion, which I 
think is inherently a prerogative of manage
ment. 

Let me show what some of this might 
mean in practice. I am reading from a 
collective-bargaining agreement between 
the United Association of Journeymen 
& Apprentices of the Plumbing & Pipe 
Fitting Industry of the United States and 
Canada Local 72, Atlanta, Ga., and the 
Association of Mechanical Contractors 

of Atlanta, Inc., June 1, 1969, to May 31, 
1971: 

It is agreed that, at the present time, joint 
administration of the Piping Promotion Trust 
would violate Federal statutes. In the event 
such statutes should be amended by Federal 
Congress to allow for joint administration, 
management may exercise either of the fol
lowing options: (1) Joint administration 
may be established or, (2) following such 
amendments, both labor and management 
shall secure legal counsel who shall review 
said amendments. If said legal counsel agree 
that the amendments legalize joint admin
istration, the contributions, established in 
this Agreement, shall cease therewith and 
remain in abeyance until management shall 
reach a decision. Should management agree 
to joint administration, the contributions 
shall be reinstated and the PPT shall con
tinue as herein provided, with joint admin
istration. Should management decide against 
joint administration, PPT shall be termi
nated as provided for in the Piping Promo
tion Trust Joint Agreement. 

We can see that a permissive feature 
of law that we are discussing here today 
can become key provisions of a collec
tive-bargaining agreement, very much of 
a mandatory proposition. I suggest that 
the agreement I have quoted is not an 
unusual thing; it is being repeated in 
other agreements in the construction in
dustry daily. The stated intention of 
making such arrangement "permissive" 
in reality comes to naught. 

CONCLUSION 

I think it is time we begin to realize 
that we can never supply the housing 
that our people need and demand unless 
and until we begin to use our technology 
to the fullest. By that, I mean using the 
techniques and material currently avail
able to us to the fullest extent possible. 
We must also overcome the erroneous 
notion that the introduction of these 
techniques and materials into our con
struction industry will cause unemploy
ment. It just is not so. The demand is 
there. It is estimated that in order to 
meet the housing demand, we need 120,-
000 to 130,000 new skilled tradesmen each 
year. Today, the country is training 
something in the neighborhood of 20,-
000 to 25,000 new skilled tradesmen each 
year. I have never been able to under
stand why it is that the U.S. Army can 
take a boy from a farm and train him 
to be a skilled electronics technician in 
12 months, or a pilot of a supersonic jet 
aircraft in 18 months, or a radar 
tracker in 8 months and why, at the 
same time, it takes 3 or 4 years for an 
apprentice to become a journeyman 
plumber, or an apprentice painter 2 or 3 
years to become a full-:fiedged painter. 
Nor can I understand why Negro Ameri
c:::.ns have such a difficult time seeking to 
become painters or plumbers or carpen
ters. Surely, the need is there. Can it be 
that the unions are stalling these train
ing programs, systematically excluding 
black Americans who want very much to 
work. 

I do not think unions are to be com
mended for their record in this regard. 
With that experience in mind, I do not 
think it is wise or desirable to give those 
same construction unions an additional 
handle to thwart progress in this field. 
This measure is pregnant with poten
tial for abuse. I urge that the measure be 
recommitted for further consideration. 

Let us not act without benefit of further 
study. Let us gather the facts we need 
before jumping off into the unknown 
depths. The implications of this measure 
are staggering-so much so that we 
really do not know where it may take us 
if enacted. Let us give ourselves time to 
think about this measure. Recommend
ing this measure which has such far
reaching and as yet unknown conse
quences is the best way I can think of 
approaching the problem. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, there is 
a companion bill on the calendar. It is 
S. 1369, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill, consistent with the action just 
taken, be taken from the calendar and 
recommitted to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

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

1\fr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
wish the RECORD to reflect that I voted 
"nay" on this motion to recommit. 

B-52'S AND LAOS 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 

the Christian Science Monitor of yester
day, February 19, appeared an article 
entitled "How Nixon Reached Laos 
Bombing Decision-Effect of Reported 
Use of B-52's Awaited," and the first 
two sentences read: 

Lengthy discussions here apparently have 
culminated in the start of B-52 bombings of 
North Vietnamese positions in the Plain of 
Jars in Laos. 

The Associated Press quoted informed 
sources as saying the big bombers were di
verted Tuesday from targets in South Viet
nam and sent into action for the first time 
in Laos. 

This is somewhat surprising, because 
earlier this week we asked whether B-52's 
were bombing northern Laos-a long way 
from the Ho Chi Minh Trails-and were 
told no. 

It is also surprising because B-52's 
have never operated over North Vietnam, 
one of the reasons no doubt being our 
often stated apprehension about the 
reaction of the Red Chinese. 

If this article is true, however, our 
B-52's are now bombing but a few miles 
and even less minutes from the Chinese 
border. 

On November 3 President Nixon told a 
nationwide audience: 

I believe that one of the reasons for the 
deep division in this nation about Vietnam is 
that many Americans have lost confidence in 
what their government has told them about 
our policy. The American people cannot and 
should not be asked to support a policy 
which involves the overriding issues of war 
and peace unless they know the truth about 
that policy. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
How NIXON REACHED LAos BoMBING DE

CISION: EFFECT OF REPORTED USE OF B-52'S 
AWAITED 

(By George W. Ashworth) 
WASHINGTON.-Lengthy discussions here 

apparently have culminated in the start of 
B-52 bombings of North Vietnamese po
sitions in the Plain of Jars in Laos. 
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The Associated Press quoted informed 

sources as saying the big bombers were di
verted Tuesday from targets in South Viet
nam and sent into action for the first time 
in Laos. 

Whether or not the bombing has indeed 
started, the Nixon administration is at a 
point in which the conflict in Laos could 
t ake a decisive turn. 

Qualified sources here believe B-52 bomb
ings could be followed by the North Viet
namese as an escalation that could lead 
only to a more difficult situation_ in Laos. 
Others counter with the argument that such 
bombing may salvage allied gains in recent 
months and improve in the long run the 
Royal Laos strategic position. 

The huge B-52 bombers have become an 
effective instrument in the war in Vietnam 
and along the Ho Chi Minh trail in Laos, 
but up to now officials have been leery of 
allowing their use in Laos. 

The big B-52 aircraft each can drop from 
extremely high altitudes 108 500-pound 
bombs. With modifications, the bomb load 
is five times higher. 

In service in Vietnam the bombers and 
their crews have developed quite a reputa
tion for accuracy, and they have been used 
for strikes in areas where precision is im
perative. 

WILLINGNESS TO ESCALATE 

The North Vietnamese have come to dis
like B-52's intensely because of their ability 
to do so much with such force while flying 
at altitudes at which they can be neither 
seen nor heard. 

The use of B-52's in Laos, however, is not 
a course that will win wholehearted ap
proval here. The North Vietnamese have 
demonstrated throughout the course of the 
Vietnam war their willingness to escalate 
along with the Americans as the depth of 
each nation's endeavor has increased. 

So far in Laos the North Vietnamese 
ground forces have been matched by Amer
ican-supported Royal Lao Army and merce
nary troops, bolstered heavily by U.S. fighter
bomber support operating out of Thailand 
and on Yankee Station off the coast of Viet
nam. There is a possibility some strikes 
have also been :flown from allied land bases 
in Vietnam, such as Da Nang. 

Thus, if B-52 strikes have begun, the Nixon 
administration must consider carefully 
whether the advantages that might be 
gained are relatively certain and whether 
this escalation of the American air effort 
would cause a subsequent increase in North 
Vietnamese troop involvement in the bitter 
war in Laos. 

Despite their involvement in Vietnam and 
the heavy logistical demands of the Ho Chi 
Minh trail, the North Vietnamese have sev
eral divisions they could probably add to 
the fray in Laos if they desired. 

Thus the administration faced these pros
pects: 

Without added B-52 strikes, the Plain of 
Jars probably will be lost-despite con
tinued heavy air support by fighter-bombers. 
Gen. Van Pao is understood here to have 
accepted the probability that his Meo 
forces will be driven off the plain and out 
of the surrounding hills. He could be ex
pected to try to conserve his weary forces 
while exacting as heavy a toll as possible 
during the retreat. 

This would leave the plain in North Viet
namese hands, which it was for all practical 
purposes until the general retook it late last 
summer. 

If B-52 strikes have been ordered, it should 
be possible to stymie North Vietnamese ad
vances, and the plain itself could be made 
a wasteland, thus denying the North Viet
namese an avenue to the strategically im
portant Mekong River. 

If some sort of military gains can be 
realized With B-52's, there is a real ques
tion how permanent they might be. Sources 

here point out that a further North Viet
namese buildup probably would take too 
long to frustrate the allies now, but the 
future . would be decidedly uncertain. 

With enhanced enemy forces, the U.S. 
could face the dismal prospect of continuing 
B-52 strikes merely to hold whatever uneasy 
status quo the strikes helped achieve. 

During their earlier occupations of the 
plain, the Communists have been generally 
content not to thrust still farther to take 
areas that would critically threaten the via
bility of the Lao Government. 

However, some strategists are worried 
that this willingness to hold back might no 
longer be manifest in the face of B-52 es
calation. They fear a situation that would 
leave the royal government's officially "neu
tral" position untenable. 

WHAT ABOUT EDUCATION? 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, Mr. Wil

liam Raspberry, a columnist for the 
Washington Post, has a most enlighten
ing column which was printed today. 

Mr. Raspberry's words reflect what I 
have contended all along. And it is en
couraging to me to see this sound advice 
from a member of the Negro race. 

This writer recognizes that the impor
tant and primary task of the public 
schools is to educate-not to integrate. 

Just as I feel, Mr. Raspberry agrees 
that "racial segregation in public schools 
is both foolish and wrong," if it is 
reached through deliberate intent either 
de jure or de facto. 

But he makes a key statement, and 
this is it: 

It may be that one reason why the schools, 
particularly in Washington, are doing such 
a poor job of educating black children is 
that we have spent too much effort on inte
grating the schools and too little on improv
ing them. 

Mr. Raspberry, feeling that the words 
of his column might be twisted to suit 
the designs of those with whom he may 
not agree guarded his remarks with this: 

The notion will win me the embarrassing 
support of segregationist bigots, but isn't it 
about time we started concentrating on edu
cating children where they are? 

I know that I am not a segregationist, 
and I believe that I am not a bigot and 
pray I will never be adjudged a bigot. 

I do agree with Mr. Raspberry that 
forced busing, in his words "has accom
plished nothing useful when it has meant 
transporting large numbers of reluctant 
youngsters to schools they'd rather not 
attend." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Raspberry's column be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 20, 1970] 
CONCENTRATION ON INTEGRATION IS DOING 

LITTLE FOR EDUCATION 

(By William Raspberry) 
Racial segregation in public schools is both 

foolish and wrong, which has led a lot of 
us to suppose that school integration must, 
therefore, be wise and just. 

It ain't necessarily so. It may be t hat one 
reason why the schools, particularly in Wash
ington, are doing such a poor job of educat
ing black children is that we have spent too 
much effort on integrating the schools and 
too little on improving them. 

The preoccupation with racial integration 
follows in part from a misreading of what 
the suit that led to the 1954 desegregation 
decision was all about. 

The suit was based (tacitly, at least) on 
what might be called the hostage theory. 
It was clear that black students were suf
fering under the dual school systems that 
were the rule in the South. It was also clear 
that only the "separate" part of the separat e
but-equal doctrine was being enforced. 

Civil rights leaders finally became con
vinced that the only way to ensure that 
t heir children would have equal education 
with white children was to make sure that 
t hey received the same education, in the 
same classrooms. 

Nor would the education be merely equal, 
the theory went: It woud be good. White peo
ple, who after all run things, are going to 
see to it that their children get a proper 
education. If ours are in the same class
rooms, they'll get a proper education by 
osmosis. 

That, at bottom, was the reasoning be
hind the suit, no matter that the legal 
arguments were largely sociological, among 
them, that segregated education is inher
ently unequal. 

(Why it should be inherently more un
equal for blacks than for whites wasn 't made 
clear.) 

In any case, the aim of the suit was not 
so much integrated education but better 
education. Integration was simply a means 
to an end. 

Much of the confusion today stems from 
the fact that the means has now become 
an end in itself. Suits are being brought for 
integration, boundaries are being redrawn, 
busing is being instituted-not to improve 
education but to integrate classrooms. 

The results can sometimes be pathetic. 
In Washington, blacks send their chil

dren (or have them sent) across Rock 
Creek Park in pursuit of the dream of good 
education. But as the blacks come, the 
whites leave, and increasingly we find our
selves busing children from all-black neigh
borhoods all the way across town to schools 
that are rapidly becoming all-black. 

The Tri-School setup in Southwest Wash
ington is a case in point. Of the three ele
mentary schools in the area, only one was 
considered a good school: Amidon, where 
the children of the black and white well
to-do attended. Bowen and Syphax, pop
ulated almost exclusively by poor kids from 
the projects, were rated lousy schools. 

Then the hostage theory was applied. A 
plan was worked out whereby all first- and 
second-graders in the area would attend 
one school, all third- and fourth-graders 
a second, and all fiifth- and sixth-graders 
the third. 

The well-to-do parents would see to it 
that their children got a pood education. All 
the poor parents had to do was see to it 
that their children were in the same class
rooms. 

That was the theory. What happened, of 
course, is that :nstead of sprinkling their 
children around three schools, the luxury 
high-rise dwellers, black and white, packed 
t heir youngsters off to private school. Now 
instead of one good and two bad schools. 
Southwest Washington has three bad ones. 

After 16 years, we should have learned 
that the hostage theory doesn't work. This 
is not to suggest that integration is bad 
but that it must become a secondary con
sideration. 

Busing makes some sense (as a temporary 
measure) when its purpose is to transport 
children from neighborhoods with over
crowded classrooms to schools where there 
is space to spare. 

It works to a limited degree when it in
volves children whose parents want them 
bused across town for specific reasons. 
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But it has accomplished nothing useful 

when it has meant transporting large num
bers of reluctant youngsters to schools they'd 
r ather not attend. 

The notion will win ine the embarrassing 
su pport of segregationist bigots, but isn't it 
about time we started concentrating on 
edu cating children where they are? 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a qumum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk proceed

ed to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorUIIl call be rescinded. 

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

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND 
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 633, s. 2548. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, S. 2548 is 

the school lunch bill? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. That is right. 
Mr. JA VITS. If the Senator will yield, 

the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GoVERN) is not in the Chamber. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. He is out here. 
Mr. JAVITS. He and I have some 

amendments and I do not know how 
long the debate on these amendments 
will take nor whether rollcall votes will 
be desired. 

I would like to have some indication 
on this from the Senator from Georgia. I 
spoke to him this morning and com
mended him for his initiative. 

Mr. President, there is no sense of op
position, but there are amendments 
which many of us regard as constructive, 
and which are sponsored by a consider
able number of Senators. Before we em
bark on this course, at this time and on 
a Friday, I think it would be useful to 
find out from the Senator from Georgia 
his feeling about the amendments. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, as I 
expressed to the Senator awhile ago, the 
Committee on Agriculture is engaged in 
holding hearings on the omnibus farm 
bill at the present time. Mr. Shuman, the 
president of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, is testifying. Necessarily 
many members of the committee want 
to be present to hear his testimony
especially the chairman and the ranking 
Republican member, the Senator from 
Vermont '(Mr. AIKEN). 

I have suggested to the distinguished 
majority leader that these amendments 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from New York <Mr. JAVITS), the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
McGovERN), and others this morning 
that there has not been an opportunity 
to have the amendment printed and Sen
ators have not had an opportunity to 
study them. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
not had an opportunity to analyze them 
and make recommendations. 

I think it would be well if we were 
to proceed with general debate on the 
bill. I will make my statement in chief 
and no doubt the Senator from New 
York will make his statement, the Sen
ator from South Dakota will make his 
statement, and other Senators may 
speak. Then, when we get as far as we 
can go today I am willing to enter into 
a unanimous-consent agreement to pro
vide, say, 1% hours on each amendment; 
then we could come in Monday for the 
transaction of business after the reading 
of General Washington's Farewell Ad
dress. 

As far as the Senator from Georgia is 
concerned, I would be content with the 
unanimous-consent agreement and then 
we could proceed to act on amendments 
as they come up. The committee will 
take some amendments and others will 
be opposed, and others will require record 
votes. 

I would think, before we proceeded 
that far, it would be best that the amend
ments be distributed and on the desk of 
each Senator, so they could read them 
and vote intelligently. The staffs could 
review them and we could get the views 
of the Department of Agricultw·e. Then 
perhaps we could proceed without acting 
as if we were :flying on one wing. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, like many Members of 
this body, I have a confiict on Monday. 
I am committed because it i.s Washing
tons Birthday. I could not enter into a 
unanimous-consent agreement except to 
start on Tuesday. That does not mean 
the Senate could not conduct business 
without me, but I could not join in a 
unanimous-consent request unless it be
gan on Tuesday. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I find 
it difficult to acquiesce in what the Sen
ator has suggested. I appreciate the po
sition in which he finds himself, but we 
have many bills to consider. We have the 
HEW bill, the Judge Carswell nomina
tion, and the Voting Rights Act. All of 
those are going to take a little time, I am 
afraid. 

I would hope the spirit of accommoda
tion which has been so noticeable in the 
first month of this session, and on the 
basis of which the Senate has accom
plished so much and of which each Sen
ator should be very proud, will continue, 
and that we will not have any obstacles 
thrown in the path of the consideration 
of legislation, when we are trying to get 
out at a reasonably early date, particu
larly when Senators evidently agreed 
unanimously, that we would meet on 
Monday, break precedent, and take up 
the business pending at the conclusion 
of the delivery of Washington's Farewell 
Address by the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. BuRDICK). That 
is all I have to say. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I have no desire to 
interfere with the work of the Senate, 
but I wish to be here when the bill is 
debated. As I understand it, this partic
ular bill was not to be called up until 
after the airport billl. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; no. 
Mr. JA VITS. That was as I under

stood the matters that were to be laid 
down. Therefore, evaluating the equities, 
I am not going to consent. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has his 
right, that is true. I have no quarrel with 
it. But if we want to get out of here at 
a reasonable time and get our business 
done, we all have to give a little to try 
to get out. 

Mr. JA VITS. I understand. I have been 
here and have worked as hard as any 
Member of this body and have helped get 
out quite a few pieces of legislation in
cluding the education bill, which took 
3 days, when it could have taken 3 weeks. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. No; it took 2 weeks. 
Mr. JAVITS. I believe it took 3 days 

after the unanimous-consent agreement 
and in so stating I hasten to add that I 
yield to no one in my affection for the 
majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. I do not yield either 
to anyone in my affection for the Sena
tor from New York but I was just trying 
to state the situation that exists and 
was seeking an accommodation, so that 
the business of the Senate and the busi
ness of the people can be conducted. 

I yield again. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I will con

confer with the majority leader and do 
my utmost to accommodate him, as I al
ways do. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Just to keep the 
record straight, if I may, r would like 
to read from the RECORD of yesterday, 
February 19, when this question was 
raised by the distinguished acting mi
nority leader <Mr. GRIFFIN). My answer 
to his request as to what was the pro
gram for the rest of the day and the rest 
of the week was as follows: 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Mr. President; I am 
delighted to respond to the question of the 
distinguished acting minority leader by 
stating that it is the intention of the lead
ership to call up H.R. 860, an act to amend 
section 32(c) of the Labor-Management Re
lations Act of 1947, and so forth. 

That will be followed, hopefully and in 
time, by S. 2548, a bill to amend the Nutri
tional School Lunch Act .... 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I would like to make a 

proposal to the Senator. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am always open. 
Mr. J:_VITS. I have two amendments. 

I will consent to an hours limitation on 
ea~h. beginning now. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. I would like to 
agree, and I would personally, but I 
think that would place the distinguished 
manager of the bill, the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE) at a disadvan
tage, which I would not impose on any 
Senator. 

Mr. JAVITS. In light of the last state
ment of the Senator from Montana, I 
believe we should confer on this matter 
and I will do my best to accommodate 
him. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will state by title Calendar No. 633, S. 
2548. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
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bill <S. 2548) to amend the National 
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966 to strengthen and 1m
prove the food service programs pro
vided for children under such acts. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
MONDAY NEXT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon 
Monday next. 

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

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND 
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is on proceeding to 
the consideration of S. 2548. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, am I 
correct in stating that the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota <Mr. BuR
DICK) is to be recognized after the prayer 
on Monday for the purpose of delivering 
Washington's Farewell Address? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry with an amend
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 
AUTHORIZATION FOR ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS; 

CARRYOVER AUTHORIZATION 
SECTION 1. (a) Section 3 of the National 

School Lunch Act is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following: "Appropria
tions to carry out the provisions of this Act 
and of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 for 
any fiscal year are authorized to be made a 
year in advance of the beginning of the 
fiscal year in which the funds will become 
available for disbursement to the States. Not
withstanding any other provision of law, any 
funds appropriated to carry out the pro
visions of such Acts shall remain available 
for the purposes of the Act for which ap
propriated until expended." 

(b) The first sentence of section 10 of the 
National School Lunch Act and the first 
sentence of section 12(d) (5) of such Act are 

C:XVI--271-Part 4 

each amended by striking the words "pre
ceding fiscal year" and inserting in lieu there
of the following: "fiscal year beginning two 
years immediately prior to the fiscal year 
for which the Federal funds are appro
priated". 
NONFOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION 

SEc. 2. (a) section 5(a) of the Child Nu
trition Act of 1966 is amended to read as 
follows: "(a) There is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, not to exceed $38,000,000, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, n ot to 
exceed $33,000,000, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and not to exceed $15,000,000, 
and for each succeeding fiscal year, not to 
exceed $10,000,000, to enable the Secretary to 
formulate and carry out a program to assist 
the States through grants-in-aid and other 
m eans to supply schools drawing at tendance 
from areas in which poor economic condi
tions exist with equipment, other than land 
or buildings, for the storage, preparation, 
t ransportation, and serving of food to enable 
such schools to establish, maintain, and ex
p and school food service programs. In the 
case of a nonprofit private school, such 
equipment shall be for use of such school 
principally in connection with child feeding 
programs authorized in t h is Act and in the 
National School Lunch Act, as amended, and 
in the event such equipment is no longer so 
used, it may be transferred to another non
profit private school participating in any of 
such programs or to a public school par
ticipat ing in any of such programs, or fail
ing either of these dispositions, that part of 
such equipment financed with Federal funds, 
or the residual value thereof, shall revert to 
the United States." 

