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cision and Melpar Div. of American-Standard
Co. Ground school course is about 540 hr. in
length.

BOMBING ACCURACY

Bombing accuracy of the Navy LTV A-TE
as demonstrated on the first concentrated
bombing practice is substantially improved
over that of the McDonnell Douglas A-4 and
earlier A-TA and A-TB models.

The average bombing circular error prob-
ability (CEP) for pilots of two squadrons,
VA-146 and VA-147 flying A-TE aircraft for
two weeks of concentrated ordnance practice
was 60 ft. This was the first A-TE squadron
deployment and included some initial prob-
lems with systems.

Squadron officials believe on the basis of
this first deployment that the average bomb-
ing CEP for the A-TE ultimately will shrink
to 40 ft. These figures compare with an aver-
age 95-100 ft. pilot CEP for experienced A-4
squadrons at Lemoore and 70-76 ft for
A-TA/B units, A 125-ft. CEP is required to
qualify under Navy regulations.

Mode of delivery in the A-TE was dive toss
in which the automatic system computed the
proper release point and the practice bomb
was released during the pullout. The A-4
and A-TA/B averages are based on straight
dive bomb runs at a 30 deg. angle.

EQUIPMENT INTEGRATION

Major equipment components for the A-TE
are integrated with a central computer to
provide maximum automation and assistance
for navigation and bombing with improved
accuracy at any dive angle, speed or altitude
the pilot selects.

Major components include:

International Business Machines, CP-952/
ASN-91 (V) digital computer.

Elliott Bros., Ltd., AN/AVQ-T head-up dis-
play.

Texas Instruments, AN/AVQ@-126 forward
looking radar,

Singer General Precision, AN/APN-190 (V)
Doppler radar.

Singer General Precision. AN/ASN-90 (V)
inertial measurement set.

Computing Devices of Canada ASN-99 pro-
jected map display set.

Garrett CP-953/AJQ air data computer.

LTV armament station control unit.

THE MIDDLE EAST
HON. DONALD E. LUKENS

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, February 23, 1970
Mr. LUKENS. Mr. Speaker, I