" (b) The Secretary shall apportion 50 per 
centum of the funds appropriated for the 
purposes of this section among the States 
during each fiscal year on the same basis as 
apportionments are made under section 4 
of the National School Lunch Act, as amend
ed, for supplying agricultural and other 
foods. The remaining funds appropriated for 
the purposes of this section shall be appor
tioned to each State on the basis of the ratio 
between the number of children enrolled in 
schools without a food service in such State 
and the number of children enrolled in 
schools without a food service in all States. 
Payments to any State of funds apportioned 
for any fiscal year shall be made upon con
dition that at least one-fourth of the cost 
of any equipment financed under this sub
section shall be borne by State or local 
funds." 
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES, NUTRITION EDUCA

TION, AND DIRECT EXPENDITURES 
SEC. 3. The first sentence of section 6 of 

the National School Lunch Act is amended 
to read as follows: "The funds provided by 
appropriation or transfer from other ac
counts for any fiscal year for carrying out 
the provisions of this Act, and for carrying 
out the provisions of the Child Nutrition 
Act, of 1966, other than section 3 thereof, 
less 

" ( 1) not to exceed 3 Y:z per centum thereof 
which per centum is hereby made available 
to the secretary for his administrative ex
penses under this Act and under the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966; 

"(2} the amount apportioned by him 
pursuant to sections 4 and 5 of this Act 
and the amount appropriated pursuant to 
sections 11 and 13 of this Act and sections 4, 
5, and 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966; 
and 

"(3) not to exceed 1 per centum of the 
funds provided for carrying out the programs 
under this Act and the programs under tne 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966, other than sec
tion 3, which per centum is hereby made 
available to the Secretary to supplement the 
nutritional benefits o! these programs 
through grants to States and other means 

for nutritional training and education for 
workers, cooperators, and participants in 
these programs and for necessary surveys and 
studies of requirements for food service pro
grams in furtherance of the purposes ex
pressed in section 2 of this Act and section 
2 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, 
shall be available to the Secret ary during 
such year for direct expenditure by him for 
agricultural commodities and other foods to 
be distributed among the States and schools 
and service institutions participat ing in the 
food service programs under this Act and 
under the Child Nutrit ion Act of 1966 in ac
cordan ce With t h e needs as determined by 
the local school and service institution 
auth orit ies." 

STATE MATCHING REQUmEMENTS 
SEc. 4. Sect ion 7 of . the National School 

Lunch Act is further amended by inserting 
immediat ely before the last sentence of such 
section the following : "For the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1971, and the fiscal year 
beginnin g July 1, 1972, Stat e revenue (other 
than revenues derived from the program) 
appropriated or utilized specifically for pro
gram purposes (other than salaries and ad
ministrative expenses at the State, as distin
guished from local, level) shall constitute at 
least 4 per centum of the matching require
ment; for each of the two succeeding fiscal 
years, at least 6 per centum of the matching 
requirement; for each of the subsequent two 
fiscal years, at least 8 per centum of the 
matching r equiremen t ; and for e!Wh fiscal 
year thereafter, at least 10 per centum 
of t h e matching requirement. The State reve
nues made available pursuant to the preced
ing sentence shall be disbursed to schools, 
to the ext ent the State deems practicable, 
in such manner that each school receives 
the same proportionate share of such reve
nues as it receives of the funds apportioned 
to the State for the same year under sections 
4 and 11 of the National Sch ool Lunch Act 
and sect ions 4 and 5 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966." 

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
SEc. 5. The first sentence of section 7 of 

the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended 
(1) by inserting "or for the administrative 
expenses of any other designated State agen
cy" immediately after "its administrative 
expenses"; and (2) by inserting "and service 
institutions" immediately after "local school 
districts". 

ADDITIONAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS AND 
AUTHORITY 

SEc. 6. (a) Section 9 of the National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751) and section 4(e) 
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1771) are each amended by inserting after 
the second sentence, a new sentence: "Such 
determinations shall be made by local school 
authorities in accordance with a publicly 
announced policy and plan applied equitably 
on the basis of criteria which, as a minimum, 
shall include the level of family income, in
cluding welfare grants, the number in the 
family unit, and the number of children in 
the family unit attending school or service 
institutions." 

(b) Section 13(f) of the National School 
Lunch Act is amended by i.nserting after 
the second sentence, a new sentence: "Such 
determinations shall be made by the service 
institution authorities in accordance with 
a publicly announced policy and plan ap
plied equitably on the basis of criteria which, 
as a minimum, shall include the level of fam
ily income, including welfat:e grants, the 
number in the f.amiy unit, and the number 
of children in the family unit attending 
school or service institutions." 

(c) The third sentence of section 9 of the 
National School Lunch Act and the fourth 
sentence of section 13 (f) of such Act and 
the fourth sentence of section 4(e) of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 are each 
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amended by striking out the period at the 
end of the sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof a comma and the following: "nor 
shall there be any overt identification of any 
such child by special tokens or tickets, an
nounced or published lists of names, or other 
means." 

(d) Section 9 of the National School 
Lunch Act is further amended by inserting 
at the end thereof a new sentence as fol
lows: "The Secretary is authorized to pre
scribe terms and conditions respecting the 
use of commodities donated under such sec
tion 32, under section 416 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, and under section 
709 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, 
as amended, as will maximize the nutri
tional and financial contributions of such 
donated commodities in such schools and 
institutions." 

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 7. Section 11 of the National School 
Lunch Act is amended to read as follows: 

"SPECIAL ASSISTANCE 

"SEC. 11. (a) There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and for each succeeding fiscal 
year such sums as may be necessary to pro
vide special assistance to assure access to the 
school lunch program under this Act by 
children of low-income families. 

"(b) Of the sums appropriated pursuant 
to this section for any fiscal year, 3 per 
centum shall be available for apportionment 
to Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
and American Samoa. From the funds so 
available the Secretary shall apportion to 
each such State an amount which bears 
the same ratio to such funds as the number 
of children aged three to seventeen, inclu
sive, in such State bears to the total number 
of such children in all such States. If any 
such State cannot utilize for the purposes of 
this section all of the funds so apportioned 
to it, the Secretary shall make further appor
tionment on the same basis as the initial ap
portionment to any such State which justi
fies, on the basis of operating experience, the 
need for additional funds for such purposes. 

" (c) The remaining sums appropriated 
pursuant to this section for any fiscal year 
shall be apportioned among States, other 
than Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
and American Samoa. The amount appor
tioned to each State shall bear the same ratio 
to such remaining funds as the number of 
children in such State aged three to seven
teen, inclusive, in families with incomes of 
not more than $3,000 per annum plus the 
number of such children in families that re
ceive more than $3,000 per annum from fed
erally assisted public assistance programs, 
bears to the total number of such children 
in all such States. If any such State cannot 
utilize for the purposes of this section all of 
the funds so apportioned to it, the Secretary 
shall make further apportionment on the 
same basis as the initial apportionment to 
any such State which justifies, on the basis 
of operating experience, the need for addi
tional funds for such purposes. 

.. (d) Payment of the funds apportioned 
to any State under this section shall be made 
as provided in the last sentence of section 7 
of this Act. 

"(e) Except as provided in paragraph (g), 
funds paid to any State for any fiscal year 
pursuant to this section shall be disbursed 
to schools in such State only for the pur
pose of reimbursing them for the cost o:t 
obtaining agricultural commodities and oth
er foods for consumption by children in the 
school lunch program. The amounts of funds 
that each school shall from time to time 
receive (within a maximum per lunch 
amount established by the Secretary for all 
the States) shall be based on the need of the 
school for assistance in meeting the require
ment of section 9 of this Act concerning the 

service of lunches to children unable to pay 
the full cost of such lunches. 

"(f) If in any State the State education 
agency is not permited by law to disburse 
funds paid to it under this Act to nonprofit 
private schools in the State, the Secretary 
shall withhold from the funds apportioned 
to such State under subsection (b) or (c) 
of this section an amount which bears the 
same ratio to such funds as the number of 
free and reduced-price lunches served in 
accordance with section 9 of this Act in the 
fiscal year beginning two years immediately 
prior to the fiscal year for which the funds 
are appropriated by all nonprofit private 
schools participating in the program under 
this Act in such State bears to the number 
of such free a.nd reduced-price lunches 
served during such year by all schools par
ticipating in the program under this Act in 
such State. The Secretary shall disburse the 
funds so withheld directly to the nonprofit 
private schools within such State for the 
same purpose and subject to the same con
ditions as are applicable to a State educa
tional agency di&bursing funds under thiS 
section. 

"(g) In circumstances of severe need where 
the rate per lunch which the school would 
otherwise receive is determined by the Sec
retary to be insufficient to carry out an ef
fective school lunch program in such school, 
he may authorize financial assistance up to 
80 per centum of the operating costs of such 
program, including the cost of obtaining, 
preparing, and serving fOOd. In the selection 
of schools to receive assistance under this 
subsection, the State educational agency 
shall require applicant schools to provide 
justification of the need for such assistance. 

"(h) In carrying out this section, the 
terms and conditions governing the oper
ation of the schoo: lunch program set forth 
in other sections of this Act, including those 
applicable to funds apportioned or paid pur
suant to section 4 or 5 but excluding the 
provisions of section 7 relating to matching, 
shall be applicable to the extent they are not 
inconsistent with the express requirements 
of this section." 

REGULATIONS 

SEC. 8. Section 10 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: "and the Na
tional School Lunch Act, including regula
tions relating to the service of food in par
ticipating schools and service institutions 
in competition with the programs authorized 
under this Act and the National School 
Lunch Act. In such regulations the Secre
tary may provide for the transfer of funds 
by any State between the programs author
ized under this Act and the National School 
Lunch Act on the basis of an approved State 
plan of operation for the use of funds and 
may provide for the reserve of up to 1 per 
centum of the funds available for apportion
ment to any State to carry out special de
velopmental projects." 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 

SEC. 9. The National School Lunch Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 

"SEc. 14. (a) There is hereby established a 
council to be known as the National Advisory 
Council on Child Nutrition (hereinafter in 
this section referred to as the 'Council') 
which shall be composed of thirteen members 
appointed by the Secretary. One member 
shall be a school administrator, one member 
shall be a person engaged in child welfare 
work, one member shall be a person engaged 
in vocational education work, one member 
shall be a nutrition expert, one member Shall 
be a school food service management expert, 
one member shall be a State superintendent 
Of schools (or the equivalent thereof), one 

member shall be a State school lunch director 
(or the equivalent thereof), one member 
shall be a person serving on a school board, 
one member shall be a classroom teacher, and 
four members shall be officers or employees 
of the Department of Agriculture specially 
qualified to serve on the Council because of 
their education, training, experience, and 
knowledge in matters relating to child food 
programs. 

"(b) The nine members of the Council 
appointed from outside the Department of 
Agriculture shall be appointed for terms of 
three years, except that such members first 
appointed to the Council shall be appointed 
as follows: Three members shall be ap
pointed for terms of three years, three mem
bers shall be appointed for terms of two 
years, and three members shall be appointed 
for terms of one year. Thereafter all appoint
ments shall be for a term of three years, ex
cept that a person appointed to fill an unex
pired term shall serve only for the remainder 
of such term. Members appointed from the 
Department of Agriculture shall serve at the 
pleasure of the Secretary. 

" (c) The Secretary shall designate one of 
the members to serve as Chairman and one 
to serve as Vice Chairman of the Council. 

"(d) The Council shall meet at the call 
of the Chairman but shall meet at least once 
a year. 

" (e) Seven members shall constitute a 
quorum and a vacancy on the Council shall 
not affect its powers. 

"(f) It shall be the function of the Coun
cil to make a continuing study of the opera
tion of programs carried out under the Na
tional School Lunch Act, the Child Nutri
tion Act of 1966, and any related Act under 
which meals are provided for children, with 
a view to determining how such programs 
may be improved. The Council shall submit 
to the President and the Congress annually 
a written report of the results of its study 
together with such recommendations for ad
ministrative and legislative changes as it 
deems appropriate. 

"(g) The Secretary shall provide the Coun
cil with such technical and other assistance, 
including secretarial and clerical assistance, 
as may be required to carry out its functions 
under this Act. 

"(h) Members of the Council shall serve 
without compensation but shall receive re
imbursement for necessary travel and sub
sistence expenses incurred by them in the 
performance of the duties of the Council." 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
bill before the Senate, S. 2548, is de
signed to strengthen and improve our 
child feeding programs under the Na
tional School Lunch Act and the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966. 

The bill ?'as introduced by myself, with 
the followmg cosponsors: Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. HART, Mr. HoLLINGS, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. METCALF, Mr. Moss, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. SPONG, and Mr. YAR
BOROUGH. Our purpose in introducing this 
bill was to insure that no child who 
comes to school hungry must go home 
hungry. 

This legislation is the product of 10 
months of work on the problems of child 
nutrition, beginning with a tour I made 
of the school lunch programs of my own 
State of Georgia. 

In April of 1969, I inspected school 
lunch programs in urban and rural parts 
of Georgia where there are heavy con
centrations of needy childen. While I 
was impressed with the excellent job that 
school administrators are doing in Geor
gia, I was shocked by the great unmet 
need in my State. 
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Georgia's school lunch program, under 

the direction of an extremely able and 
dedicated school lunch director, is one 
of the best in the Nation. However, there 
is only so much that can be done within 
the confines of present law-and the 
money now available for free and re
duced price lunches will feed only so 
many children. 

Upon hearing testimony and reading 
data concerning the school lunch pro
grams of other States, I found that the 
situation in many States is far worse 
than it is in Georgia. Many school dis
tricts do not participate in the school 
lunch program at all. Many schools have 
no facilities for the preparation of school 
lunches. 

With these unpleasant facts in mind, I 
introduced on July 7, 1969, legislation to 
insure that school lunches are made 
available to every needy child in Amer
ica. 

The response that my bill received was 
more than gratifying. Although I did 
not actively seek cosponsors, my bill was 
cosponsored by several of the ablest 
Members of the Senate--members of 
both the Republican and Democratic 
Parties and members from the whole 
spectrum of political philosophy in the 
Senate. It seems that my bill has re
ceived the support of just about every 
national organization which is vitally 
concerned with America's children. The 
American School Food Service Associa
tion, comprised of school lunch directors 
of all the States, has been extremely 
active and helpful with its support. 

Mr. President, I point to this support 
only to illustrate the strength of feel
ing about hungry children. It seems that 
the American people--and their elected 
representatives-have suddenly realized 
that it is a national disgrace for a na
tion with as much agricultural abun
dance as America to tolerate hunger and 
malnutrition on the part of a great num
ber of its children. 

The response of the Committee on Ag
riculture and Forestry to legislation to 
improve our child feeding programs 
could not have been better. After only 
1 day of consideration, the committee 
unanimously agreed to report S. 2548. 

The committee believes that a con
sensus of American opinion dictates that 
this Congress act now to restructure our 
school lunch program so that free 
lunches will be available to every child 
who cannot afford the proper price of a 
school lunch. We must see that this Con
gress appropriates enough money so that 
our schools can afford the cost of pre
paring and serving food to the economi
cally deprived children. 

In that connection, Mr. President, the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
just this week reported unanimously a 
bill to authorize an additional $30 mil
lion for section 32 funds for this fiscal 
year, and that bill was passed today, dur
ing the morning hour, without a single 
dissenting vote. 

So our committee and Congress are 
moving rapidly and expeditiously to 
solve the unmet needs in our child nutri
tion programs within our schools. 

Mr. President, the House of Represent
atives has already taken action on this 

issue. Durtng the last session of Congress, 
the House approved H.R. 515, a bill pro
posed by Congressman PERKINS, chair
man of the House Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. H.R. 515 is an excellent 
bill and I incorporated many of its pro
visions in my own bill. During the hear
ings on school lunch bills conducted by 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, Congressman PERKINS testified 
in favor of S. 2548 and indicated that he 
favored it over H.R. 515. Subsequently, 
he introduced a bill, H.R. 14660, which is 
patterned after the bill we are discussing 
today. The Congressman did express res
ervations about the matching formula 
of S. 2548, but the Agriculture Committee 
has agreed to the matching provisions of 
H.R. 515 and substituted them for the 
matching provisions of the bill which I 
originally introduced. 

Mr. President, if the Senate passes S. 
2548, we can expect prompt action in the 
House of Representatives. I know that 
Congressman PERKINS will cooperate in 
securing the final adoption of a bill as 
soon as possible. 

The bill under consideration will im
prove and perfect a program that was 
begun as a surplus removal operation 
under section 32 of Public Law 320, 74th 
Congress, and which evolved from other 
Federal and local actions to provide meals 
for schoolchildren. 

In 1946, Senator RussELL and Senator 
ELLENDER secured the passage of the Na
tional School Lunch Act. This act pro
vided an excellent statutory framework 
for the development of school lunch pro
grams throughout the Nation. Over the 
years, the School Lunch Act has been 
amended as new problems arose or as im
provements appeared advisable. The 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 was enacted 
to provide for school breakfasts from 
schools drawing attendance from poor 
areas and for the purchase of equipment 
for such schools. 

The programs provided for by these 
acts are as follows: 

The regular school lunch program is 
provided for by section 4 of the National 
School Lunch Act. This section provides 
for grants to States to be used only for 
food for lunches to be served to children 
in schools of high school grade and under 
participating in the program. These 
sums are required to be matched by three 
times as much in State and local funds. 
The amounts the children pay for their 
lunches count toward this matching re
quirement and represent the greater part 
of it. The Federal fund apportioned for 
this program for the current fiscal year 
amounts to $168,041,000. 

Section 9 of the National School Lunch 
Act requires that lunches must be served 
free or at reduced cost to children unable 
to pay the full price. It became evident 
some years ago that this requirement 
was very difficult to meet in the case of 
schools drawing their attendance from 
poor areas where most of the children 
might require free or reduced cost meals. 
Consequently section 11 was added to the 
National School Lunch Act to provide 
for special assistance in the form of 
grants to such schools. The amount pro
vided for this purpose in the current fis
cal year is $44,800,000. 

It cannot be doubted that funding 
must be greatly increased to provide free 
and reduced price lunches to all needy 
children. The Department of Agriculture 
estimates that there are 6.6 million chil
dren from low income families who re
quire free or reduced price lunches. 

At my request, the American School 
Food Service Association did a survey 
to determine the number of children who 
qualify for free and reduced price meals, 
and the number who actually receive 
these meals. Complete figures were not . 
available in seven States, but in the 43 
States where figures were available, the 
sur....-~)' indicates that 2.8 million needy 
children are not receiving free or re
duced price meals. There is no doubt but 
that with the inclusion of the seven 
States, this figure would be well above 
3 million. 

Section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 provides for a school breakfast pro
gram. Under this section Federal grants 
are made to States to reimburse selected 
schools for foods used in this program 
and, in cases of severe need, other costs. 
In selecting such schools, first considera
tion is given to schools drawing attend
ance from poor areas and schools at
tended by children who must travel long 
distances daily; $10 million is being ap
portioned under this program in the cur
rent fiscal year. 

One of the difficulties encountered in 
reaching all of the children, and partic
ularly the neediest children, lies in the 
fact that many schools, particularly the 
older schools in the inner city, do not 
have the cafeteria and kitchen equip
ment needed for serving lunches. In or
der to meet this difficulty Congress en
acted section 5 of the Child Nutrition 
Act, which provides for grants to assist 
schools drawing attendance from poor 
areas in obtaining equipment. The 
amount available for this program for 
the current fiscal year is $10 million. 

Section 13 was added to the National 
School Lunch Act in 1968 to provide for 
a special food service program for chil
dren in day-care centers and certain 
other nonschool situations. The amount 
provided for this program for the cur
rent fiscal year is $15 million. 

Section 3 of the National School Lunch 
Act provides for a special milk program 
for children in schools, camps, and other 
nonprofit institutions; $102,285,810 is 
available for this puropse in fiscal 1970. 

In addition to the above, the appro
priation act for fiscal 1970 authorized 
the use of $100 million of section 32 
funds for feeding programs, of which 
$67 million is being used primarily to 
expand free or reduced price hmches 
and breakfasts to children from low
income families. 

And further, in addition, commodities 
are made available under section 6 of 
the National School Lunch Act, section 
416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, sec
tion 32 of Public Law 320, 74th Congress, 
and other legislation. 

But all of this is not enough. Although 
meals have always been required to be 
served free or at reduced cost to children 
unable to pay the full cost, we have not 
succeeded in reaching all these children. 
The reasons for this are varied. There 
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have not been sufficient funds. Many 
schools do not have needed equipment. 
Funds are frequently provided too late 
to permit adequate planning. The greater 
part of the cost of the program comes 
from children's payments, and as lunch 
prices are raised to make up for the 
cost of free lunches, those that pay are 
priced out of the program. There is not 
sufficient :flexibility, so that available 
funds cannot always be used for the 
purposes for which they are most needed. 
New and more efficient ways of providing 
the lunches need to be devised. Better 
criteria must be developed for determin
ing those who can pay and those who 
cannot pay, and those who cannot pay 
must be protected from any embarrass
ment. 
It is the purpose of the bill to strengthen 

and improve the program and to remove 
these obstacles to providing free or re
duced-price lunches to children that are 
entitled to them. To accomplish these ob
jectives, the bill would make the follow
ing changes in the law: 

First, it would require that State 
revenues represent a portion of the local 
matching requirement applicable to the 
regular school lunch program. Grants 
under section 4 of the National School 
Lunch Act for food for the program must 
be matched by three times as much in 
local funds. The major part of these local 
funds represent children's payments for 
their lunches. Section 4 of the bill would 
require States in fiscal 1972 to contribute 
from State revenues at least 4 percent 
of the total matching requirement. This 
would increase 2 percent each 2 years 
until it reached 10 percent in fiscal 
1978. The table on pages 14 and 15 of the 
committee report shows what the States 
now contribute and how they would be 
affected in fiscal 1978, when the full 10 
percent would be required. Thirteen 
States already contribute more than 10 
percent. Based on 1968 data, the other 
States would have to increase their con
tributions by a total of $29,983,735, by 
fiscal 1978. 

The effect of this provision would be 
twofold. It would provide more funds for 
the program, thereby helping to pay for 
the lunches of the poor children. And it 
would encourage the States to exercise 
the most careful administration so that 
each dollar will be well spent. 

Second, the bill would authorize in
creased appropriations for nonfood as
sistance and provide for apportionment 
of half of such funds on the basis of the 
number of children enrolled in schools 
without a food service. The amount au
thorized by existling law for fiscal 1970 
for this purpose was $18 million, but only 
$10 million was actually appropriated. 
Existing law does not authorize any ap
propriations for fiscal 1971 and there
after. Section 2 of the bill authorizes $38 
million for fiscal 1971, $33 million for 
fiscal 1972, $15 million for fiscal 1973, 
and $10 million for each succeeding fiscal 
year. The objective is to provide larger 
sums in the next few years to provide 
equipment as soon as possible so a~ to 
bring the program to the schools without 
food service and to the children in those 
schools. To a large extent these schools 
are older schools in the inner city or 
other deteriorating areas, and their chil-

dren are among those most in need of a 
good lunch, without cost. 

Under existing law the nonfood assist
ance funds are apportioned to States on 
the same basis as apportionments of food 
assistance funds under section 4. That is, 
upon the basis of past participation and 
the assistance need rate--which is based 
on average per capita income in the 
State. While these factors should be con
sidered, the committee felt that half of 
the funds ought to be apportioned on the 
basis of the need for nonfood assistance, 
as indli.cated by the number of children 
in schools without a food service. 

Third, it would revise section 11 of 
the National School Lunch Act so that 
special assistance funds would go more 
directly to the needy child. At present 
special assistance funds are apportioned 
to the States on the basis of the number 
of free or reduced-price lunches served 
during the preceding year. This tends to 
channel funds to the States that have 
been able to serve a large number of 
free or reduced-price lunches rather 
than to those that may have had greater 
need for such lunches but less ability to 
fill that need. It has also resulted in 
accounting problems as to which lunches 
should be considered to be reduced-price 
lunches for the purpose of the apportion
ment formula. In some schools where the 
prices of all lunches served are low, there 
may not be many reduced-price lunches, 
while in schools where the regular lunch 
price is higher, there may be more re
duced-price lunches. Under section 7 of 
the bill special assistance funds are 
apportioned to the States on the basis 
of the number of children, aged 3 to 17, 
in families with incomes of not more 
than $3,000 per year plus the number of 
such children in families that receive 
more than $3,000 per year from federally 
assisted public assistance programs. 

Also, under existing law special as
sistance funds are disbursed to selected 
schools. Under section 7 of the bill they 
would go to all schools on the basis of 
their need for asistance in providing the 
free and reduced-price lunches required 
by section 9 of the National School Lunch 
Act. At present schools which do not 
receive special asistance funds may have 
to raise prices to other children in order 
to provide free or reduced-price lunches 
to poor children. This tends to force some 
of the children who can pay out of the 
program, with resulting damage to the 
program for all children. 

Fourth, under section 7 of the bill 
special assistance funds would be au
thorized to be appropriated in such 
amounts as may be necessary to assure 
access to the school lunch program by 
children of low-income families. At pres
ent it provides only for sums needed to 
assist certain schools in meeting the re
quirements of section 9. It is the pur
pose of the bill to provide every needy 
child with a free or reduced-price lunch, 
whenever he may go to school. 

Fifth, section 7 provides that special 
assistance funds in circumstances of 
severe need, instead of being restricted 
to use for food alone, may be used for 
up to 80 percent of a school's lunch pro
gram operating costs. This may be nec
essary in poor areas where there are a 
large number of free lunches. 

Sixth, the bill would provide for more 
:flexibility in the use of funds appor
tioned to the States for the various pro
grams provided by the act. Under sec
tion 8 of the bill, the Secretary could 
permit a State whichJ for example, had 
an excess of food assistance funds to 
use its excess food assistance funds for 
equipment. The Secretary could permit 
transfer of funds from one program un
der the act to another as required to 
meet each State's needs. A State might 
need funds to equip a cafeteria this year, 
funds for food to be served in that cafe
teria this year or next year. One year 
it might need special assistance to pro
vide free lunches, another year it might 
be starting a breakfast program and 
have special needs for that program. 
The objective of this provision is to put 
every dollar where it will do the most 
good. 

Seventh, ~he bill makes a number of 
changes designed to provide for a more 
efficient and effective program as fol
lows: 

Section 8 authorizes the use of funds 
for special developmental projects to 
improve program methods and facili
ties. Under it, pilot projects might be 
undertaken in the use of food manage
ment companies, special fabricated food 
items, or equipment, packaging, or de
livery systems. By using each dollar 
more efficiently, we will be able to use 
our funds to reach more poor children. 

Section 1 authorizes appropriations 
1 year in advance to provide the States 
with better opportunity to plan their op
erations with assurance as to the amount 
of Federal funds that will be available. 
For much the same reason, section 1 
provides for apportionment of section 4 
funds on the basis of earlier data as to 
past participation. 

Section 3 authorizes the use of funds 
for nutritional training and education 
for workers, cooperators, and partici
pants in child-feeding programs under 
these acts. This should help us to get 
more nutrition for each dollar spent and 
make a greater contribution to the health 
of the children receiving meals under 
the program. Teaching the children 
something about proper die.t and good 
eating habits should result in improve
ment in diets in their homes as well as 
in their future lives and the lives of their 
children. 

Eighth, the bill requires publicly an
nounced policies with respect to eligibil
ity for free and reduced-price meals and 
prohibits overt identification of any child 
receiving such a meal. The bill is de
signed to assure such child access to 
such meals. These provisions would in
sure that he knows that he is entitled to 
such a meal and that he is not prevented 
by shame or embarrassment from tak
ing it. 

Lastly, the bill provides for a continu
ing study of our child-feeding programs 
so that they may continue to be improved 
as new ideas and methods are developed. 
Section 9 of the bill provides for a Na
tional Advisory Council on Child Nutri
tion to be composed of persons with 
special knowledge and ability in this field 
to carry out this study. 

Mr. President, this is a good bill. The 
committee held full hearings on it and 
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made a number of improvements in it. 
It . should make the program more ef
ficient, and more effective to improve the 
nutrition of our children. It provides for 
better planning, more research, better 
nutrition knowledge; more money and 
better distribution of it, better adminis
tration, more flexibility, and generally 
a better program. 

I urge the Senate to approve the bill. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 

President, will the Senator from Georgia 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Georgia yield to the Senator from 
North Carolina? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am very happy to 
yield to my distinguished colleague and 
friend, and member of the committee 
which wrote the bill. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I am delighted to associate 
myself with the remarks just made by 
the Senator from Georgia in explaining 
the bill. He has done an outstanding job 
in describing what the bill will do in 
comparison with what the law now is. 

And one of the things the Senator 
from Georgia brought out that I think is 
very significant is that when holding 
hearings in the past year, we found that 
a great many schools-and this was 
largely true in the larger cities-did not 
have any cafeterias at all. They did not 
have any equipment. They did not even 
have a place in which to put the equip
ment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. And this bill makes 
arrangements for that purpose. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. The 
Senator is correct. And they can do that 
and pay for it and provide space in sev
eral other places where the Federal pro
gram can be provided for local school 
children in the United States if the local 
people want it. 

I am glad to support the bill. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 

appreciate the Senator's contribution 
both on the committee and on the fioor 
of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, 1 
yield to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Vermont <Mr. AIKEN), the ranking 
member of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have no 
remarks to make in particular on de
tails of the bill at this time. I do want to 
commend the Senator from Georgia who, 
I believe, is one of the ablest members 
serving on the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, or in the Senate, for 
that matter. 

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

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I can

not refrain from thanking my friend, 

the Senator from Vermont, who is the 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
is the dean of his party. Praise coming 
from him is praise indeed, and I deeply 
appreciate it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, Georgia 
and Vermont are not what they were 100 
years ago. I reiterate what I said about 
the Senator from Georgia. He is excep
tionally well qualified to discuss the sub
ject he has been discussing-the school 
lunch program. 

Mr. President, I do not think that any
one has ever been more concerned over 
the adequate feeding of poor people and 
schoolchildren than I have. I have 
worked on this premise ever since I have 
been a Member of the Senate. I still 
stand for that, but I do realize that we 
have to proceed to improve these pro
grams in a rational manner. 

We should not go too far out. We can
not do even all that I would like to do. 
And above all else, we have to watch out 
that in trying to improve the programs 
which we thoroughly believe in, we do 
not do harm to other phases of our 
Government. 

In fact, if we were to accept the rec
ommendations of some well meaning 
people, we would have to literally change 
the form of government which we have 
in the United States. And I do not think 
that anyone wants to do that. 

I simply want to say that I support 
the Senator from Georgia and the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry with respect to this bill which is 
now pending before the Senate. 

I do not say that any amendment 
whatsoever would be objectionable, but 
I do say that one the whole we should 
accept the bill practically as it came 
from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry and that it will represent a tre
mendous improvement in the school 
lunch program if we do so. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia for 
yielding me the time which he did. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as a mem
ber of both the Senate Select Committee 
on Nutrition and Human Needs and the 
Agriculture and Forestry Committee, I 
have become increasingly aware of the 
disastrous effects of hunger and mal
nutrition in the United States. 

Today, we in the Senate are taking a 
constructive step in combating hunger 
as we consider S. 2548, the school lunch 
and child nutrition amendments as sub
mitted by the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia. 

Since the school lunch program was 
started in 1943, its value has never been 
questioned. But as is often the case, the 
proper and efficient administration of a 
program has not always met the expecta
tions of its creators. I concluded long 
ago that only through the close cooper
ation of all levels of government and 
the private sector is there any hope of 
finding meaningful solutions to correct 
the inadequacies of such programs. 

Therefore, as we consider S. 2548, I 
would like to share with my colleagues a 
report on the child feeding programs by 
the private sector in Kansas. This is 
a subcommittee report of the Kansas 
Committee on Nutrition and Human 

Needs which assisted me last summer in 
reviewing and deliberating on possible 
new approaches to meeting the needs of 
our disadvantaged citizens in Kansas. 

It has been amply documented, in this 
report as well as in others, that a child's 
ability to think and concentrate is im
paired by hunger. Further, as the Kansas 
subcommittee states: 

In our competitive society, there is an 
important relationship between a child's 
nutritional experience and his eventual com
petence as an adult. 

Therefore, I urge the Senate to sup
port S. 2548 in the interest of insuring 
equal' opportunity in education through 
adequate nutrition as well as in the 
interest of the welfare of future adults 
of our society. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that this report on child feeding pro
grams and a memorandum be plinted 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

(Report of Kansas Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs) 

1. SCHOOL BREAKFAST AND LUNCH PROGRAMS 

In view of the fact that there is a definite 
and immediate need for an initial outlay for 
establishing food facilities, the current major 
problem is the method of receiving and uti
lizing money over and above the cost of food. 
These facilities must be established in order 
to use existing funds, now available under 
the National School Act and also the Childs 
Nutrition Act for school Breakfasts, which 
must be turned back if there are no facili
ties to store, prepare or serve the food which 
can be purchased and also no personnel to 
supervise and prepare it. We recommend that 
Federal assistance is needed for equipment 
and personnel on an interim basis. We rec
ommend initiating a General School Aid 
Program such as block grants, instead of the 
present categorical aid. There must be more 
flexibility in shariug the cost, where par
ticipation is high and relative economic 
status is low, also more flexibility in the 
methods of preparation, distribution and 
serving. The law in Kansas, on school financ
ing does not permit spending over 104% of 
the previous expenditures, subsequently, the 
cost of establishing kitchens and etc., cannot 
be included in the school budget. The pres
ent conditions prohibit the schools from 
entering into this program and consequently, 
there is hunger and malnutrition. In our 
competitive Society, there is an important 
relationship between children's nutritional 
experience and their eventual competence as 
adults. 

2. STATE CONSULTANT NUTRITIONIST 

We also recommend Kansas re-establish 
the position of State Consultant Nutritionist 
in the State Department of Health, which 
was unfilled for three years because of abso
lute noncompetitive salary and was removed 
from the budget because it could not be 
filled. This person in the past was primarily 
serving schools and youth institutions on 
food utilization and the relationship of nu
trition to health of school age children. 

We recommend more publicity on why 
Federal funds can not be used. We would 
like to see Welfare cooperate with the schools 
to encourage families to use a portion of the 
food allotment as allocation for reduced price 
lunches. 

Could the money that is designated for 
school lunches (15¢ per day) be paid directly 
to the school so these children can have 
lunch? 
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MEMORANDUM OF THE KANSAS STATE DEPART

MENT OF HEALTH, DIVISION OF MATERNAL 
AND CHILD HEALTH, JULY 29, 1969 

To: Committee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs, Subcommittee #3, School Lunch 
and Breakfast 

From: Evalyn s. Gendel, M.D. 
Re concerns of School Age Children 

The School Health Section of the Division 
of Maternal and Child Health of the Kansas 
State Department of Health has an awesome 
health charge both legislative and ethical. 
This charge is to discover the causes of dis
ease, disablllty and death in children and to 
remedy them through all available means. It 
is a broad charge which encompasses many 
aspects of preventive medicine. 

According to the practicing pediatrician 
and family doctor the most 1requent coin
plaints of parents when bringing a child to 
the doctor's office for examination is that 
"Susie or Johnnie is not learning in school" 
or that his behavior is distressing or dis
tracting to the parents or to the school. The 
conscientious parent who offers medical care 
for the child hopes that some minor physical 
problem will be found and remedied so that 
their "child can learn or behave better." The 
neglectful or abusive parent may never get 
the child to a doctor's office. Public clinics 
report children with general "poor health" 
or "poor behavior patterns" also, and school 
personnel, who continually observe children, 
report non-learners and behavioral problems 
as their most pressing problems. These are 
not dramatic isues like an epidemic of dis
ease or rat bites, but they are persistent and 
serious. 

In reviewing correspondence over a ten 
year period from nurses, teachers, and the 
medical profession, I find frequent reference 
to the need for an in-depth social and health 
study of a child and his family, because of 
suspicion of huneer or malnutrition as the 
cause of drowsiness, or discomfort, or inat
tention on the part of the child. Often chil
dren are ashamed to admit not having 
breakfast or lunch. In our own Topeka area, 
a public health nurse, following up on a sick 
child, found three children going home for 
"lunch" (no meal offered at school). "Lunch" 
meant just going home. No food or parent 
was there to feed them. Whether the parent 
was guilty of neglect is beside the point. 
Three children were experiencing feelings 
in school each afternoon unrelated to a de
sire for knowledge. How many children there 
are in Kansas with these circumstances is 
not known, as adequate studies have not 
been done. Many cases are disguised by the 
pride and hurt feelings of the children them
selves. On empirical evidence alone, however, 
lt appears that the obstacle to breakfast 
and lunch programs must be overcome on an 
emergency basis. How many more "dropouts" 
:from the learning process can the society 
afford? By this, I mean the loss of the po
tential of a child, who, though h) remains in 
the classroom physically, is derhdng a differ
ent learning than we think. These children 
are learning a number of things: 

1. That people don't really care. 
2. That books and charts do not take the 

place of food. 
3. That one must "figure out" how to 

eat and that may mean taking food from 
a store or money to buy food. 

4. That hunger pains, or weakness or 
headache resulting from frequent missed 
meals, block out the ablllty to concentrate, 
to socialize, to become. 

The concern for how a district will fi
nance a program where more and more chil
dren are eligible for free lunches ls a real 
and practical problem, but every day longer 
that it takes to solve it, ls that many more 
children who are developing attitudes to
ward themselves and others that are at best 
indifferent, and at worst destructive for 
the future. 

In different ways. we are all familiar 

with "the scene." In my own experience, 
I have been in poor homes in east Topeka, 
in certain rural areas around Auburn, Kan
sas (where I practiced) that were equally 
desolate, and for three years in medical 
school riding an ambulance for Charity 
Hospital of New Orleans and through the 
early years groWing up in that city where 
you come to know "the hopeless." The sit
uation in Kansas City, Wichita, and other 
Kansas centers is no different. Examining 
these children, getting histories from the 
parents, makes an impact that far out
weighs whatever are our roadblocks for 
implementing adequate school lunch (and 
breakfast) programs. 

I am not sure of feasible plans of action 
(talk, like above, is pretty easy) but could 
this subcommittee recommend: 

1. Primary "crash" recommendation for 
implementation of school lunch and break
fast programs: 

That such programs be made available to 
all students who indicate that they wish to 
participate and that the federal government 
supply baseline costs for developing facilities 
for preparing and/or distributing lunches 
over and above the funding for food itself. 
What has now been recognized in the com
mittee hearings at the federal level and in 
the state of Kansas from the Kansas City 
school system, Wichita school system, and 
others, is that funds for food sometimes can
not be utilized because the various schools 
where the children need these programs the 
moot were not built to house kitchens, or 
even to be distribution points, or provide 
places to serve children. That supervisory 
personnel and trained nutritionists, equip
ment, etc. costs cannot be borne by already 
overloaded taxes for schools, and that these 
:federal funds be made available on an in
terim basis untll such time as revision of 
legislation on a more equitable and matching 
basis be worked out. 

2. That the push to make implementation 
feasible should be made by the subcommittee 
to the Kansas overall committee by creating 
an awareness of the effects on mental, physi
cal, social, and emotional development of the 
child and ultimately of the society itself. 

3. That the committee help sensitize the 
public to the further issues of the genetic 
effects of those who are underfed and/or 
malnourished, how, on their own children, 
and so in a cumulative effect on the whole 
next generation, whether or not they them
selves are poor or are malnourished. The long 
range research is not complete, but the short 
range scientific data are conclusive enough 
that we can already measure in some of our 
Kansas born infants the deleterious effects 
of the mothers (and fathers) inadequate 
diets on their offspring. The diet of the grow
ing school child in his rapid period of growth 
is critical to this future cellular and genetic 
pattern. 

4. That to implementation of school feed
ing programs a program of education about 
nutrition must be aligned. Education which 
has meaning for the child and his family is 
critical to the ongoing effect of a school 
breakfast and lunch schedule. 

5. That for the local situation in the state 
of Kansas, the committee make a strong rec
ommendation to the state administration, it
self, that a position for a nutritionist in the 
State Health Department be reinstated as per 
a job description to again be submitted at a 
competitive salary which will permit the 
employment of such an individual. This 
position, in the past, has served to provide 
a skilled public health nutritionist able to 
make the relationships between health and 
medical aspects of nutrition and health in 
their long term effect on the school age 
child and his ability to learn. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 508 THROUGH 512 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
pending bill, which represents to a great 
extent the work of the distinguished Pre-

siding omcer, the Sznator from Georgia 
<Mr. TALMADGE), is an important step 
forward in strengthening our child feed
ing program; and I think the entire 
country is indebted to the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE) for his leader
ship in this field. 

I do think there are certain changes 
or improvements that can yet be made 
in the bill, and I have joined with a 
group of eight other Senators in a series 
of five amendments that we will offer 
to improve the legis!ation that will soon 
be acted upon here in the Senate. 

So. Mr. President, I send to the desk 
an amendment to S. 2548. 

I also send to the desk amendments on 
behalf of the Senat::>r from Michigan 
(Mr. HART) and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
three amendments be printed and lie on 
the table. 
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendments will be re
ceived and printed and will lie on the 
table. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
amendments which I have just sent to 
the desk are three of the five amend
ments which are being cosponsored by 
the same nine Senators who cospon
sored the substitute food stamp bill that 
passed the Senate last September. The 
cosponsors, in addition to myself, are 
Senators CooK, HART, JAVITS, KENNEDY, 
MONDALE, PELL, PERCY, and YARBOROUGH. 

The five amendments are intended to 
be called up at the appropriate time dur
ing debate on S. 2548. 

In addition to the three amendments 
just submitted, the two remammg 
amendments will be sponsored by Sen
ator JAVITS. So that Members of the Sen
ate will have an opportunity to review all 
five amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD when it is available to us tomor
row morning, I ask unanimous consent 
that these five amendments be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received and printed, 
and will lie on the table; and, without 
objection, the amendments will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendments <Nos. 508 through 
512) are as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 508 
On page 21, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
"SEc. 6. (a) The second sentence of sec

tion 9 of the National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1751 (a)) is amended by inserting 
'not exceeding 20 cents per meal' immediately 
after 'or at a. reduced cost'. 

"On page 21, line 9, strike out 'See. 6. (a) • 
and insert in lieu thereof • (b) • ." 

On page 21, line 18, strike out the period 
and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon and 
the following: "but any child who is a 
member of a household which ( 1) is eligible 
to participate in a Federal food stamp pro
gram or commodity distribution program or 
(2) has an annual income equivalent to 
$4,000 or less for a household of four persons 
shall be served meals without cost. Deter
mination with respect to the annual income 
of any household shall be made solely on the 
basis of an affidavit executed in such form 
as the Secretary may prescribe by an adult 
member of such household." 

On page 22, line 20, immediately after 
the period insert the following: ''The re
quirements of this seotlon relating to the 
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service of meals without cost or at a reduced 
cost shall apply to the lunch program of any 
school utilizing commodities donated under 
any of the provisions of law referred to in 
the preceding sentence." 

AMENDMENT No. 509 
On page 29, after line 6, insert the follow

ing: 
"UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE FOOD SERVICE 

COMPANIES 
"SEc. 10. The National School Lunch Act 

is further amended by adding after section 
14 (as added by section 9 of this Act) a new 
section as follows: 

"'UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE FOOD SERVICE 
COMPANIES 

"'SEC. 15. (a) Any school which the Sec
retary determines lacks or has inadequate 
food preparation facilities may formulate 
and carry out under this Act and the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 a child feeding pro
gram by contracting with private food serv
ice concerns for the provision of nutritious 
meals for such school. 

" '(b) The Secretary shall provide food 
commodities, including milk, to schools 
which conduct programs authorized by this 
section,·and such schools shall be entitled to 
cash benefits authorized under this Act and 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. 

"'(c) The highest nutritional r€quire
ments prescribed by the Secretary for lunch 
and breakfast meals served under this Act 
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, respec
tively, shall apply in the case of lunch and 
breakfast meals contracted for by any school 
under authority of this section.'" 

AMENDMENT No. 510 
On page 22 line 25 strike everything 

through .line 1 on page 23 and insert in lieu 
ther€of the following: 

"SEc. 11. (a) There is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated $250,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1971; $300,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972; and 
$350,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1973." 

AMENDMENT No. 511 
On page 29 a.fter line 6 insert the follow

ing: 
"Section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 

1966 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
" 'SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION 

"'SEc. 4. (a) There is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1971, $25,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1972, $50,000,000; and 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, 
$75,000,000 to enable schools to initiate, 
malintain, or expand non-profit breakfast 
programs for needy school children. 

" 'APPORTIONMENT TO STATES 
"'(b) The Secretary shall apportion the 

funds appropriated pursuant to this section 
for any fiscal year in accordance with the 
apportionment formula contained in section 
11 of the National School Lunch Act, as 
amended. 

" 'STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS 
" ' (c) Funds apportioned and paid to any 

state for the purpose of this section shall be 
disbursed by the state educational agency to 
schools seleoted by it to assist such schools 
in financing all or part of the operating costs 
of the school breakfast program in such 
schools, including the cost of obtaining, pre
paring, and serving food. The amounts of 
funds that each school shall from time to 
time receive shall be based on the need of 
the school for assistance in meeting the re
quirements of subsection (d) concerning the 
service of breakfasts to children unable to 
pay the full cost of such breakfasts. In select
ing schools for participation in the program, 
the state educational agency shall give first 
consideration to those schools with high 
numbers of children from low-income fami-

' lies and to those schools to which a ·sub-

stantial proportion of the children enrolled 
must travel long distances daily. 

" 'NUTRITIONAL AND OTHER PROGRAM 
REQUmEMENTS 

"'(d) Breakfasts served by schools partici
pating in the school breakfast program under 
this section shall consist of a combination of 
foods and shall meet minimum nutritional 
requirements prescribed by the Secretary on 
the basis of tested nutritional research. Such 
breakfasts shall be served without cost or at 
a reduced cost only to children who are de
termined by local school authorities to be 
unable to pay the full cost of the breakfast. 
Such determination shall be made by local 
school authorities in accordance with a pub
licly announced policy and plan applied 
equitably on the basis of criteria which, as 
a minimum, shall include the level of family 
income, including welfare grants, the num
ber in the family unit, and the number of 
children in the family unit attending school 
or service institutions: Provided, That any 
child who is a member of a household which 
(a) is eligible to participate in a food stamp 
or commodity distribution program, or (b) 
has an annual income equivalent to or less 
than $4,000 for a household of four persons 
shall be eligible to receive meals without r 

cost. The determinations of such income shall 
be eligible to receive meals without cost. The 
determinations of such income shall be 
made solely by execution of an affidavit 
by the member of such household. In making 
such determinations, such local authorities 
should, to the extent practicable, consult 
with public welfare and health agencies. No 
physical segregation of or other discrimina
tion against any child shall be mooe by the 
school because of his inability to pay, nor 
shall there be any overt identification of any 
such child by special tokens or tickets, an
nounced or published lists of names, or other 
means. 

" 'NON-PROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS 
" ' (e) The withholding of funds for and 

disbursement to non-profit private schools 
will be effected in accordance with section 10 
of the National School Lunch Act, as 
amended, exclusive of the matching provi
sions thereof.'" 

AMENDMENT No. 512 
( 1) On page 23 line 20 strike everything 

after the period through the period on page 
24 line 2 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"The amount apportioned to each state 
shall bear the same ratio to the total of such 
appropriated funds as the number of chil
dren attending schools in that state from 
families with incomes equivalent to $4,000 
per year or less for a family of four bears to 
the total number of such children in all such 
states." 

( 2) On page 24 line 11 strike everything 
through line 22 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

" (e) Funds paid to any state for any fiscal 
year pursuant to this section shall be dis
bursed to schools in such state to assist them 
in financing all or part of the operating 
costs of the school lunch program in such 
schools including the costs of obtaining, pre
paring, and serving food. The amounts of 
funds that each school shall from time to 
time receive shall be based on the need 
of the school for assistance in meeting the 
requirements of section 9 of this Act con
cerning the service of lunches to children 
unable to pay the full cost of such lunches.'' 

(3) On page 25 line 3 strike everything 
through line 10 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"Same ratio to such funds as the number 
of children attending such non-profit pri
vate schools in such State from families with 
incomes equivalent to $4,000 per year or 
less for a family of four bears to the total 
number of such children in all the schools, 
public and private, in such State.'' 

( 4) On page 25 line 16 strike everything 

through line 25 and renumber subsection 
(h) on page 6 as subsection (g). 

( 5) On page 26 between lines 7 an 8 insert 
the following: 

"(i) Not later than June 1 of each year, 
each State educational agency shall submit 
to the Secretary, for approval by him as a 
prerequisite to receipt of Federal funds or 
any commodities donated by the Secretary 
for use in programs under this Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966, a State plan of 
child nutrition operations for the following 
fiscal year, which shall include, as a mint
mum, a description of the manner in which 
the State educational agency proposes ( 1) to 
use the funds provided under this Act and 
funds from sources within the State to fur
nish a free lunch to every needy child in ac
cordance with the provisions of section 9; 
(2) to include every school within the State 
in the operation of the national school lunch 
program by the start of the school year 1972-
1973; and (3) to use the funds provided 
under section 13 of this Act and section 4 
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 and funds 
from sources within the State to the maxi
mum extent practicable to reach needy chil
dren. Each school participating in the na
tional school lunch program shall be re
quired to report monthly to its State educa
tional agency the average number of chil
dren in the school who actually received 
free lunches each school day during the prior 
month, the number of children in the school 
who were eligible for free lunches, the aver
age number of children in the school who 
actually received reduced price lunches each 
school day during the prior month and the 
number of children in the school who were 
eligible for reduced price lunches.'' 

Mr. M::GOVERN. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that~ an explana
tion entitled "Explanation of School 
Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments" 
be printed in the RECORD following the 
amendments themselves. 

There being no objection, the expla
nation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
EXPLANATION OJ' SCHOOL LUNCH AND CHILD 

NUTRITION AMENDMENTS 
The Committee on Agriculture and For

estry has reported S. 2548 designed to im
prove Federal child feeding programs that 
provide lunch and breakfast in schools. The 
bill contains many changes in the existing 
laws--the National School Lunch Act and 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966-that should 
ena,ble the Department of Agriculture to op
era,te child feeding programs more effectively 
to reach more needy children. 

The bill as it stands, how€ver, fails to 
eliminate many of the barriertl that prevent 
this country from assuring lunch to every 
school child from a low-income family and 
assuring easier access to other food services. 

The recent White House Conference on 
Food, Nutrition and Health supported a na
tionwide free lunch program for the poor as 
a basic step to ending poverty-related hunger 
and malnutrition. President Nixon has 
agreed to try to achieve thit goal by Thanks
giving 1970. To assure that this goal can 
be met and to make the National School 
Lunch and Child Nutrition programs more 
responsive to the n€eds of poor children, the 
following five a-m€ndments will be offered 
during debate by a bi-partisan coalition of 
Senators: 
AMENDMENT NO. 508-MINIMUM ELIGmiLITY 

STANDARD AND DEFINITION OF REDUCED PRICE 
(a) Amendment No. 508 would set uniform 

eligibility standards under the Na.tional 
School Lunch Act to assure that all children 
from poor families receive free meals. All 
pupils from householdS ellgible to receive 
food stamps or commodities or from families 
of four with an annual income of $4,000 .or 
less (or the equivalent for households of 
other si:zJes) would be eligible. The amend-
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ment would also apply to schools which re
ceive cash or commodity support of their 
school lunch program. To satisfy the income 
tests and secure lunch, a child's father or 
mother or other adult household member 
would fill out an affidavit in a form prescribed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture attesting to 
the family's income. 

Eligibility is currently left by statute and 
the Department of Agriculture to the dis
cretion of individual school principals. A few 
school districts have adopted uniform family 
income guidelines and some rely on welfare 
eligibility, but most permit arbitrary denial 
of lunch to the needy in the absence of any 
clear dividing line. Although Department of 
Agriculture regulations require public an
nouncement of a school's eligibility policy, 
many areas ignore this requirement and 
others make it plain only that the prin
cipal's word governs. Numerous schools deter 
applicants with lengthy, insulting and de
grading questionnaires or home visits. 

The amendment would clarify eligibility 
for all schools. Children and parents would 
know precisely where they stood. Yet, within 
the minimum standards set, state and local 
school districts would still make the deter
mination of eligibility. 

Of equal importance, school boards, state 
legislatures, and the Congress could readlly 
calculate the cost of feeding the poor, dis
trict by district. This would furnish a much 
needed yardstick for measuring the adequacy 
of budgetary requests. The problem of pro
viding the funding essential to do the job 
involves revising the authorization levels 
(see Amendment 510). 

These changes would make eligibility de
termination uniform in the major Federal 
food assistance programs. The $4,000 was 
approved by the Senate in September and 
has been established by the Administration 
as the appropriate test for participation in 
the food stamp program, as was self-cer
tification. 

(b) Amendment #508 would also specify 
that the price to the child of a "reduced 
price" meal could not exceed 20 cents. Chil
dren from families above the $4,000 level, 
but with insufficient resources to pay the 
full 35¢ or 40¢ usu&.lly charged, would still 
have a right to receive such reduced price 
lunches under criteria established by the 
states and schools. At present, no regula
tion or statute governs the price of such a 
lunch. 

The purpose of a reduced price lunch is to 
bring a meal to a child who could not afford 
a meal at the regular price. The current 
lack of a definition thwarts this purpose and 
penalizes school districts that provide meals 
at a truly reduced price by allowing dis
tricts that serve reduced price meals at a 
trivial reduction that would equal the cost 
of a regular price meal in other districts to 
claim the ~arger reimbursement due a free 
or reduced price meal. Thus, the money re
serve for free and reduced price meals is 
unfairly depleted at the expense of schools 
doing the best job-it is apparent that a 
uniform definition is needed. 

A respected study has shown that the low
er the price, the higher the number of pupils 
who buy the school lunch. In two schools 
where the price was 20¢, participation was 
100%. At 25¢ participation drops to near 
80% and at 30¢ it falls sharply to between 
27 and 37%. Though this study was con
ducted over two years ago, it is even more 
valid today since the price of school lunches 
has unnecessarily increased since then. 

AMENDMENT NO. 512-STATE PLANS AND 
ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

(a) Amendment #512 would allocate the 
funds available for section 11 special as
sistance to the states to meet the need for 
free and reduced price lunches according 
to the relative number of school children 
in a state who require free lunch, that is, 
children who are from households w1 th an 

income equivalent to $4,000 or less for a 
family of 4. S. 2548 as reported already pro
poses to change the old allocation formula 
to focus on a. $3,000 income factor. Amend
ment # 508 makes $4,000 the relevant income 
figure. The new formula also comports with 
the distribution for Title I ESEA funds. 

(b) Am~ndment #512 would also permit 
the Secretary of Agriculture to aid schools 
that could not otherwise afford to meet the 
demands of their pupils for free lunches 
(particularly schools in economically de
pressed areas where most children are eligi
ble) by reimbursing them for the entire cost, 
including labor, of putting the meal on the 
table. The Committee bill sets 80% as the 
cut-off figure for operating costs but heavy 
reliance on Title I ESEA education money to 
finance lunch service in the South indicates 
that the need for Federal assistance in some 
impoverished areas is total. Even 20% match
ing money may not be available locally, par
ticularly where poverty is severest and the 
importance of serving lunch therefore, the 
greatest. 

(c) Finally, under Amendment #512, 
each state would be required to file 
an annual state plan of child nutri
tion operations stating first, the state's 
proposed use of available monies to 
serve free lunches to all eligible pupils; 
second, the state's attempt to bring every 
school within the state into the national 
school lunch program by September 1972 
(less than 15,000 schools should be outstand
ing by June 1970), and third, the state's 
emphasis upon the needy in its allocation of 
breakfast and nonschool food service funds. 
Failure to file would prevent further receipt 
of Federal cash or donated foodstuffs, but 
failure to fulfill any of the plan's objectives 
would not necessarily jeopardize continued 
Federal aid. 

This requirement is neither onerous nor 
novel and would focus the states' attention 
on meeting feeding priorities and inhibit 
them from misallocating food service funds, 
a practice which has been widespread in past 
years. A more detailed state plan is required 
of school systems under Title I of ESEA and 
similar Federal aid to education laws. 

The Committee bill itself calls for an un
defined state plan of operation as a pre
requisite to transferring funds from one pro
gram to another (e.g., breakfast to equip
ment). Recent evidence that, in fiscal 1969, 
many states utilized special section 32 funds 
to bolster their ongoing lunch program for 
all children instead of to further the Con
gressional purpose of feeding the needy indi
cates that more strict state accountability is 
essential. 

(d) Locally, the same built-in monitoring 
effect would be achieved by having each 
district render periodic reports on the gap 
between the number of children eligible for 
free and reduced price lunches and those 
receiving them. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5lo-AUTHORIZATIONS AND 
FUNDING 

The Administration has set as its goal the 
provision of free and reduced price lunch 
for every child from a low-income family by 
Thanksgiving 1970. To achieve this goal, 
there must be a substantial increase in Fed
eral, state, and local resources available for 
school lunch. While the Committee bill pro
Vides for an increased state contribution, 
none is required for fiscal 1971 and the in
crease in fiscal 1972 would total less than 
$5 million nationwide. But the Committee, 
while recognizing that "greatly increased ap
propriations Will be necessary," deleted the 
Federal authorization levels proposed in S. 
2548 and provided an open-ended author
ization. 

The Committee itself at page 18 of its 
report on S. 2548 set $712.8 million as the 
total required to feed lunch to 6.6 million 
needy children (at 60 cents a lunch, 180 days 
a year). Even if there is a 10% reduction !or 

normal absenteeism, the total still exceeds 
$640 million. In fiscal 1971 the Federal gov
ernment expects to spend approximately $300 
million in cash grants and commodities 
through formal school lunch program assist
ance to funish lunch to needy school chil
dren. State and local aid may approach $100 
million. The combined Federal-state-local 
support level of $475 million would leave a 
minimum deficit of $240 million. However, 
this figure ignores both rising costs and Bu
reau of Census data placlng the number of 
needy children in school at 8.4 million 
pupils. 

Amendment #510 would obviate much of 
this problem by authorizing fiscal 1971 ap
propriations of $250 million through section 
11 ~:pecial assistance. This would constitute 
an increase of $206 mlllion over the Admin
istration's $44 million request for their child 
nutrition budget line item. The new section 
11 authorization would therefore provide all 
but about $36 million of funds needed to 
provide free and reduced price lunch to 6.6 
million needy children in fiscal year 1971. 

The $300 million and $350 million sums 
authorized for fiscal years 1972 and 1973, 
respectively, would enable lunch service to 
reach the more generous Census count of 8.4 
million poor children assuming an average 
rise in the cost of lunch, with State and 
local cooperation. If no or inadequate target 
figures are inserted, the performance of the 
Executive Branch in fulfilling its commit
ments would be less easy to measure. 

Appendix A contains a detailed analysis 
of the budegtary needs. 

AMENDMENT NO. 509-UTILIZATION OF 
PRIVATE FOOD COMPANIES 

The Department has informed the state 
school lunch directors that it is in the pro
cess of revising its long-standing regulations 
that now deter schools from seeking help 
from food service concerns in providing 
meals. Such assistance is particularly neces
sary where a lack or inadequacy of equip
ment in the schools means children are 
denied meals. The revision is expected to be 
in effect as of April 1. The Agriculture Com
mittee has expressed its support of this 
change in policy. 

Amendment No. 509 would furnish a spe
cific statutory framework for such programs. 
The companies would have to furnish nutri
tious Type A meals and be subject to all 
appropriate controls. 

AMENDMENT NO. 511-SCHOOL BREAKFAST 

The Committee bill amends the language 
governing eligibility for free or reduced price 
breakfasts to comport with the Committee's 
test for lunch, but otherwise makes no sub
stantial changes in the breakfast program. 

There is ample evidence of the nutritional 
value of breakfast in promoting learning, the 
limited size of the Department's present 
e1forts (205,000 children participated on the 
average day in fiscal 1969 in 2,900 schools, 
which wae up only 37,000 from 1968), and 
the reluctance of states and schools to fin
ance the difference between food costs and 
the served cost of the meal. 

To place increased emphasis on supplying 
breakfasts and undertake a campaign to 
bring more schools into the program, Amend
ment No. 511 would delete the limitation on 
Federal assistance and increase the available 
authorization to $25 milUon in fiscal 1971 
(the program is authorized only through 
that year), $50 million in fiscal 1972 and $75 
million in fiscal 1973. By 1973 over 3 million 
needy children could be receiving free break
fasts each school day or six times the num
ber proJected for fiscal 1971. 

The apportionment formula would also be 
revised to direct the funds to the states 
With the greatest need. Finally, as would be 
the case with lunch under Amendment No. 
512, the Federal government would be em
powered to pay for the full cost of break
fast in the neediest schools. 
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.APPENDIX A 
FREE SCHOOL LUNCH; THE BUDGET GAP 

The cost of providing a free lunch 
throughout the school year depends on three 
factors: the number of poor children to be 
reached, the average cost of a lunch, and 
the annual number of lunches per pupil: 

( 1) There are two estimates in vogue of 
the number of school children from low
income families who require free lunches. 
USDA sets the :figure at 6.6 million, by 
derivation from a. study by the American 
School Food Service Association. Analysis, 
of the Bureau of the Census' 1968 poverty 
data released in December, 1969 reveals that 
at least 7.8 and perhaps 8.4 million children 
between the ages of 5 and 17 lived in 1968 
in families with annual incomes less than 
$3,600 for a family of four or the equivalent. 
Given the $4,000 eligibility test contained in 
the coalition amendments, coupled with the 
3% annual decline in poverty, 8.4 million may 
be the most realistic target :figure. 

(2) The normal school year runs 175 to 180 
days, but a 10% absenteeism rate is antici
patible, making 162 lunches per pupil per 
year a reasonable goal. 

If 6.6 million needy children, then the 
tota.l O()St of furnishing free lunch in fiscal 
1971=$640 million (60cx 162X6.6 million). 
· If 8.4 million needy children, then cost= 
$817 million (60cX162X8.4 million). 

{All figures in millions) 

Total cost__ ____________________ $640.0 $817.0 

Funding sources (funding year 1971): 
297.6 I. USDA----------------------- 297.6 

(a) Sec. 1L _____________ 44.0 44.0 
(b) Sec. 32 ______________ _ 4.3 4.3 
(c) Special sec. 32 ________ 151.7 151.7 
(d) Sec. 41 ______________ 25.5 25.5 
(e) Donated commodities 2_ 72.1 72.1 

II. States'---------------------- 75.0 75.0 
Ill. Local'----------------------- 25.0 25.0 

Total funding ___________________ 397.6 397.6 

Cost-funding Gap _______________ 242.4 419.4 
Proposed increase in fiscal year 1971 

206.0 authorization _______________________ 206.0 

Gap increase program deficit_ ___ 36.4 213.4 

1 USDA estimates that approximately 15 percent of all sec. 4 
funds will be applied to reimburse schools for serving free or 
reduced price lunches because 15 percent of all lunches receiving 
the across-the-board S-cent reimbursement have been served 
free or at a reduced price. Sec. 4 is allocated $169,700,000 in 
fiscal year 1971, meaning that 15 percent of that sum is includible 
under anticipated free lunch expenditures. 

2 1,100,000 of the 18,900,000 children whose lunches will be 
federally aided exclusively under the sec. 4 portion of the lunch 

r.rogram will be needy children receiving free or reduced price 
unches in nonneedy schools. The additional 55 cents for their 
lunches (less commodities donated) will come from state or 
local contributions or the payments made by middle-class 
children rather than from Federal funds. Those children con
stitute 5.9 percent of the sec. 4 children and will, accordingly, 
consume approximately 2001000,000 lunches during fiscal year 
1971 (5.9 percent of the 3,39'1,000,000 sec. 41unches). 1,000,000,-
000 free or reduced price lunches are expected under the special 
assistance for lunch provisions. 

Thus, free or reduced frice lunches would constitute 1,200,-
000,000 or 27.3 percent o the 4,394,000,000 total number of all 
school lunches served under the national program in fiscal year 
1971. Since the school lunch commodity budget for fiscal year 
1971 is set at $264,500,000,000, some $72,100,000 of that cost 
would be attributable to free or reduced price lunches, on the 
appropriate assumption that, in a given State, commodities are 
divided equally among the lunches served. 

a The Senate Agriculture Committee reports that, in fiscal 
1968, $63,600,000 was contributed from State tax revenues for 
the school lunch program. Approximately ~ of that sum or 
$45,000,000 was directed to supporting free or reduced price 
lunches. By fiscal1971, an additional $30,000,000 in State funds 
will be devoted to that purpose, including $10,000,000 in New 
York, $5,400,000 in Illinois, $6,000,000 in California, $2,000,000 
in Maryland, and assorted sums elsewhere. 

• Although no accurate compilation of local support for free or 
reduced price lunches exists, $25,000,000 by fiscal year 1971 is 
the best available estimate. New York City contributes over 
$10,000,000; Atlanta $750,000; Baltimore $500,000; San Fran
cisco $330,000; Detroit $400,000; the District of Columbia 
$2,850,000 and many other cities make or will be making 
substantial inputs. 

' The non-USDA free lunch programs include: Headstart_ ______________________________ $40 to $48. 
Johnson-O'Malley _________ --------------- $2. 

~~i:}n~~~~eatio_ri_-:::::::::::::::::::::: ~~l.to $3D. 
Handicapped and delinquent children ______ $0.2. 
Follow through __________________________ $3. 

The fiscal year 1971 program deficit for the 
6.6 million count would easily be covered by 
the funds now spent for free lunches under 
non-Department of Agriculture-operated 
programs. Those programs currently yield in 
the neighborhood of $75 to 90 million an
nually (including some lunches for 3 to 4-
year olds). (See footnote 5.) 

The fiscal 1971 program deficit for the 8.4 
million count would be in the $125-140 mil
lion range, after taking those other feeding 
programs into account. The deficit would, of 
course, be further reduced, although not en
tirely, by the overfl.ow from payments by 
middle-class children, a sum which 1s not 
capable of estimation. In all likelihood, 8.4 
million children could not be adequately 
served until the Section 11 increase for fiscal 
1973 were fully funded. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 
joined with the Senator from South Da
kota <Mr. McGoVERN), the chairman of 
the Select Committee on Nutrition and 
Human Needs, on which I serve as the 
ranking minority member, and seven 
other Senators, in the introduction of 
certain amendments to S. 2548. 

I think that this measure, of which 
Senator TALMADGE was the principal au
thor, provides a good base on which to 
proceed. I believe that any contribution 
we may make with our amendments is 
only designed to strengthen and fortify 
what I already consider to be a significant 
and creative contribution in the critically 
important field of child nutrition. 

I send to the desk, for printing, under 
the rule, two amendments on behalf of 
myself, Senators COOK, HART, KENNEDY, 
MONDALE, McGoVERN, PELL, PERCY, and 
YARBOROUGH. 

The first amendment, No. 508, would 
set uniform minimum eligibility stand
ards so that children from heuseholds of 
four which either (a) have an annual 
income less than or equivalent to $4,000 
or (b) are eligible to participate in 'the 
Federal food stamp or commodity dis
tribution program, would receive free 
meals. 

The second amendment, No. 509, would 
provide a statutory framework for the 
utilization of private food service con
cerns in child feeding programs. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments be printed under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be re
ceived and printed, and will lie on the 
table. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I conclude 
my brief statement by calling attention 
to the fact that there is a definite recog
nition in the Nation of a need for con
structive action in providing food for our 
hungry children. It is our hope that the 
five amendments just introduced will 
fortify, strengthen, and improve, an 
already good bill, S. 2548. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will 
the Senate:- yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I just 

want to take a moment to commend the 
Senator from New York for the leader
ship he has demonstrated from the very 
beginning on the problems of hunger and 
malnutrition in the United States. He 
has been a principal architect of these 
amendments that have just been offered. 

One of the great sources of satisfac
tion to those of us working on this select 

committee is the persistent · bipartisan 
spirit in which that committee has con
ducted its business from the very be
ginning and a major share of the eredit 
for that constructive spirit is due the 
senior Senator from New York, the rank
ing minority member of the committee. 
I especially commend him for his leader
ship earlier this week in bringing about 
the extension of the committee for an
other year, so that we can continue the 
important unfinished business of that 
committee. I commend him again today 
for his leadership and imagination in 
this important work. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to my 
colleague. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk a unanimous-consent agree
ment which I think has been cleared all 
the way around and I ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro
posed unanimous-consent agreement will 
be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as f'Ollows: 
Ordered, That, effective on Monday, Febru

ary 23, 1970, during the further considera
tion of the bill S2548, the school lunch bill, 
debate on any amendment, motion, or ap
peal, except a motion to lay on the table, 
shall be limited to 1 Y2 hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the mover of any 
such amendment or motion and the major
ity leader, and 1 hour on each amendment 
to an amendment: Provided, That in the 
event the majority leader is in favor of any 
such amendment or motion, the time in 
opposition thereto shall be controlled by 
the minority leader or some Senator desig
nated by him: Provided further, That no 
amendment that 1s not germane to the pro
Visions of the said blll shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the :final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 3 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the major
ity and minority leaders: Provided, That the 
said leaders, or either of them, may, from the 
time under their control on the passage of 
the said blll, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any 
amendment, motion, or appeal. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I 
may add to that agreement, I ask that 
all amendments at the desk be consid
ered germane. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I under

stood the end of that agreement to mean 
3 hours on the bill may be available at 
any time before third reading as well as 
after third reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe 
that is in the agreement. 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SPONG in the chair). The Senator from 
Virginia suggests the absence of a quo
rum, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent agreement which has been read 
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by the clerk? The Chair hears no ob
jection, and it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

una·nimous consent that the pending 
business may be laid aside temporarily. 

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1970 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today it stand in 
adjournment until 12 o'clock noon on 
Monday next. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the information of the Senate, the dis
tinguished Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. BURDICK) will deliver Washington's 
Farewell Address immediately after the 
reading of the prayer on Monday. Im
mediately after the address is concluded 
the Senate will go into legislative session 
to consider the business which will be 
pending at that time which, of course, 
will be the business which is pending now. 

It is my intention to notify every 
Democratic Senator by telegram that 
there will be business and very likely 
votes on Monday, and ask them to be 
here. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I wish to say to the 

distinguished majority leader that Re
publican Senators will be likewise 
not-ified. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM 
MONDAY NEXT UNTIL TUESDAY, 
FEBRUARY 24, 1970, AT 10 A.M. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at the conclu
sion of the business of the Senate on 
Monday next, the Senate stand in ad
journment until 10 a.m. on Tuesday 
morning. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

APPOINTMENTS BY THE 
VICE PRESIDENT 

INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 
MEETING 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SPONG in the chair). The Chair, on be-

half of the Vice President, pursuant to 
title 22, United States Code, section 276, 
appoints the following Senators to at
tend the Interparliamentary Union 
Meeting, Monaco, March 30, to April 4, 
1970: 

Senator SPARKMAN, chairman; and 
Senators JoRDAN of North Carolina, 
DODD, BAYH, HOLLINGS, SCOTT, JORDAN of 
Idaho, and MATHIAS. 

MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTER
PARLJAMENTARY CONFERENCE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to Public Law 86-420, appoints 
the following Senators to attend the 
lOth Mexico-United States Interparlia
mentary Conference, Washington, D.C., 
and San Francisco, Calif., May 4 to May 
10, 1970: 

Senator MANSFIELD, chairman; and 
Senators BIBLE, RANDOLPH, MCGEE, IN
OUYE, HARRIS, MONTOYA, AIKEN, COOPER, 
GOLDWATER, MURPHY, and FANNIN. 

CANADA-UNITED STATES INTER
PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to Public Law 86-420, appoints 
the following Senators to attend the 
13th Canada-United States Interparlia
mentary Conference, Washington, D.C., 
March 10 to March 15, 1970: 

Senator CHURCH, chairman, and Sen
ators SPARKMAN, YARBOROUGH, MUSKIE, 
BURDICK, SPONG, GRAVEL; alternat-e, Sen
ator MANSFIELD; and Senators AIKEN, 
WILLIAM of Delaware, GRIFFIN, HANSEN, 
and STEVENS. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

BEAVERHEAD ROCK 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as we 
in the Senate have come to realize, the 
issue of our environment has become one 
of the most prominent and difficult is
sues we have before us today. The con
cern expressed has been generated by 
the sincere desire to preserve the nat
ural state of our land and protect against 
abnormal pollution of our air and wa
ter. Much of the current discussion re
volves around some rather large issues. 
Occasionally, this concern is directed at 
what may seem to be a less complex and 
smaller item. 

Just several weeks ago a number of 
people in Montana became quite anxious 
about the future of an historic land
mark on the Lewis and Clark Trail. Bea
verhead Rock, also known as the Point 
of Rocks, has considerable significance 
in the history of the Lewis and Clark ex
pedition. Historians and residents of 

western Montana have known that this 
rock was in this location, but little effort 
was made to give it the historic status 
that it deserves. The rock is on private 
pr.operty. Only when development of a 
rock quarry threatened the landmark 
did a movement begin to protect Beaver
head Rock. Since the landmark was lo
cated on private property, an appropriate 
exchange or purchase must be negotiated. 
The Montana Historical Society and 
other individuals and historical groups 
are attempting to develop plans for pres
ervation of this site. I have been in con
tact with Federal agencies regarding land 
exchanges and development by the Na
tional Park Service. Also, I have been in 
contact with the owner, Norman Ash
craft, of Twin Bridges, who indicates a 
real understanding, a deep concern, and 
a willingness to cooperate. 

Beaverhead Rock in the Madison coun
try, has been entered into the National 
Register of Historic Places by the Na
tional Park Service. It is my hope that 
this agency will be able to offer some 
constructive assistance in protecting this 
historic place. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have a series of articles and cor
respondence printed at the conclusion 
of my remarks. These documents give 
historic background information and the 
present status of this effort. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HISTORIC POINT THREATENED BY BLASTING FOR 

RIP-RAP RocK 
(By Warren N. Reichman) 

Another one of Madison county's historical 
landmarks is being threatened with oblivion, 
it was learned at The Madisonian office this 
week. 

The stoney face of Beaverhead Rock, be
tween Twin Bridges and Dillon, is being 
blasted and the rock used for rip-rapping of 
the river and canals in the area. 

The part that Beaverhead Rock has played 
in Montana history is known to every school 
child that has had the good fortune to read 
any Montana. history. (Some school kids tell 
me Montana history is no longer taught in 
schools.) 

Sacajewea, the Indian woman who guided 
the Lewis and Clark Expedition from the 
mouth of the Missouri River to the Rockies, 
kept looking for this Rock, which from a 
distance appears to be the head of a swim
ming beaver, during the entire trip. Although 
she had been kidnapped from her tribe when 
but a child, she distinctly remembered the 
Beaverhead Rock and knew that when she 
found it, she would be back home again. 

Lewis and Clark's Expedition Journals de
scribe the promontory in detail and when 
they arrived here, they were able to contact 
Sacajewea's tribe, the Shoeshones, and secure 
horses with which to cross the Continental 
Divide. 

Capt. Lewis carved his name on the face of 
Beaverhead Rock. This monument was de
stroyed many years ago, when a rancher 
blasted away part of the rock in order to 
take an irrigwtion canal out of the river 
there. 

The Point of Rocks Stage Station was es
tablished near the rock and road agents and 
vigilantes alike camped in its shadow during 
the turbulent days of Henry Plummer. A 
number of old-timers &till living in this area 
remember when stagecoaches pulled up there 
for a rest and a change of horses. 

Although the rock is huge and thousands 
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of tons of rip-rapping could be taken from 
it, sooner or later its famous swimming
beaver outline will begin to take on other 
characteristics, should this desecration be 
allowed to continue. 

At present Beaverhead Rock and surround
ing lands are in private ownership. Mr. and 
Mrs. Norman Ashcraft, local ranchers, own it 
and pasture lands along the river bottom. 
Although at present, Mr. Ashcraft has halted 
tlle blasting operations because of pressure 
of int erested individuals, he looks upon it 
as a natural resource which is quite valueless 
to him unless he can harvest it. He can sell 
the rock to contractors for a variety of uses. 

A movement should certainly be inaugu
rated to get this historic monument in pub
lic hands and · protected from further 
profanity. 

The rock is situated on a 71-acre parcel of 
land, roughly in the shape of a pistol handle 
bordered on one side by the Beaverhead 
River. The Ashcrafts have said they would 
sell this part of their pasture for enough 
to buy a comparable piece of land. 

Several persons and agencies are already 
working on the project, but seem to be get-

head Rock, a Landmark on the Lewis and 
Clark Trail. 

These Montanans are concerned because 
of rock quarry activity which jeopardized 
the landmark. I am aware that the site is on 
private property owned by you and that you 
have complete control over its destiny. In 
view of the sincere interest in preserving 
the historic site, I have contacted several 
Federal agencies here in Washington and in 
Montana to see what might .be done to pre
serve the Beaverhead Rock for historic pur
poses. Personally, I would hope that you 
would cooperate in protecting Beaverhead 
Rock until such time as a plan can be de
veloped to acquire the property from you 
for such pu rposes. Any such plan would, of 
course, give your property rights every con
sideration. In the interests of preservation 
of Montana's too few historic monuments on 
the Lewis and Clark Trail, I hope that you 
will cooperate. 

With best personal wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

MIKE MANSFIELD. 

FEBRUARY 16, 1970. 
ting nowhere. Hans Larsen of Dillon, chief R on . MIKE MANSFIELD, 
of the Division of Resource Management of U .S. Senate, 
the Bureau of Land Management, says Washington, D.C. 
that the Bureau would trade other land for DEAR SENATOR MANSFIELD: This letter is in 
it, but right now, no comparable piece of reply to your letter and telegram of February 
land is available in this area and it would 12, 1970, concerning "Beaverhead Rock" (also 
probably take two or three years to work out known as "The Point of Rocks") which I 
a satisfactory trade. own. 

The State Fish and Game Commission has I would first like to assure you that no 
reportedly looked at it and decided available rock has been blasted since Mr. Richard 
funds are needed elsewhere. Harms of the Dillon Office of the Bureau of 

Individuals, Elfrieda Woodside of Dillon, E. Land Management asked me, more than a 
E. MacGilvra of Butte and Hal Stearns of month ago, to have the blasting ceased. At 
Harlowton, all members of the Montana ' that time Mr. Harms assured me the BL.M. 
Committee of the Lewis and Clark Trail As- or some of the other Government agencies 
sociation, are working on the problem but would try to trade me other land--of equal 
have not come up With any solution. ranching value-for Beaverhead Rock. 

We suggest that pressure should be I had leased the property on which Beaver-
brought to bear upon the State Fish and head Rock is located from 1950 until 1966, 
Game Commission which take~ thousands of at which time I purchased the property. Our
dollars out of this county in hunting license ing the past 20 years many thousands-of
fees every year, to buy this land as a fishing yards of rock has been hauled from Beaver
access area. Although it may not be as de- head Rock. This was rock which had fallen 
sirable as other spots, it would provide park- from the steep sides of this formation, and 
ing for anglers fishing several miles of the accumulated around the base. No charge was 
river. There is also room there for a nice ever made for this fallen rock, and it be
picnic and tourist rest area. came common practice for the people of this 

If this cannot be done, then let's start a area to take this rock (sometimes Without 
campaign for public subscriptions to buy my knowledge or consent) whenever they had 
the Beaverhead Rock and save it for a need--or desire-for it. 
posterity I No one complained about "free rock" but 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

Ron. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
u.s. Senate, 
W".shington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MANSFIELD: We are pleased 
to inform you that Beaverhead Rock in 
Madison County, Montana, has been nomi
nated by the officer appointed by the Gov
ernor for the implementation of the National 
Historic Preservation Program in Montana 
and has been entered into the "National 
Register of Historic Places." Senator Lee Met
calf and Representative Arnold Olsen have 
also been provided With this information. A 
leaflet explaining the National Register Is 
enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST ALLEN CONNALLY, 

Chief, Office of Archeology 
and H i storic Preservation. 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER, 
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1970. 

Mr. NORMAN ASHCRAFT, 
Sou thwest of Twin Bridges, Mont. 

DEAR MR. AsHcRAFT: A number of con
cerned Montanans ·have been in contact With 
me regarding the preservation of Beaver-

when I had a chance to profit from the sale 
of rock, the situation changed remarkably. 

The Bureau of Land Management has a 
rock quarry near TWin Bridges. The B.L.M. 
was selling this rock for 5¢ per cubic yard, 
until a fev.· months ago, when the price was 
raised to 60¢ per cubic yard; when this action 
was taken several contractors approached me 
With an offer of 10¢ per cubic yard. -

I accepted this offer. 
These contractors worked only a short time 

at Beaverhead Rock before some of the peo
ple in this area became alarmed, thinking 
that Beaverhead Rock should be preserved: 
it was at this time Mr. Harms asked me to 
halt the blasting, which I did. Mr. Harms 
asked me to come to the B.L.M. office in 
Dillon to look over the maps of this area 
to see if there were nearby B.L.M. lands which 
would be suitable for a trade. 

My primary concern is pasture for my 
cattle; I do not have the National Forest 
Permit, nor do I have a Bureau of Land Man
agement permit. Therefore, I was interested 
in Mr. Harms' proposal but I felt any such 
trade should assure me a potential income 
equal to the potential income of selllng rock 
for riprap work. 

In order to acquire a grazing permit on 
B.L.M. land one must own contiguous pri
vate lands. Then, when the present · lessee's 

term expired, I as a prospective lessee, would 
have to make application for the adjoining 
B.L.M. land-which the present lessee would. 
also do--and any other interested party could 
also apply. According to present Bureau of 
Land Management regulations I might wait 
several years after applying for a grazing 
lease, and still not receive it. 

If I were to trade my property for a small 
piece of land 40 or 50 miles distant from 
my home ranch, Without a1so receiving the 
adjoining B.L.M. land, I would have a useless 
acquisition. 

Recently a small ranch located only a few 
miles from my home ranch became avail
able; the owner has priced this property at 
$60,000.00, and has agreed to hold it for me 
unt il May 1, 1970. 

Mr. E. E. MacGilvra and Mrs. Elfrieda 
Woodside of the Montana Historical Society 
called on me February 12, 1970, to see If they 
might arrange to buy my land. Although 
the people Of the Montana Hlstortcal Society 
and similar organizations, have done a great 
many worthwhile things for the people of 
Montana, the Montana Legislature has never 
provi ded them with any funds with which to 
accomplish their objectives. On the contmry, 
these dedicated people are expected to donate 
their own time, labor and money-without 
compensation-toward the preservation of 
Montana's historic landmarks and docu
ments. 

Montana's Lewis and Clark Trails Commis
sion is also vitally interested in preserving 
Beaverhead Rock but, again, this organiza
tion has received no funds from the Montana. 
Legislature. 

I feel that if I were to trade my land on 
which Beaverhead Rock is located for land 
leased from the Bureau of Land Management 
such a lease should assure me of 3,000 ani
mal unit months of pasture per year, and 
that I should have written assurance that 
the lease would be renewable at my option. 

My request, should I trade "Beaverhead 
Rock" would be that some organization, bu
reau or agency buy the small ranch men
tioned above for the price of $60,000.00 as an 
equal exchange. 

I am perfectly Willing to cooperate in any 
way I feasibly can in the preservation of 
Beaverhead Rock, but I believe you will 
realize my position as a small Montana 
rancher. 

I wish to express my -appreciation for your 
concern, and my thanks for your personal 
contact with me. 

Sincerely, 
NORMAN ASHCRAFT. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH AND 
CHILD NUTRITION ACTS AMEND
MENTS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
unfinished business be again laid before 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 2548) 
to amend the National School Lunch Act 
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to 
strengthen and improve the food service 
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programs provided for children under 
such acts. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of the b1ll. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, has not the time for application 
of the rule of germaneness now expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani
Inous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

SMOKING FOES MAKE GAINS 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, every day 

there is further indication that the over
whelming evidence about the adverse 
effects of smoking is making a greater 
and greater dent on the consciousness 
of the Ainerican public, and is even re
sulting in less scoial acceptance of 
smokers. 

The New York Times on February 14 
published an article entitled "Foes of 
Smoking Gaining With Attack on Social 
Acceptability," written by Jane E. Brody, 
outlining several ways in which non
smokers are being protected in public 
from tobacco fumes, and discussing the 
growing resistance among some people 
to either smoking or promoting the 
smoking of cigarettes. 

This article also tells the very inter
esting story of a mechanical smoking 
doll developed by a Salt Lake physician, 
Dr. Wayman R. Spence, to demonstrate 
the extent to which deposits of tar collect 
in the lungs of a smoker. 

I believe my colleagues will find the 
various developments in the New York 
Times story of interest, and I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
ltECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
FOES OF SMOKING GAINING WrrH ATTACK ON 

SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

(By Jane E. Brody) 
With per capita cigarette consumption at 

the lowest point in a decade, the battle 
against cigarette smoking seems to be gain
ing momentum and taking off in a new 
direction. 

Although the nationwide assault against 
smoking is based mainly upon its attendant 
health hazards, there also appears to be a 
growing effort among nonsmokers to saddle 
the habit with the stigma of social unac
ceptability. 

Emil Corwin, of the National Clearing
house for Smoking and Health, has this to 
say about the trend: 

"I think we're experiencing the same kind 
of revulsion against a popular habit which 
in another period caused spitting to be out
lawed and spittoons to disappear from fash
ionable parlors and the halls of Congress." 

SIGNS OF DISCONTENT 

Mr. Corwin's assessment may be prema
ture, but there are unmistakable signs that 
a growing band of misocapnists--tobacco 
haters--is making itself felt, including the 
following: 

Pan American World Airways has estab
lished the first no-smoking sections in the 
air in its huge 747 jets, and a petition has 
been filed with the Federal Aviation Admin
istration to require such steps on all carriers. 

Recent railroad surveys have shown that 
about 80 per cent of commuters prefer to 
ride in no-smoking cars, against less than 60 
per cent a few years ago, and the railroads 
have reduced the number of smoking cars 
on each train accordingly. 

The Tobacco Tribunal of Hennepin County 
in Minneapolis distributes a "smoker's eti
quette card," which a non-smoker can pass 
on to anyone whose smoking disturbs him. 

A rising number of show business celeb- . 
rities, including Debbie Reynolds, Doris Day 
and Lawrence Welk are refusing to do ciga
rette commercials or to be sponsored by to
bacco companies. Others, including Tony 
Curtis, Richard Boone and Macdonald Carey, 
have contributed their services to antismok
ing efforts. 

Three professional hockey teams, the Mon
treal Canadiens, the Toronto Maple Leafs and 
the Detroit Red Wings, have banned smok
ing by spectators during contests at their 
home rinks. 

Women's page columns are advising a 
growing number of readers who complain 
about the smell of smoke on curtains and 
clothes to hide ash trays, invite guests to 
step outside to smoke and the like. 

The Lamb Seal and Stencil Company in 
Washington reports a 25 per cent increase in 
orders for No Smoking signs in the last 
three years. 

Antismoking commercials are increasingly 
emphasizing the distastefulness of the ciga
rette habit, such as yellow teeth, smelly 
clothes, burned holes and lack of considera
tion for others. 

CANCER PERIL FEARED 

Most of those who have recently joined the 
ranks of nonsmokers are believed to have 
been frightened by the growing body of 
evidence that cigarette smoking leads to pre
mature death from cancer and heart disease. 
This evidence is compiled annually by the 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Serv
ice, who has described smoking-related dis
ease as a major epidemic in this country. 

The tobacco industry has repeatedly main
tained, however, that scientists have failed 
to prove that cigarette smoking can cause 
disease and death in man. 

The impact of the recent finding that 
some dogs that were trained to smoke ciga
rettes developed lung cancer remains to be 
seen. 

But Dr. Daniel Asnes, who helps to prepare 
the Surgeon General's annual report on the 
health consequences of smoking, said: "It 
certainly can't hurt. It will force those 
smokers who have rationalized that 'they've 
never shown it in animals, it's all statistics' 
to find another rationalization or else kick 
the habit." 

MORE ARE QUITTING 

Various sources indicate that more and 
more Americans are quitting the cigarette 
habit, or at least reducing the amount they 
smoke, and that fewer young people are join
ing the ranks of smokers. 

The most recent survey by the National 
Center for Health Statistics showed a 5 per 
cent decline from 1966 to 1968 in the per
centage of the adult population that smoked 
cigarettes. The greatest decline, 7.5 per cent 
(from 37.6 to 34.8 per cent of the total) oc
curred among those 17 to 24 years old. 

Per capita cigarette consumption, based 

on warehouse withdrawals destined for do
mestic consumption and the armed forces 
overseas, has been falling steadily since 1966 
when it was 11.8, and is now at 11.1-the 
lowest point in a decade. 

Total consumption is also down. Accord
ing to the Tobacco Situation Report prepared 
by the Department of Agriculture, reduced 
ers last year to produce about 3 per cent 
fewer cigarettes than the year before. 

CONSUMPTION DOWN 

In the first nine months of 1969, the Agri
culture Department reports, domestic ciga
rette consumption was 2.5 per cent below the 
previous year. 

Efforts to reduce further cigarette con
sumption and the social acceptability of 
smoking are being increasingly bolstered by 
members of the health and allied professions, 
who are concerned about the toll they say 
smoking takes on human health. 

Last month, the District of Columbia 
Medical Society asked its 3,000 members to 
ban smoking in their offices. At about the 
same time, four hospitals in Dubuque 
County, Iowa, announced that they would no 
longer sell cigarettes on their premises. A 
growing number of hospitals and medical 
clinics throughout the country have banned 
cigaretlte sales. 

Martin Sopocy, the 62-yea.r-old proprietor 
of Martin's Market Square Pharmacy in the 
center of Chicago's business district, quit sell
ing cigarettes in his store last August. 

"It doesn't make sense to improve people's 
health in one end of the store and wreck it 
in the other," he said. 

BUSINESS IS GOOD 

Although Mr. Sopocy, who gave up smoking 
15 years ago, sacrificed more than $1,200 in 
weekly gross revenue from cigarette sales, he 
reports that business this year is better than 
ever while his competitors assert that busi
ness is down. 

Other drugstores in various parts of the 
country have taken similar steps. 

As sales of cigarettes have declined, sales of 
antismoking aids have risen and tOday repre
sent a $50-million market. Smokers trying to 
quit or cut down by using various stop
smoking lozenges, gums and gadgets report 
varying success, but the market continues to 
grow. 

Antismoking clinics are popping up in ever 
growing numbers around the country. Among 
the many that operate as "group therapy" 
businesses are Smoke W!litchers Interna
tional, with 11 "withdrawal clinics" in the 
New York City area, and Smoke Stoppers, 
Inc. 

BONUS FOR NONSMOKERS 

Royal Publishers Inc. has offered its em
ployes at its home office in NaShville, Tenn., 
a $10 monthly bonus to refrain from smok
ing. The plan, which operates on the honor 
system, is said to be having "a little in
fiuence" on the smoking habits of employes. 

In another Nashville stop-smoking effort, 
the American Cancer Society held a "cough
in." People were invited to sign no-smoking 
pledges and toss their cigarettes into a coffin. 
the first 40 pledgers who were still honoring 
their pledge a month later received free 
Thanksgiving turkeys, compliments of the 
Kroger Company. 

The mushrooming public revulsion toward 
cigarette smoking seems to be having its 
greatest growth among the young, who are 
being taught in school about the hazards of 
smoking. 

W111iam E. Berger of Austin, Tex., reports 
that his 9-yea.r-old son, an avid football fan, 
began getting sick by halftime at each game 
and had to be taken home. The third time 
this happened he admitted to his parents 
that what made him sick was the fear that 
he would get lung cancer fn>m. the smokers 
around him in the stadium. 
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SURVEYS ON THE YOUNG 

surveys that would indicate whether or 
not there is a decline in smoking among the 
very young have not yet been completed. 
But several observers expressed opinions 
similar to that of Mrs. Barbara Doyle, an 
administrator at the University of California, 
Berkeley, who said: 

"The people we see e.t the junior high 
sch ool age now are not smoking nearly a~ 
h eavily, and hopefully we may be reaping 
the last crop of heavy smokers." 

Dr. Wayman R. Spence, a Salt Lake City 
physician who has been waging a costly, one
man campaign to "ban the butt," as he puts 
it, aims most of his propaganda at the 
young. 

He has distributed 12,000 mechanical 
smoking dolls of his own invention to 
schools, churches and health agencies. The 
dolls demonstrate the deposits of tar that 
supposedly collect in the lungs of a smoker. 

BAN THE BUTT 

Dr. Spence, who won Esquire magazine's 
Jewish Mother of the Year Award for the 
"lung ash tray" he designed a~ a smoking 
deterrent, has also designed a "Ban the Butt 
Button Book" containing such advice as 
"The family that smokes together chokes 
together." 

The next few years should show clearly 
what impact, if any, these educational pro
grams have had upon the smoking habits 
of American youth. 

At the moment, at least, there is no evi
dence that youngsters who are not becom
ing cigarette smokers are turning instead 
to marijuana and other drugs. 

But, as one expert in drug abuse has ob
served, "Every generation has had its crutch. 
If not cigarettes, it will be something else. 
Then the 'anti' forces will have another 
battle to wage." 

ALCOHOLISM AN ILLNESS, NOT A 
CRIME 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, in 1966, I 
introduced a bill to provide Federal 
funding for the treatment of alcoholics 
as people who are ill, rather than charg
ing them with a criminal offense for be
ing drunk in public. Although I urged 
congressional action, nothing was done 
in that session of the Congress, and in 
1967, Senator JAVITS, of New York, and 
I joined on a similar bill which we 
pressed for congressional action. Again 
in 1969, the able Senator from New York 
and I joined once again on legislation of 
this sort. Both of us believe that it is 
essential that we make an attack on 
this form of illness. 

In the Washington Post for February 
8, there was published an editorial en
titled "The Illness-Not the Crime-of 
Alcoholism." This states very weil what 
the problem is and what our approach 
should be. I ask unanimous consent that 
the editorial be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE ILLNESs-NOT THE CRIME-OF 
ALCOHOLISM 

Connelly (Peewee) Holcomb is one of the 
best -known citizens in Rockville, Md. HiS 
notoriety is based not on accumula,tion of 
power or money, nor on a reputation for 
being civic or socially minded. Nearly every
one in Rockville knows Mr. Holcomb because, 
t ragically, he is a sick man. His disease, at 
its h eight, lets a man wander 1;he streets 
dazed a.nd stumbling, forces him to endure 

freezing nighU> in alleys or under bushes. 
When not under direct siege, the victim drifts 
aimlessly through life, homeless, jobless and 
friendless. The disease is alcoholism. 

Mr. Holcomb has been overusing the alco
hol drug since the age of 10. Currently, he 
is one of 6 to 10 million Americant known 
to suffer the nation's fourth major illness, 
as well as the nation's most ignored a.nd 
most costly illness. 

Last Wednesday morning, in People's Court 
in Rockville, Md., a group of lawyers repre
senting Montgomery County'l5 forward
minded alcoholic program sought a court 
order to have Mr. Holcomb committed to a 
local hospital for 30 days treatment. The 
trial's importance comes from its being the 
first held in Montgomery County to test the 
Comprehensive Intoxication and Alcoholic 
Control Act enacted in Maryland in 1968. 

The petition, filed by Herbert Winstell!d, a 
respected alcoholic counselor of the county 
health department, said that when a patient 
is a chronic alcoholic, is in danger of his 
life and cannot make a rational decision for 
h.irlmelf, the court should not send him to 
jail but to a hospital. After hearing testi
mony from a policeman, an alcoholic coun
selor, a nurse and a psychiatrist, the presid
ing judge agreed Mr. Holocomb was not a 
criminal needing punishment, but a sick 
man needing medical care. 

The court was only recognizing the obvi
ous, but in most parts of the country the 
obvious has not yet sunk in. Society still 
prefern to see alcoholism as anything but 
a disease; pity the drunk, scorn him, arrest 
him, but don't cure him. Those millions who 
are alcoholics themselves, or live with one, 
well know that medical treatment and fol
lowup are needed, with the same urgency 
that any other medical illness would demand 
and receive. 

Ironically, the public and its politicians 
have so ignored alcoholism that in most 
parts of the country nothing better than a 
jail cell exists for public alcoholics. Thus, 
the sick person is dried out for a day or two 
and then returned to the milieu that caused 
his disease in the first place. Until other 
states begin passing humane laws for the 
recovery of alcoholics-not to mention pro
viding money for treatment and follow-up 
services-alcohol will continue as the na
tion's most widely abused and most ravaging 
drug. 

TIME TO DISPERSE 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, James L. 

Sundquist, presently a senior fellow at 
the Brookings Institution, and formerly 
Deputy Undersecretary of Agriculture, 
has written a very knowledgeable and 
provocative article entitled "It Is High 
Time for Americans to Disperse." This 
article appeared in the Washington Post 
of Sunday, February 8, 1970. Mr. Sund
quist is a native of my State of Utah and 
a man whose intelligence and lucid writ
ing I have long admired. I think that his 
article is worthy of attention by the Con
gress, and, therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IT IS HIGH TIME FOR AMERICANS TO DISPERSE 

(By James L. Sundquist) 
(NoTE.-Former Deputy Undersecretary of 

Agriculture, Sundquist is now a senior fellow 
at the Brookings Institution. His article is 
excerpted by permission from the winter 
issue of The Public Interest.) 

By the end of this cen1;ury, 100 million 
people will be added to the population of the 

United States. That is as many people as now 
live in Britain and France combined. Where 
shall they live? 

If present trends continue--if they are 
allowed, that is, to continue--most of the 
300 million Americans of the year 2000 will 
be concentrated on a very small proportion 
of the nation's land area. Projections of the 
Urban Land Instit ute place 60 per cent of the 
country's population--or 187 million · per
sons-in just four huge urban agglomera
tions. 

One continuous strip of cities, containing 
68 million people, will extend many miles 
down the Atlantic Seaboard from north of 
Boston to south of Washington. Another, 
with 61 million will run from Utica, N.Y., 
~along the base of the Great Lakes as far as 
Green Bay, Wis. Some 44 million persons will 
live in a Pacific strip between the San Fran
cisco Bay area and the Mexican border. A 
fourth agglomeration, with 14 million, will 
extend along the Florida East Coast from 
Jacksonville to Miami and across the penin
sula to Tampa and St. Petersburg. 

Most of the remaining 40 per cent of Amer
icans will live in urban concentration, too-
and big ones. In this decade, the larger con
centrations have been growing faster; metro
politan areas over 150,000 grew faster than 
the national average of 9 .8 per cent between 
1960 and 1965 while the smaller areas grew 
more slowly. 

These trends, continued for the next three 
decades, would place 77 per cent of the com
ing 300 million Americans on 11 per cent of 
the land (excluding Alaska and Hawaii). 
Only 12 per cent of the population would be 
outside urban areas of 100,000 or more popu
lation. Is this the way we want to live? 

Two questions are presented. The first per
tains to regional balance. Is it desirable that 
population be massed in a few enormous 
"megalopolises" along the seacoasts and lake
shores? The second relates to rural-urban 
balance (or, more accurately, the balance be
tween metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
areas). Is it in the best interest of the coun
try, and its people, to continue indefinitely 
the depopulation of rural and small-town 
America and the building of ever bigger 
metropolitan complexes, in whatever region? 

FORCED MIGRATION 
In short, the 300 million can be highly con

centrated in a few "megalopolises," or they 
can be distributed more evenly as among re
gions and dispersed in a more nearly bal
anced way among large metropolitan areas, 
middle-sized cities and thriving small towns 
and villages. Which do we want? 
. How each family lives is profoundly in

fluenced, even controlled, by the size of the 
population cluster in which it is embedded. 
The degree to which population is ma~sed de
termines the amenity and congeniality of the 
whole environment in which adults and chil
dren live and grow and work. It affects their 
personal efficiency, their sense of community, 
their feelings about the relationship between 
man and nature, their individual and collec
tive outlooks on the world. 

The impact of size is most emphatic on 
the lives of the ghetto dwellers of the great 
cities, of course, but no one in a megalopolis 
is immune. The resident of Scarsdale or Win
netka is not wholly spared the stresses of big 
city life; the larger the metropolitan area, 
the greater the st rains and irritations of com
muting and the more inevitable that the 
environmental pollution that arises from 
population concentration will affect the most 
idyllic suburbs, too. 

In any case, the desirability of populat ion 
concentration must be measured by its con
sequences for the majority of families who 
live at near-average or below-average levels, 
not upon the few who can insulate them
selves in political and social enclaves. 

So the question is, wha t kind of environ
ment do we want to build? The nation. 
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through its government, has established poli
cies on matters of far less crucial import, yet 
the extent to which the country's population 
wlll be concentrated remains essentially lais
sez-faire. 

That would be all right, perhaps, if by 
laissez-faire one meant free choice by the in
dividuals and the families that make up the 
population. But it is far from that. The 
movement of people from smaller to larger 
places is, to a large extent though no one 
knows the exact proportions, involuntary, 
forced migration. 

Young people going freely to the cities in 
search of adventure and opportunity make 
up part of the migrant flow, but only part; 
among the rest are millions of uprooted, dis
placed families who have little desire, and 
less preparation, for life in large cities and 
whose destination is often inevitably the city 
slums. These displaced fam11ies are simply 
forced into the migration stream by economic 
forces they cannot control. 

The spatial distribution of population is 
determined, of course, by the distribution 
of jobs. With the exception of the limited 
numbers of the self-employed and the re
tired, people are not in reality free to live 
just anywhere. The vast majority are em
ployees who must live where there are jobs, 
and the location of jobs is not their choice. 
The concentration of the country's popula
tion is the result of employer-created job 
patterns that the people have had to follow. 

For the most part, employers have not 
been free to create jobs just anywhere, either. 
They have been bound by considerations of 
economic efficiency-the location of raw ma
terials and markets, the transportation cost 
differentials of alternative locations, etc. As 
a result, the basic pattern of population dis
tribution has been designed by the play of 
economic forces, not by men acting ration
ally as environmental architects; events have 
been in the saddle once again. 

Even in the absence of qualified evidence, 
it seems reasonably clear that our largest ur
ban concentrations have grown well beyond 
the point at which diseconomies of scale 
begin to show. The costs of moving people 
and things within large metropolitan areas 
are demonstrably greater than the costs of 
moving them in smaller population centers. 
Commuting distances are obviously longer, 
the time loss greater, the costs higher. The 
:flight of industry !rom central cities to the 
suburbs is a reflection, in part, of the cost 
of transportation to and within congested 
areas. 

The cost of urban freeway construction 
varies directly with the population density of 
the areas affected, and subway systems are an 
enormous expense that only the larger metro
politan areas require. Such municipal func
tions as water supply and sewage and solid 
waste disposal are probably also subject to 
diseconomies of scale, for the simple reason 
that the water and the waste must be carried 
over longer distances. San Francisco, for ex
ample, had contemplated dispatching a 70-
car train daily to carry its solid waste over 
soo miles into the mountains on Nevada
California border. 

COSTLY CRUELTIES 

The diseconomies are ultimately measur
able, at least in theory, in dollars and cents. 
Other disadvantages of scale are less meas
urable but no less real. Air pollution, for 
example, is a function of the dense concen
tration of automobiles. Similarly, water pol
lution is more amenable to control in areas 
where population 1s dispersed; there, given 
the will, the way is at least available. 

One other !actor that must be considered 
in any calculation of costs and benefits of 
urbanization is the social and economic cost 
of migration itself. To decide which new 
plant location is really most efficient, 1t is 
not enough to measure only the building 

and operating costs of the plant, although 
that has been the sole criterion of our lais
sez-!aire philosophy. 

There are enormous costs, as well as ap
palling cruelties, in the forced displacement 
and migration of populations, whether it be 
Negroes from the South, mountaineers from 
Appalachia or small businessmen from the 
declining regions of the Great Plains and the 
Midwest. (In the 1950s, more than half of 
America's counties suffered a net loss of 
population.) 

Families lose their homes and savings and 
equities and property values along with their 
most deeply cherished associations; commu
nities lose their tax base for public services; 
community institutions wither. Some of the 
migrants are too 111-prepared, too sick or too 
poor to adjust to city life successfully; many 
of them wind up on welfare, and they burden 
every kind of institution. 

Yet the£e costs and losses are not borne by 
the industry loca.tlng the plant, but by peo
ple and communities, thereby entering no 
one's cost-benefit equation, no one's com
putations of efficiency. If they did so enter, 
then calculations of simple efficiency would 
no doubt show that, as a general rule, it is 
far m<>re economical from the standpoint 
of the whole society to create new economic 
opportunities where the people are rather 
than allow existing communities to die while 
building other whole communities from the 
ground up in the name of "economic effi
ciency." 

Moving from the physical to the social en
vironment, hard data on disadvantages of 
scale are even more difficult to come by. Yet 
we know that as population In general is 
C::>L.centrated, so is poverty (large ghettos 
exist only in large urban concentrations) and 
crime, drug addiction, family breakdown and 
every ot-her form of social pathology. It may 
be specious to argue that rural poverty is 
better than urban poverty when both are bad 
enough, yet the fact remains that the social 
evils asscdated with poverty tend to be mu
tually reinforcing when the poor are herded 
together in concentrated masses-as studies 
of public housing populations, for example, 
have clearly shown. 

Racial tension and rioting are not limited 
to big cities, to be sure, but in their most 
terrifying aspects they seem to be. Perhaps 
most important of all, the problem of unem
ployment and underemployment of the ur
ban poor appears all but insoluble In the 
largest urban complexes because transporta
tion systems just cannot economically link 
the inner cities where the poor live with the 
scattered suburban sites where the new jobs 
are being created. In smaller places, by con
trast, people can even walk to work. 

For all these reasons, it is not hard to 
accept as a hypothesis, at least, that our larg
est metropolitan agglomerations are less gov
ernable, less livable and economically less 
sound than smaller urban centers. Moreover, 
what little evidence is available suggests that 
people do not like to live in unlivable places; 
they are there, in substantial proportion, 
against their will. A Gallup poll in 1968 
showed that 56 per cent of Americans would 
choose a rural life, 1f they were free to choose, 
only 18 per cent a city and 25 per cent a 
suburb. 

FRUSTRATED FREEMAN 

Over the last decade, only one leading 
figure in public life has made it his mission 
to sound the alarm on the question of popu
lation distribution policy. That was the re
cent Secretary of Agriculture, Orville L. Free
man. For the whole of his eight years in 
offi.ce, he led a personal crusade for what he 
initially called "rural areas development" and 
later came to call "rural-urban balance." 

Before a House subcommittee in 1967, he 
said, "I say it 1s folly to stack up three
quarters of our people in the suffocating 
steel and concrete storage bins of the city 
while a figurative handful of our fellow 

citizens rattle tapped resources and empty 
dreams." And then he got carried away: "The 
whiplash of economic necessity which today 
relentlessly drives desperate people into our 
huge cities must be lifted from the bleeding 
back of rural America." 

Freeman's metaphors could be excused; no 
one listened to all his years of sober pleas 
and reasoned argument. True, President 
Johnson gave him moral support and him
self made a speech or two on run.l develop
ment and sent Congress ::;ome minor meas
ures, but the subject remained low on the 
President's priority list. 

As for the congressional committees on 
agriculture, which might have been expected 
to take some leadership, Freeman could not 
even get them to set up active subcommittees 
to consider rural development. 

The nation's intellectual community, in
sofar as it was aware of the Freeman thesis, 
treated it with a disdain that blended into 
outright hostility. A composite view of the 
urban intelligentsia toward rural America 
can be portrayed, with a touch of caricature, 
something like this: 

Culturally, the cities have a monopoly, and 
have had since the Age of Pericles. Urban 
means urbane; rural means rustic. The 
theater, the concert hall, the museum are 
exclusively urban institutions; the country
side cannot produce the higher culture, and 
those who insist on living there are, by def
inition, both culturally unrefined and, what 
is worse, content to remain so. 

Economically, rural America is destined 
for decay; the economic forces that built the 
cities are too powerful to be reversed, even 
if it were desirable tc do so. Freeman's "back 
to the farm" movement (which, for the 
record, is not what it was) is romantic non
sense that :flies in the face of every economic 
reality. 

Sociologically, rural America is a back
water populated by misshapen characters out 
of Faulkner, given to choosing as their 
leaders men like George Wallace and Lester 
Maddox and to hunting down civil rights 
workers and interring them on the banks of 
the Tallahoga River. Politically, it is time 
that rural America got its comeuppance; the 
farmers have been exploiting the cities far 
too long through outrageous programs tha1; 
pay them enormous subsidies to cut produc
tion while the urban poor-and the rural 
poor as well-go hungry. 

Let the land-grant colleges-the "cow 
colleges," that is-worry about the Podunlm 
and the hicks and hayseeds who live there; 
we are an urban nation now 

INTELLECTUALS RECONSIDERING 

This picture of the rural areas is not, un
fortunately, wholly unrelated to reallty. The 
fact is that the rural areas of the country are 
disadvantaged in many ways: they are cul
turally isolated (although their isolation has 
been drastically reduced by television and 
good roads); they h.ave declined economi
cally; their governmental and social insti
tutions are often primitive and backward; 
racial exploitation is rife. 

But the cities are not all that superior. 
There is truth, too, in Freemans counterpor
trait of big cities as places of "congestion and 
confusion, crime and chaos, polluted air and 
dirty water, overcrowded schools and jobless 
ghettos, racial unrest . . . and riots in the 
streets." 

But there are signs now that the intellec
tual world may at last be rediscovering rural 
and small town America and looking 
with fresh eyes upon the problem of rural
urban balance. Like so many other trends 
of current history, this one was set in mo
tion in August, 1965-in Watts. 

The analysis of that explosion, and those 
which followed, suddenly diecovered that the 
problems they called urban had rural roots. 
"We're being overwhelmed!" cried the ur
banists "Stop the migration. Get these peo
ple off our backs!" 
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So the rural and the urban interest may 
have converged, finally, and it is out of such 
convergence that effective political coali
tions are born and problems attain their 
place on the national agenda. The prospects 
for such a coalition are expressed most 
sharply in, of all places, the 1968 Republican 
platform. 

"Success with urban problems requires ac
celeration of rural development in order to 
stem the fiow of people from the countryside 
to the city," reads the GOP's plank. The lan
guage is not without irony for the party o! 
small town America and the party that 
enacted the Homestead Act. The subject is 
treated under the heading "Crisis in the 
Cities"; rural development should be ac
celerated because the problems of the big 
cities, where the Democrats live, must be 
solved. 

The leadership for a rural development 
coalition, also ironically, will have to come 
from those very cities. Groups with names 
like the Urban Coalition, the Urban Insti
tute and the Urban League will have to as
sume the burden of worrying about rural 
America because there is no rural coalition, 
no rural institute, no rural league. 

Nobody has ever organized to speak for 
rural and small town people in the nation's 
councils as the United States Conference of 
Mayors, say, and the Urban Coalition speak 
for city people. Farm groups exist, to be sure, 
but their interest is the economic interest 
of farmers as producers, and most rural 
Americans-whatever the definition of the 
word "rural"-are not farmers but small 
town and small city dwellers. And they are 
not organized at all. 

When rural America is saved, it is clear, 
it will be for the wrong reasons and under 
the wrong leadership. But that is better than 
not being saved at all. 

We can begin by defining one objective
to bring to a halt, as nearly as possible, all 
involuntary migration. The purpose of gov
ernmental policy, then, would be to permit 
people to live and work where they want to 
live and work; if they prefer to move to the 
big city, well and good, but if they want to 
remain where they are, the objective should 
be to bring the jobs to them. 

This proposal will be confronted at once 
· by the objection that some rural areas are 

too remote, too backward to be salvageable in 
any circumstances-that no matter how 
much they are subsidized, they are beyond 
the reach of economic opportunity. I hide 
behind the qualifying phrase; forced migra
tion should be brought "as nearly as pos
sible" to a halt, and where a rural commu
nity lies beyond the possibility of redevelop
ment (the Appalachian "head of the hollow" 
communities come to mind) then it is by 
definition impossible to help. 

However, the number of people living in . 
such communities is far smaller than is usu
ally believed, if one understands that the 
jobs to be provided need only be near, not at, 
the community concerned. Communication 
is a fact of life in this automobile age in 
rura l areas as well as on Long Island, and 
rural people commonly travel daily to jobs 
within a radius of 25 to 50 miles. Circles with 
25-mile radii drawn around small cities that 
have a proven economic potential-proven by 
the fact that they are growing now--cover 
the vast majority of the country's rural pop
ulation east of the high plains, and if the 
circles are extended to 50-mile radii, they 
blanket almost the whole country but for a 
few sparsely settled sections of the western 
mountains and the plains. 

A population distribution policy, then, 
would seek to encourage an accelerated rate 
of growth in the smaller natural economic 
centers of the country's less densely popu
lated regions. To effectuate such a policy, the 
present approaches would have to be ex
tended in both breadth and depth. 

First, they would need to be expanded be
yond Appalachia and the other presently 
recognized redevelopment areas to cover all 
areas that are sources of out-migration. Sec
ond, they would need to be greatly improved 
in potency so that they have a decisive im
pact upon the migration stream. 

Present federal programs are limited to 
public investment-roads, hospitals, voca
tional training schools and so on-to 
strengthen the "infrastructure" of the non
metropolitan areas, and loans and loan guar
antees to encourage private investment. To 
these would have to be added the policy in
strument of tax incentives that has proved 
so effective in stimulating and channeling 
investment both for war production and for 
peacetime economic growth. If an extra in
vestment tax credit were available for defined 
types of new industry located in the places 
where the national population distribution 
policy called for it to be located, then jobs 
would be created where the people are rather 
than in places to which they have to migrate. 

WRITING THE LANGUAGE 

The rub will come, of course, when Con
gress begins to write the language defining 
exactly the places eligible for benefits. 
Growth centers that serve areas of out
migration would have to be included among . 
the beneficiaries even though the centers 
themselves were areas of in-migration. But 
only up to a certain point. A cutoff popula
tion figure would have to be established at 
the point where a growth center is consid
ered to have grown large enough, or at least 
to be able to attain its further growth under 
its own power. 

But given the old-fashioned booster psy
chology that still conditions the thinking of 
the leadership of even the largest cities, Con
gress will find it difficult to designate any 
area, even the New York City area, as one 
that is destined-if national policy can bring 
it abou~to stop growing. To most commu
nity infiuentials, bigger and bigger still mean 
greater and greater and richer and richer. 
A population distribution policy may there
fore ultimately have to await a major shift 
in the national psychology. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BYRD of West Virginia in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
S. 2425, THE NATIONAL TRANS
PORTATION ACT 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on 

February 26, the Commerce Committee 
will open hearings on S. 2425, the Na
tional Transportation Act. This legisla
tion is designed to facilitate the plan
ning of balanc.ed transportation systems 
in all parts of the United States. If en
acted, the National Transportation Act 
would revolutionize our current con
cepts of transportation policy and land
use planning. 

Under the provisions of the National 
Transportation Act, the Secretary of 
Transportation would be authorized and 

directed to designate "major transpor
tation regions" in the United States. 
Within each region, transportation plan
ning commissions would be established 
with the concurrence of the Governors 
of the States involved. Each commission 
would develop comprehensive plans for 
a balanced and integrated system of 
transportation designed to meet the so
cial and environmental needs of the en
tire region, as well as to provide a frame
work for the orderly movement of people 
and goods. 

Rather than continue our present poli
cies of fragmented agencies and unco
ordinated transportation facilities, this 
act will encourage the development of 
transportation systems that integrate 
the various transportation modes into 
one smoothly functioning network that 
efficiently meets the practicular needs of 
each reg.ion and the Nation. Each re
gion, of course, will have a different pat
tern of needs and a different set of trans
portation solutions. Federal financial as
sistance for the construction of trans
portation facilities would ultimately 
hinge on the thoroughness with which 
each commission has planned a system 
for this region. 

Mr. President, the need for this legis
lation is compelling. Many of our most 
prominent social and environmental 
problems-ranging from urban decay to 
the destruction of our wilderness and 
open spaces-can be traced to our past 
failure to plan the growth of transporta
tion facilities. Not only has that un
planned growth imposed societal costs 
that we are only beginning to realize, but 
if this lack of planning persists, it will 
soon become impossible for us to main
tain a decent standard of mobility within 
and between our major cities. 

When Alan Boyd, the first Secretary of 
Transportation, declared that future 
transportation developments will have 
to pay more attention to "the impact on 
the health of our citizens, their right to 
the peaceful enjoyment of their daily 
lives, and the preservation of natural 
resources of all types," he was stating 
what more and more Americans have 
come to realize : the issues of transporta
tion policy and environmental quality are 
inextricably interwoven. As in other 
fields of economic activity, transporta
tion must be planned in the future in 
such a way that all human values of our 
growing society can be satisfied. 

Growth and social values need not be 
incompatible-indeed, they must be 
made compatible if America is to survive. 
The need to reconcile these two factors 
is nowhere more urgent than in the field 
of transportation. Although we devote 
nearly 20 percent of our gross national 
product to the movement of goods and 
people, we still do not have a balanced 
transportation system or an institutional 
framework to assure its development. 
What we do have are independent modes 
of transportation overseen by various 
regulatory and promotional agencies 
whose jurisdictions overlap and whose 
policies frequently conflict. No one is 
more conscious of this than the members 
of the Commerce Committee, who are 
continually involved in all aspects of 
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transportation policymaking. The result 
is a costly and inefficient "nonsystem" of 
transportation-a "nonsystem" that 
threatens to break down in the near fu
ture, as well as a "nonsystem" that im
poses fearful environmental and social 
costs on the American people. 

Most of us are quite familiar with one 
environmental cost of our present trans
portation network: the problem of air 
pollution caused by automobiles. Indeed, 
this is a critical problem. Up to 80 per
cent of the air pollution in our cities 
comes from pouring out of the exhaust 
pipes of cars. The health hazards posed 
by this massive pollution are only begin
ning to be calculated, but the damage 
that smog has done to the quality of our 
urban environment is obvious and mas
sive. 

Yet air pollution is only one problem
and perhaps not even the major prob
lem-of our reliance on automobiles, and 
the automobile is not the only reason 

· why we should be concerned about the 
performance of our present transporta
tion system. To understand the total im
pact transportation has on our way of 
life, it is necessary t.o look far beyond the 
evils of the internal combustion engines. 

One resource the automobile has de
spoiled even more rapidly than our air, 
for example, is our land. We now have 
well over 3 million miles of paved roads 
and highways-1 mile for each square 
mile of land in America-yet traffic con
gestion persists in every corner of the 
Nation. We spend $18 billion annually at 
various levels of government to build 
new highways-highways that may pro
vide essential access, yet mar our park
land and recreational areas while cut
ting unsightly swatches through cities, 
neighborhoods, and open spaces-a 
process that is all the more socially dis
ruptive because of argument and divi
sion within the urban centers themselves 
over where new highways should be built 
and how much concrete should be poured 
upon the land. 

It is obvious that we cannot continue 
building highways in the innocent be
lief that more roads will relieve conges
tion. Already, highways and parking fa
cilities occupy as much as two-thirds of 
the land area in our major cities. And 
even if we had room for more cars, the 
cost of accommodating them has become 
almost unbelievable. How can we talk 
about building 10- and 12-lane freeways 
through our cities when it now costs 
more than $6 million per mile to build a 
four-lane freeway in a major urban area? 
The land upon which these luxuries are 
built frequently costs as much as $40,000 
per acre to acquire, or as high as $50 
per square foot in downtown Manhattan. 
And even if we are prepared to expend 
such huge sums, how will we prevent a 
traffic jam following the ribboncutting 
ceremony? 

The land we lose to highway construc
tion is tragic, but the impact of high
ways on abutting land is no less devas
tating. Homes decay, neighborhoods are 
shattered, litter collects along shoulders 
and sidewalks, neon signs and garish bill
boards spring up overnight. Noise from 
traffic continues to mount, destroying our 
concentration and fraying our nerves. 

And at the same time that too many 
highways degrade the urban environ
ment, they erode the urban tax base 
from which social and environmental 
programs must be financed. 

No one would disagree with the view 
that the automobile has provided Ameri
cans a unique standard of mobility, and 
no one would argue that the automobile 
should be completely abandoned as a use
ful form of transportation in certain sit
uations. But because we have allowed 
our transportation system to emphasize 
automotive transport so heavily, we have 
failed to provide adequate transportation 
for those millions of Americans who do 
not have access to a car. 

The poor and the black are frequently 
trapped in the central city and are denied 
transportation to jobs and residential 
communities in other parts of the metro
politan area. More than one investigat
ing committee has linked such immobil
ity to urban violence and discontent. In 
addition to the economically disadvan
taged, another 70 million Americans
our youth and our senior citizens-are 
largely dependent upon others to drive 
them to and from their homes. 

To those in a position to enjoy the 
mobility an automobile provides, the 
dangers of highway travel become an
other social cost. Each year more than 
50,000 Americans die on our highways. 
This year, if the figures continue to 
mount the way they have in the past, 
the total will reach 60,000. And another 
4 million-one out of every 50 people
are injured in automobile accidents. 
Quite apart from the human pain and 
sorrow of such carnage-which is aug
mented by an often ineffectual system 
of compensation for accident victims
automobile accidents are a major source 
of waste and lost time in an economy 
that can afford neither. 

Perhaps America would be willing to 
bear these environmental, social, and 
economic costs if the automobile could 
continue to provide mobility. But today, 
even that prime virtue of the automobile 
is threatened. By 1980, we will have 20 
million additional cars on the road-and 
all cars will be used 40 percent more. 
Planners tell us we will need to build 
40 new lanes between New Jersey and 
New York in the next 5 years alone. They 
say that average daily traffic flows by 
then will reach the volume we now ex
perience only on Thanksgiving and hol
iday weekends. Why should we pave over 
America and incur the costs described 
earlier if the whole system is becoming 
a massive interstate traffic jam? 

At a time when further mobility 
through highway construction is doubt
ful, however, we continue to spend fully 
90 percent of Federal, State, and local 
transportation funds on highway con
struction. In 1969, for example, $18 
billion in public funds were spent for 
highways, and only $2 billion for all 
other transportation facilities combined. 
Knowing what are the sources of pollu
tion, of urban decay, of dwindling wilder
ness and cluttered open spaces-and 
adding to this the scant prospects for 
further mobility through new highway . 
construction-nothing could be worse 

than our present set of transportation 
priorities. 

Solving the transportation problem 
and developing transportation policies 
to minimize social and environmental 
costs, however, will involve fundamental 
changes in the institutional structure of 
transportation planning and policymak
ing. It is crucial for Congress and the 
American people to realize that nothing 
can be accomplished through the simple 
renunciation of automobiles within our 
cities. Such action alone cannot and will 
not solve the transportation problems of 
the cities, nor will it help to meet an 
equally pressing problem: how to move 
Americans and the goods they consume 
between cities. VIe must abandon more 
than overreliance upon the automo
bile-we must abandon the notion that 
any single mode of transportation can 
be relied UPOn to solve the problems of 
mobility in a prosperous and populous 
society. 

The need for intermodal transporta
tion systems is demonstrated in the prob
lems of intercity transportation. We often 
forget the growing traffic between cities 
in our concern for transportation sys
tems within the urban scene. The prob
lems of transportation within the city, 
however, are part of the growing crisis 
that faces movement between one city 
and another. Railroads no longer pro
vide interurban transportation for the 
segment of the traveling population that 
they once did, and service on the rails is 
steadily declining. The railroads, if they 
had their way, would probably abolish all 
passenger service and confine themselves 
to the movement of freight. The frustra
tions and delays of air travel-including 
interminable waits at ticket counters and 
for transportation between the airport 
and downtown-are familiar to a stead
ily-increasing number of Americans. 

We hope that next week when the 
Senate considers the airway and airport 
bill, we make some progress toward solv
ing this problem, but today, for example, 
it still takes the air traveler 35 minutes 
longer to get from downtown Wash
ington to downtown New York than it 
did in 1953, during the era of the propel
ler-driven DC-3. 

Even when our airways are already 
filled wit..11 congestion, the FAA esti
mates that the number of takeoffs and 
landings will increase more than two 
times by 1975. The size of the private 
and corporate air fleet will more than 
double in the same time. Total demand 
for air travel will continue to increase 
at a rate of over 15 percent per year. So 
just as automotive traffic leads to plans, 
in my home city of Seattle, to pave beau
tiful Lake Washington with a fourth and 
fifth bridge, so too does mounting air 
traffic lead to plans to pave suburban 
New York with a fourth and fifth com
mercial airport. 

Given these trends, how will our trans
portation "system" function in the year 
2000, with 100,000,000 new Americans 
added to our present population? The 
answer is simple: it will not function at 
n.Il unless we realize that no single mode 
.nf transportation, left to itself, can cure 
our transportation difficulties either 
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within or between cities. Only the de
velopment of transportation systems 
adapted to regional needs, where each 
mode of transportation complements all 
others in an overall scheme, can keep 
America moving in the future. 

Mr. President, we do not need to 
accept damage to our environment as 
the price of moving goods and people, 
and we do not need to accept paralysis 
of our transportation network as the 
price of population growth. What we do 
need to accept is that our present trans
portation "system'' is really not a system 
at all; that it lacks balance, coordination, 
and integration; that it has grown, in 
the words of one expert, "willy-nilly 
since the Pilgrims began walking up 
from the beach." Regardless of how 
well this nonsystem may have worked 
in the past-and I would add that it 
has worked deceptively well-today it 
provides us with high rates of pollution, 
land consumption, noise, and accidents. 
Tomorrow it will not even provide us 
with mobility, unless we plan intelli
gentlynow. 

To plan intelligently, we must under
stand that our population is becoming 
increasingly concentrated in what trans
portation specialists call "corridors"
chains of cities and high-density suburbs 
that stretch for hundreds of miles. The 
northeast corridor, for example, stretches 
from Washington to Boston, with an 
average population density of nearly 650 
per square mile-a density that rises 
to more than !:i,OOO per square mile in the 
major cities within the corridor. By 
1975-just 5 years from now-three
quarters of the American people will live 
in cities along such corridors, and half 
will be packed into the three largest cor
ridors alone. These corridors are not 
confined to the Northeast: they also exist, 
for example, on the California coast, in 
the Great Lakes region, in Texas, in 
Florida, and in the Pacific Northwest. 

The high-speed rail experiment cur-
rently operating in the northeast corri
dor is a hopeful prototype for one mode 
of transportation in one corridor. But 

These commissions must be established 
now, before our present "system" reaches 
the point of paralysis, and before our 
urban and suburban environments are 
irrevocably spoiled. 

The regional transportation commis
sions envisioned in the National Trans
portation Act would be charged with 
developing plans for integrating all 
modes of transportation within their re
gions. But such integration, to be effec
tive, must encompass total land-use 
planning and related social-environmen
tal factors. Rather than continue the 
present pattern of fragmented authority 
over transportation policy, the regional 
authorities should coordinate the activi
ties of different modes and different 
communities as a prerequisite to obtain
ing Federal financial assistance for con
struction of demonstration projects and 
the ultimate transportation facilities. 
The commissions' jurisdictions will in
clude not only conventional transporta
tion facilities, but also the transmission 
of power and movement by pipeline
an iLtegral part of any region's overall 
transportation requirements. 

Mr. President, I am under no illusions 
that the sweeping changes envisioned by 
this legislation will be easy to accom
plish. But this bill represents an attempt 
to begin making progress toward these 
goals. We know that the bill will be 
amended, and we will try to consider all 
suggestions for its improvement. The 
committee will seek the advice of those 
people who are concerned about trans
portation and social policy, and who 
have expertise in such matters. The 
hearings that begin on February 26 
should illustrate dramatically how ur
gently action is needed. The difficulties 
in passing and implementing some form 
of this legislation will be minor, indeed, 
compared with the difficulties for all 
Americans if we fail to act now-while 
there is still time. 

ABA AND THE GENOCIDE 
CONVENTION 

satisfying the total transportation needs Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Pres
within and between corridors will in- ident Harry S. Truman submitted the 
volve coordination of different modes Convention on the Prevention and Pun
and the development of new technology- ishment of the Crime of Genocide to the 
each adapted to the particular needs of Senate for its advice and consent in 1949, 
!individual regions. No longer can we 21 years ago. The Foreign Relations 
build freeways up to the gates of cities Committee held hearings on it in 1950; 
who do not want them. No longer can we " but though most witnesses seemed to 
build new airPorts without regard to favor ratification with perhaps minor 
ground transportation, land-use plan- reservations, the Genocide Convention 
ning, and the total transportation equa- was never reported out of committee. 
tion of the region involved. Genocide, as Senators know, is the 

Solving the total transportation equa- crime of a premeditated program to elim
tion of our transportation regions can- inate an entire race by murder. It is 
not be the job of a bureaucracy in Wash- what the Nazis did to the Jews in Eu
ington. The social, environmental, topo- rope during World War II. 
graphical, and demographical factors to Twenty years ago a very important 
be considered will vary too widely from witness, the representative of the Amer
one region to the next. The Federal role ican Bar Association, opposed rati:fica
should be one of evaluation and fund- tion. I am persuaded that ABA's oppo
ing assistance. Individual cities can only sition was a major factor in convincing 
solve a limited range of transportation the committee to shelve the convention. 
problems unless they coordinate their Several weeks ago the Secretary of 
transportation policies with a regional State, with the concurrence of the At
planning authority, for each city is no torney General, asked the President to 
more than one link in a long chain. The give his support and urge the Senate 
need for a new authority, for a regional to ratify the Genocide Convention. Yes
planning body, is obvious and urgent. terday I was happy and proud when 

CXVI--272-Pa.rt 4 

President Nixon announced his full sup
port for the convention. 

-Meeting in Atlanta over the coming 
weekend, the American Bar Association's 
House of Delegates will have an un
paralleled opportunity to reverse its 20-
year-old opposition to the Genocide Con
vention. The ABA's standing committee 
on world order under law chaired by 
former Attorney General Nicholas Kat
zenbach and the ABA's .section on in
dividual rights and responsibilities have 
both strongly recommended that the 
house of delegates give its unequivocal 
support to ratification. 

To this same end, I recently wrote the 
ABA president, Mr. Bernard Segal, ex
pressing my sincere hope that the ABA 
will forcefully support ratification. Mr. 
Segal's reply was extremely encour
aging-agreeing fully with the urgency 
and desirability of positive action by 
ABA on the convention. Mr. Segal him
self plans to join the debate and speak 
favorably on the convention. 

I am both hopeful and confident that 
the American Bar Association will now 
give its unqualified backing to the Gen
ocide Convention, and that its support 
will be one of the more crucial factors 
in convincing the Senate to ratify the 
convention. 

Indeed the tide seems irresistible. 
I ask unanimous consent to have 

printed in the RECORD a copy of my let
ter to Mr. Segal. 

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

JANUARY 26, 1970. 
BERNARD G. SEGAL, Esq., 
President, American Bar Association, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

DEAR MR. SEGAL: I was very pleased to read 
the ABA's Section of Individual Rights and 
Responsibilities report recommending that 
the United States Ratify the Convention on 
the Prevention a.nd Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide. President Truman sub
mitted the Genocide Convention to the Sen
ate in 1949. The Foreign Relations Com
mittee held hearings in 1950, but did not re
port out the Convention. The Senate has 
taken no action on the Convention in the 
last twenty years. 

During the 1950 hearings before the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee most Wit
nesses seemed to favor ra.tifl.ca.tion With per
haps an occasional minor reservation. How
ever, the spokesman for the American Bar 
Association opposed ratification. I a.m con
vinced that ABA's opposition was a. major 
factor in persuading the committee to shelve 
the Convention. 

For the past three years I have continually 
urged the Senate to ratify the Genocide 
Convention, as well as the Conventions on 
Women's Rights a.nd Forced Labor. 

If the American Bar Association House of 
Delegates at its upcoming meeting approves 
and adopts the recommendation that the 
United States ratify the Genocide Conven
tion, the ABA's unequivocal · endorsement 
might well be decisive in allaying a.ny con
stitutional concerns and lead to Senate ra.ti
fl.ca.tion. 

I sincerely hope the American Bar Associa
tion Will now find it possible to take a cleaT, 
strong, and forceful stand urging Senate 
ra.tifl.ca.tion of the Genocide Convention. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 
Sincerely, 

WILLXAM PRoxMmE, 
u.s. Senator. 
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S. 3489-INTRODUCTION OF Bn.L 
TO AUTHORIZE APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR CERTAIN MARITIME PRO
GRAMS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at 

the request of the Department of Com
merce, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for certain maritime programs of the De
partment of Commerce. I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill, the letter of trans
mittal from the Secretary of Commerce 
to the President of the Senate, and the 
accompanying statement of purposes be 
inserted in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill, 
letter of transmittal, and statement will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3489) to authorize ap
propriations for certain maritime pro
grams of the Department of Commerce, 
introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, by request, 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 3489 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That funds 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated 
without fiscal year limitation as the appro
priation act may provide for the use of the 
Department of Commerce, for the fiscal year 
1971, as follows: 

(a) acquisition, construction, or recon
struction of vessels and construction-differ
ential subsidy and cost of national defense 
features incident to the construction, recon
struction, or reconditioning of ships, 
$199,500,000; 

(b) payment of obligations incurred for 
ship operation subsidies, $193,000,000; 

(c) expenses necessary for research and 
development activities (including reimburse
ment of the Vessel Operations Revolving 
Fund for losses resulting from expenses of 
experimental ship operations), $20,700,000. 

(d) reserve fleet expenses, $4,675,000. 
(e) maritime training at the Merchant 

Marine Academy at Kings Point, New York, 
$6,800,000; and 

(f) financial assistance to State Marine 
Schools, $2,325,000. 

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON 
is as follows: 

Hon. SPmO T. AGNEW, 
President oj the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

DEAR Ma. PRESIDENT: There are enclosed 
four copies of a draft bill "To authorize 
appropriations for certain maritime pro
grams of the Department of Commerce" and 
four copies of a Statement of the Purposes 
and Provisions in support thereof. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of 
the Budget that enactment of this draft bill 
would be in accord With the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAURICE H. STANS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

The statement presented by Mr. MAG
NUSON is as follows: 
STATEMENT OF THE PURPOSES AND PROVISIONS 

OF THE DRAFT BILL TO AUTHORIZE APPROPRI
ATIONS FOR CERTAIN MARITIME PROGRAMS OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Section 209 of the Merchant Marine Act, 

1936, provides that after December 31, 1967 

there are authorized to be appropriated for 
certain maritime activities of the Department 
of Commerce only such sums as the Con
gress may specifically authorize by law. 

The draft bill authorizes specific amounts 
for those activities listed in section 209 for 
which the Department of Commerce proposes 
to seek appropriations for the fiscal year 
1971. 

"(a) acquisition, construction, or recon
struction of vessels and construction-differ
ential subsidy and cost of national defense 
features incident to the construction, recon
struction, or reconditioning of ships, $199,-
500,000." 

Funds authorized to be appropriated under 
this heading would provide for the payment 
of construction-differential subsidy and na
tional defense allowances on vessels con
structed under applicable provisions of Title 
V of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as 
amended. 

The total authorization requested under 
this heading will provide a level of fund
ing calculated to initiate a long-range Mari
time Program designed to revitalize our mer
chant fleet over the coming decade. 

In large measure, this Will be achieved by 
replacing ships of World War II vintage 
which contribute to the growing block ob
solescence of the United States merchant 
fleet. The new Maritime Ptogram is struc
tured to meet shipping capability needed by 
the United States for defense in times of 
crisis and participation in essential inter
national trade in times of peace. Civilian 
requirements for the transportation of dry 
and liquid bulk cargoes during emergency 
situations will also be fully met under thP
new Maritime Program. 

"(b) payment of obligations incurred for 
ship operation subsidies, $193,000,000." 

The authorization under this heading Will 
provide for payments of operating subsidy 
to ship operators in order to maintain a 
United States merchant fleet in support of 
our foreign commerce and capable of serving 
as a naval auxiliary in the event of a national 
emergency. Payments made from this ap
propriation are intended to overcome the 
competitive disadvantage of United States 
ship operators by providing subsidy based on 
the difference between the fair and reason
able United States cost of wages of officers 
and crew and other items of expense au
thorized under Title VI of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, and the cost of the same 
items if the operator's vessels were operated 
under foreign registry. Subsidy payments 
provide financial support for operators whose 
operating contracts With the Maritime Ad
ministration have been approved by the 
Secretary of Commerce. The year 1971 marks 
the introduction of a new Maritime Program 
and, as a result, modifications will be made 
to the existing system for administering the 
subsidy system and for calculating the 
amounts of subsidy payments. Eligible U.S ... 
wage costs will be measured by change in a 
broad-based industrial index. The 1971 au
thorization request will provide $123,200,000 
for the liquidation of obligations to be in
curred in 1971 and $69,800,000 for the liqui
dation of prior year obligations. 

" (c) expenses necessary for research and 
development activities (including reimburse
ment of the Vessel Operations Revolving 
Fund for losses resulting from expenses of 
experimental ship operations), $20,700,000." 

The research and development projects of 
the Maritime Administration are designed to 
improve the competitive position of the 
United States merchant marine while re
ducing the Government's share of costs of 
its construction, operation, and maintenance. 
The 1971 authorization is geared to initiate 
a long-range program designed to serve effec
tively the needs of the entire maritime com
plex and Will operate in the following major 
areas: 

Joint surface effect ship program-This 

activity covers the Administration's partici
pation with the Navy in the development of 
a testcraft suitable to define the commercial 
role of such ships in ocean transportation. 
Beginning in fiscal year 1971, the Navy will 
assume the predominant share of the fund
ing of this program. 

Marine science and technology-Research 
conducted herein is planned to raise the level 
of marine scientific knowledge in order to 
advance the technological base upon which 
ships are designed, built, and operated. 

Shipping economics and requirements
This activity is concerned with forecasting 
trade and technology and with the economic 
analyses of total transportation systems. 

Advanced ship engineering and develop
ment-This activity is concerned with ad
vanced ship design and construction methods 
involving shipyard methods, subsystem de
velopment, and associated items. 

Improvement in ship operations and ship
ping systems-This activity includes applied 
research for all aspects of the maritime field 
concerned with ship and port operations and 
includes related opera,tl.onal equipment and 
procedures for cargo handling. 

N.S. Savannah operation-Funds request
ed for fiscal 1971 provide for the initial lay
up of the N.S. Savannah as the vessel has 
suooessfully established the capability of nu
clear commercial shipping. 

" (d) reserve fleet expenses, $4,675,000." 
Included funding provides for the preserva

tion and security of ships held for national 
. defense purposes, distributed among four ac
tive fleet sites, and for the operation of ware
houses to receive, issue and store materials 
and equipment used in repair and outfitting 
of such ships. Periodic represervation of hulls, 
machinery, and electrical components, c_om
bined with continuous &pplication of ca
thodic protection to the bottoms, are meth
ods employed in maintaining the ships for 
further service. 

In fiscal 1971, funds will be used for the 
care of approximately 640 ships retained' for 
national defense · purposes. Custody is also 
provided for several hundred ships awaiting 
disposal. 

" (e) maritime training at the Merchant 
Marine Academy at Kings Point, New York, 
$6,800,000." 

Public Law 415, 84th Congress ( 46 u.s.c. 
1126), established the United States Mer
chant Marine Academy to train cadets for 

· service as officers in the United States mer
chant marine. The four-year course provided 
is designed to qualify graduates for licenses as 
merchant marine deck or engineering officers. 
Abaut 200 cadets are graduated annually. 

The requested authorization of $6,800,000 
contains $2,500 for contingencies of the 
superintendent of the Academy. Requested 
funding provides for the payment of not to 
exceed $475 per cadet annually for the cost 
of uniforms and textbooks. Provision is also 
made for reimbursement to the appropria
tion from other Maritime Administration 
appropriations. 

"(f) financial assistance to State Marine 
Schools, $2,325,000." 

Under the provisions of the Maritime 
Academy Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 622-624), this 
program provides for training of cadets at 
State Marine schools for service as officers 
in the United States merchant marine. The 
program is aimed at a level of graduating 
approximately 400 deck and engineering offi
cers each year. 

The five participating State schools, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New York, Texas, and Cali
fornia, prepare officers to man our merchant 
ships in times of peace and national emer
gency. 

The funding level of $2,325,000 Will provide 
$1,348,000 for grants to each of the partici
pating State schools and allowances to cadets 
for uniforms, textbooks and subsistence; and 
$977,000 for maintenance and repair of the 
training ship loaned to each of the schools. 
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RECOMMI'ITAL OF H.R. 14465, TO 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that H.R. 14465, to 
provide for expansion and improvement 
of the NP.tion's airport and airway sys
tems, be recommitted to the Committee 
on Commerce with instructions to report 
back forthwith a bill which combines the 
provisions of S. 3108, to provide for addi
tional Federal assistance for the im
provement of the airway system, plus 
the provisions of H.R. 14465, as both 
were originally reported to the Senate 
from the Committee on Finance. The bill 
has two parts and one part had to go to 
the Committee on Finance. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. This procedure is 
followed to permit the bill to be printed 
in the form in which it will be considered, 
I believe, early next week. This is one of 
the most important pieces of legislation 
we will consider this session. 

CONCENTRATION ON INTEGRATION 
IS DOING LITTLE FOR EDUCATION 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent to insert 
in the REcORD a column which appeared 
in today's Washington Post, written by 
William Raspberry, entitled uconcen
tration on Integration Is Doing Little for 
Education." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CoNCENTRATION ON INTEGRATION Is DOING 
LITTLE FOR EDUCATION 

(By William Raspberry) 
Racial segregation in public schools is 

both foolish and wrong, which has led a lot 
of us to suppose that school integration 
must, therefore, be wise and just. 

It ain't necessarily so. It may be that one 
reason why the schools, particularly in Wash
Ington, are doing such a poor job of educat
ing black children is that we have spent too 
much effort on integrating the schools and 
too little on improving them. 

The preoccupation with racial integration 
follows in part from a misreading of what 
the suit that led to the 1954 desegregation 
decision was all about. 

The suit was based (tacitly, at least) on 
what might be called the hostage theory. It 
was clear that black students were suffering 
under the dual school systems that were the 
rule in the South. It was also clear that only 
the "separate" part of the separate-but-equal 
doctrine was being enforced. 

Civil rights leaders finally became con
vinced that the only way to ensure that their 
children would have equal education with 
white children was to make sure that they 
received the same education, in the same 
classrooms. 

Nor would the education be merely equal, 
the theory went: It would be good. White 
people, who after all run things, are going 
to see to it that their children get a proper 
education. If ours are in the same classrooms, 
they'll get a proper education by osmosis. 

That, at bottom, was the reasoning behind 
the suit, no matter that the legal arguments 
were largely sociological, among them, that 
segregated education is inherently unequal. 

(Why it should be inherently more unequal 
for blacks than for whites wasn't made 
clear.) 

In any case, the aim of the suit was not 
so much integrated education but better edu
eation. Integration was simply a means to an 
end. 

Much of the confusion today stems from 
the fact that the means has now become an 
end in itself. Suits are being brought for 
integration, boundaries are being redrawn, 
busing is being instituted-not to improve 
education but to integrate classrooms. 

The results can sometimes be pathetic. 
In Washington, blacks send their children 

(or have them sent) across Rock Creek Park 
in pursuit of the dream of good education. 
But as the blacks come, the whites leave, 
and increasingly we find ourselves busing 
children from all-black neighborhoods all the 
way across town to schools that are rapidly 
becoming all-black. 

The Tri-School setup in Southwest Wash
ington is a case in point. Of the three ele
mentary schools in the area, only one was 
considered a good school: Amidon, where the 
children of the black and white well-to-do 
attended. Bowen and Syphax, populated al
most exclusively by poor kids from the proj
ects, were rated lousy schools. 

Then the hostage theory was applied. A 
plan was worked out whereby all first-and 
second-graders in the area would attend one 
school, all third- and fourth-graders a second, 
and all fifth- and sixth-graders the third. 

The well-to-do parents would see to it that 
their children got a good education. AU the 
poor parents had to do was to see to it that 
their children were in the same classrooms. 

That was the theory. What happened, of 
course, is that instead of sprinkling their 
children around three schools, the luxury 
high-rise dwellers, black and white, packed 
their youngsters off to private school. Now 
instead of one good and two bad schools, 
Southwest Washington has three bad ones. 

After 16 years, we should have learned that 
the hostage theory doesn't work. This is not 
to suggest that integration is bad but that it 
must become a secondary consideration. 

Busing makes some sense (as a temporary 
measure) when its purpose is to transport 
children from neighborhoods with over
crowded classrooms to schools where there is 
space to spare. 

It works to a limited degree when it in
volves children whose parents want them 
bused across town for specific reasons. 

But it has accompllshed nothing useful 
when it has meant transporting large num
bers of reluctant youngsters to schools they'd 
rather not attend. 

The notion will win me the embarrassing 
support of segregationist bigots, but isn't it 
about time we started concentrating on edu
cating children where they are? 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, for the information of the Senate, 
what is the pending business before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment, in the nature of 
a substitute, to S. 2548, to amend the Na
tional School Lunch Act and the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 to strengthen and 
improve the food service programs pro
vided for children under such acts. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, if there be no further business to 
,..ome before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 

the Senate stand in adj :mrnment until 12 
o'clock meridian Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 3 
o'clock and 31 minutes p .m.> the Senate 
adjowne<l until Monday, February 23, 
1970, at 12 o'clock noon. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate February 20, 1970: 
FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 

Frank Wille, of New York, to be a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation for a term of 6 
years, vice Kenneth A. Randall. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

Edward B. Miller, of lllinols, to be a mem
ber of the National Labor Relations Board 
for a term of 5 years expiring December 16, 
1974, vice Sam Zagoria, term expired. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
COMMISSION 

Colston .A. Lewis, of Virginia, to be a mem
ber of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission for the remainder of the term 
expiring July 1, 1972, vice Cl11Iord L. Alex
ander, Jr., resigned. 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named om.cers of the Navy 
tor permanent promotion to the grade as in
dicated: 

Captain, Line 
Allen, Charles D., Jr. Moore, Harry R. 
Blanks, Alva L. Murray, Harrison C. 
Boland, Paul Nagler, Gordon R. 
Boller, Jack W. Nemoff, Alfred J. 
Brown, Francis T. Nevitt, Fred M., Jr. 
Burgin, Wilbur J. Oechslin, Robert E. 
Carlisle, Charles S. O'Neil, Timothy R. 
Carnahan, Ralph H. Packer, Samuel H., ll 
Chute, Charles L. Perez, Raul B. 
Cone, Warren M. Phillips, Billy 
Davies, Henry E. Plerozzi, Constantino 
Davis, Hector W , Jr. N. 
De Camp, Dwight E. Porter, Wlliiam R. 
De Lorenzi, Robert M. Rezzarday, Joseph, Jr. 
Dew, Carlos, Jr. Richelieu, Charles F. 
Doak, William C. Rodier, Richard L. 
Dorman, Alvin E. Scherrer, David E. 
Duacsek, Anthony W. Schneider, Robert F. 
Ellis, William H. J. 
Endacott, Jack A. Schoultz, Robert F. 
Fisher, Lee W. Shipman, James L. 
Gammlll, James L. Smith, George T. 
Girard, Jean L. Smith, Raymond D. 
Glaser, William R. Smith, Rush S. 
Gorder, Merle H. Smith, Wendell K. 
Gregory, Grover K., Jr. Snyder, Jack L. 
Hardy, Willis A. Spruit, Robert E. 
Hazen, Alan M. Starr, Mark R. 
Heile, Donald H. Summitt, Charles D. 
Hilton, Jack Swanson, Hjalmer E. 
Houston, Willard S., Taft, Jesse w. 

Jr. Taylor, James D. 
Hughes, Thomas J., Jr. Thompson, William 
Irish, Edelbert E. Thomson, Robert G., 
Johnson, Charles E. Jr. 
Kiehl, Elmer H. Tice, John J., m 
Kline, Edward C., Jr. Treadwell, Archie R. 
LeBreton, Guy J., Jr. Voorhees, Jack R. 
Leib, James M. Ward, Raymond E. 
Matejceck, John F. Whitmire, Donald B. 
Matthews, Walter L., Williams, Elmer R. 

Ill Williams, John H. D. 
McKeever, Elmer V. Wilson, James B. 
McMullen, Frank D., Wilson, Phillip A. 

Jr. Zimmerman, Wayne 
Melick, Rober E. L. 
Merrell, Chandler V. Zimmerman, George 
Metzel, Jeffrey C., Jr. G. 

Captain, Medical Corps 
Maher, Robert W. 
Stephens, David L. 
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Captain, Supply Corps 

Allen, Paul M. Hay, Patrick M. 
Barron, Willard D. Irwin, Harry E. 
Challain, Leonard J. Mercadante, James 
Chapman, Edgar C., A. 

Jr. Moore, Alvin 
Creekman, Charles T. Nichols, Horace E. 
F isher , Robert D. 

Captain, Chaplain Corps 
Fitzpa trick, Francis J. N. 
Maguire, Connell J. 
Zoller, John E. 

Captain, Civil Engineer Corps 

Allen, Max H . 
Burfield, James A. 
Fisher, John R. 
Hill, James M., Jr. 

Magneson, Norman J. 
Paul, Edwin C. 
Powell, Joseph E. 
Walls, Worthen A. 

Captain, Medical Service Corps 
Conaway, Theodore H., Joslin, Leslie H. 

Jr. Ware, Robert M. 
Hunter, Russell E. 

Commander, Line 
Allen, Winfred P. Cruden, David S. 
Anaston, Tommy K., Curran, Robert W . 

Jr. Cush, Casimo J. 
Anderson, Alden B. Cywin, Lawrence 
Anderson, Duane E. Daniels, Verlyne W. 
Armel, Lyle 0., II Dapogny, Robert J. 
Baciocco, Albert J., Jr.Davidson, Charles H. 
Bademan, Harold W. Davison, David D. 
Banks, Bruce R. Day, Arthur R. 
Banks, William E ., IV Denbigh, Robert S ., 
Barnes, John B. Jr. 
Barringer, Malcolm L. Denton, David N. 
Bassett, Jerry S. De Wispelaere, Earl L. 
Bath, Alan H. Doelling, Robert D. 
Bathurst, Robert B. Dowse, Herbert B., Jr. 
Beavers, Roy L ., Jr. Duckett, Philip V. L. 
Bell, Clyde R. Dudley, PaulL., Jr. 
Benero, Manuel A., Jr.Duncan, Dale W. 
Berry, George H., Jr. Dyer, George T., Jr. 
Berry, Joel H., Jr. Eddy, William P., III 
Blackadar, Paul E. Eggert, Lowell F. 
BlackWood, Jack D. Ellis, George D., Jr. 
Blanding, Robert L. Ewy, Howard W. 
Bohannan, William L.Faessel, Matthew W. 
Booth, Roger G. Fellingham, Robert 
Botsko, Ronald T. W. 
Bowers, Henry H. Fellowes, Frederick 
Brady, John H., Jr. G., Jr. 
Bridge, James A., Jr. Ferguson, Andrew c. 
Bristol, Robert B. Fernandes, James E. 
Brown, Donald N. Fisher, William G ., 
Brown, George W. M. Jr. 
Brown, Jacob C. Fitts, Jean M. 
Brown, Robert M. Fleeson, Richard J. 
Brownley, J'Ohn H. Fletcher, Richard M. 
Bruning, Richard A. Ford, Leon E., Jr. 
Buck, Donald D. Foy, Edward W. 
Burdon, Eugene R. French, William L . 
Burriss, John R. Frost, John F., III 
Bush, James T. Gauthier, John 0. 
Cagney, Thomas P. Gillan, Martin J., III 
Calkins, Donald L. Golde, Morton 
Cameron, Kenneth R. Goodfellow, John 
Cantacuzene, Rodion Graffam, Earl H. 
Carlisle, David R. Gray, Harvey, Jr. 
Carlson, Ronald F. Gray, WalterS., III 
Carson, Ernest H. Green, William C. 
Carson, Ralph Groder, Robert E. 
Case, George P., Jr. Grosshuesch, David K. 
Caulk, Robert F. Gunn, William J. 
Chadwick, John R. Hamilton, Leroy A. 
Chesky, James A. Hamrick, Thomas D. 
Chinn, Clarence E. Handford, Richard C. 
Christensen, Eugene J. Hannegan, Frank N. 
Clark, Stanley D. Hansen, Norman T. 
Clarke, Robert R. Hantz, Francis A. 
Cloughley, William D. Harp, Robert M. 
Cockell, William A., Headley, Allen B. 

Jr. Heath, Frederick T. 
Colligan, Thomas R. Hedberg, Arthur J., 
Cooke, Robert A. Jr. 
Cooper, Don'ald H. Helland, Gerald H. 
Cotten, Thomas R., Hess, Adolph W., Jr. 

Jr. Hickman, William J. 
Cronin, Francis W. Hilder, Frederick A. 

Hill, Lucio W. Post, Robert E., Jr. 
Hipple, William J. Preble, Russell A., Jr. 
Hoffman, Robert B. Quartararo, Michael A. 
Hollandsworth, Roy M . Quick, Jay E. 
Hyde, Robert A. Ramsey, William E. 
Jackson, Dempster M. Randolph, Joseph L. 
Jaycox, Randall E., Jr. Rapkin, Jerome 
Johnson, Frederick C. Rasmussen, Robert L. 
Johnson, George M. Ray, Glen P. 
Johnson, Philip E. Rhodes, John P. 
Jones, Richard H. Rich, Richard 
Jones, Robert C. Richard, Jackson B. 
Josephson, Henning C . Ricks, Robert R. 
Kelt, William N. Robinson, Kirby L. 
Kershaw, Daniel J. Rodda, John D. 
Kilduff, Paul E . Rodgers , Harvey P. 
Kim, Alfred H. S., Jr. Rollins, James "J" 
Kirby, Albert D. Sayer, William D . 
Koehne, Richard J. Scalese, Anthony c., 
Kosmela, Walter T . Jr. 
Kraft, Frederick W . Schluter, Hugo E. 
Kuder, Dalton L. Schulze, Robert H. 
Kuncas, John W . Schurr, Thomas P. 
Kunze, Martin W. Scott, Edward T. 
Langford, John M. Shanahan, William F. 
Larkins, Burton J . Sheets, Roger E. 
Laux, Wllliam J., Jr. Shepherd, David C. 
Lavin, Charles V. Sherman, John w. 
LeBlanc, Georges E., Simms, James T., Jr. 

Jr. Simons, Donald W. 
Leverone, Robert M. Smith, Clifford R. 
Lewis, Harold M. J., Smith, James R. 

Jr. Smith, John V. 
Locke, Walter M. Smith, Paul J., Jr. 
Loggan, Wilfred J. Smith, Richard C. 
Lumsden, Richard E. Snyder, Fred D. 
Lyons, James A., Jr. Snyder Herbert J . V. 
Lyons, Thomas W., Jr. snyder, James M. 
Malaney, Robert E. Snyder, Ned "C" 
Malone, Thomas L., Sothan, Norman L. 

Jr. Sowinski, Stanislaus 
Maloney, Peter M. J . 
Mandel, Cornelius E.,Spencer, Harry A., Jr. 

Jr. Sperling, David J. 
Manduca, Theodore W.Stanley, Edward E. 
Marshall, Robert M. Staple, David F. 
Martin, Tyrone G. Steckbeck Francis J 
Mathis, Thomas R. Stein, Nor'man F. · 
McCollum, Arthur H .,stone, James M. 

Jr. Story, Warren L. 
McCoy, Roy E. Sudduth, Roger M. 
McCune, Joe D. Swarztrauber, Sayre 
McGuire, Orvllle W. A. 
McPadden, Donald F.Sweet William J 

x. Tetreault, Paul J: 
McWilliam, John R. Thompson, Arthur 
Meacham, James A. R., Jr. 
Messer, Jarvis N. Tuszynski, Raymond 
Miale, Robert E. S . 
Miller, John R. Varney, Jack E. 
Miller, Richard J. Wakeman, Curtiss 0. 
Moore, Rufus J. Walczak, Norbert F. 
Morris, Henry C., Jr. Walker, William B. 
Mounce, Claude E . Wallace, Cedric S. 
Mullane, Thomas F. Walling, Eugene K. 
Mulloy, Paul J. Ward, Conley R. 
Nelson, Leroy C. Warren, Tommy H., 
Niedbala, Thomas F. Jr. 
Nordtvedt, Ernest R. Weedon, Robert E. 
North, Dean B. Weeks, George H. 
Numbers, Earl W. Weimerskirch John 
O'Brien, Austin C., Jr. R. ' 
O'Connell, John F. Wells, Eugene R., Jr. 
O'Connor, John E. Wells, Lawrence H. 
Ogle, Wllliam J. Wessman, Robert L. 
Oldham, Albert W. West, Gordon R. 
O'Neil, Louis C., Jr. Whitley, Clyde T. 
Oster, JohnS. Wilder, William E. 
Parkhurst, David C. Wiley, Kenneth R. 
Payne, Douglas W. Williams, Douglas A. 
Peelle, Morris A. Williams, James G., 
Perry, Timothy J. III 
Peters, Paul F. Williamson, Paul W. 
Phillips, Robert A. Wilson, Edward W. 
Ping, Vernon "S," Jr. Winters, Charles A. 
Platt, Grafton S. Wiseman, Hobart J. 
Pohli, Richard R. Wolff, William M., Jr. 
Poling, William E. Wood, Thomas H. 
Pope, Daniel K., IV Woolway, James E. 

Wyatt, William C., 
nr 

Zastrow, Robert R. 

Commander, Medical Corps 
Ahtye, Perry Miller, Thomas F. , Jr. 
Baer, Henry A. Millington, Richard A. 
Baker, John H. Mucha, Stephen J. 
Balas, George I. Narva, William M. 
Bornmann, Robert C. Nicker~n. Charles w. 
Bristow, William M. Nieves, Miguel, Jr. 
Brothers, William "S" Raasch, Frank 0., Jr. 
Burningham, RichardReed, Ernest C., Jr. 

A. Rehme, Arthur L. 
Crosa, Gregory H. Reid , Donald 
Edson, Mi tchell R yskamp, James J., Jr. 
Elliot, Willian A. Seeley, Richa-rd J. 
Giard, Henry L. Sell, Kenneth W. 
Highly, Francis M., Jr.Senn, Francis E ., Jr. 
Holm, Victor M. Stahl, Charles J., Ill 
Hopping, Donald W. Stenger, John R. 
Huseby, Helmer W. S. Townsend, Guy B. 
Jacobs, Edmund P. Wentworth, Alan F. 
Lobpreis, Ervin L. Wilhelm, Harry w. 

Commander, Supply Corps 
Brunson, Robert L. Mason, Albert G. 
Buckman, RobertS. McCoy, Thomas E., 
Catanach, Anthony H. Jr., 
Curtin, Pat McDonald, Francis E. 
Drabek, Stephen J. McMahan, Paul T. 
Eckert, George H., Jr. Neelley, Charles G. 
Felthousen, Charles E . Oelkers, Harvey s. 
French, Robert T. Paul, John W. 
Goslin, Thomas C., Jr. Pokorny, Frank J., Jr. 
Hamilton, Thomas, Jr. Rowley, Allyn E. 
Larose, Eugene M., Jr. Sabec, Edwln J. 
Lewis, John C. Teaford, Sidney J. 
Lukens, Robert F. Vishneski, Johns., Jr. 
Madeira, Charles C. Wampler, Richard B. 
Maier, Raymond G. Watt, Robert C. 
Maldonado, Teodosio Wolfe, William D . 

Commander, 
Auel, Carl A. 

Chaplain Corps 
Moser, Robert W. 
Murphy, Milton G. 
Reagan, Ernest M., Jr. 
Wicker Richard F., Jr. 

Baker, Marvin D. 
Beck, John T. 
Clifford, William J. 
Jensen, Andrew F., Jr. 

Commander, Civil Engineer Corps 
Borberg, James R. Rickels, Jack C. 
Doyle, Thomas J. Taylor, James T. 
Houghton, Robert J. Wright, John A. 
Keegan, Robert D. 
Commander, Judge Advocate General's Corps 
Bruner, James R. Powell, George W. 
McHugh, James J. Waite, Charles E. 

Commander, Dental Corps 
Baker, Ronald D. Meister, Donald E . 
Barbor, Gerald L . Moffitt, William C. 
Brown, Kenneth E. Nester, Calvin D. 
Coombs, Paul S. Pepek, Stanley E. 
Duncan, Donald E. Rice, George W., Jr. 
Eichel, Frederick P. Romaniello, 
Garver, Don G . Ronald W. 
King, Gordon E. Sanderson, 
Klima, James E. Alexander D. 
Little, Richard W. Scharpf, Herbert 0. 
Mainous, Elgene G. Scott, Willlam J. 
McDonald, Edwin E., Williams, John E ., Jr. 

Jr. Wirthlin, Milton R., 
McLaughlin, Jr. 

Edward J. Witte, Ernest T. 
McLeod, Carlton J. 

Commander, Medical Service Corps 

Buckley, Emanuel N. 
Dean, Jerdon J. 
Gill, Robert L. 
Goding, Hubert M. 
Guinn, John W. 
Irvin, Ernest J. 
Jones, Earmon R., Jr. 
Jula, Paul N. 
Kirsch, Jean P. 
Knight, Jerry B. 

Koon, Robert L. 
Longest, Clifford "B" 
MacCracken, 

RaymondJ. 
McDuffie, Wilbur B. 
Smith, Denson L. 
Tapscott, Donald E. 
Wells, John E. 
Wolf, John W. 
Youn.g, Johnny W. 

Commander, Nurse Corps 

Job, Lucy A. 
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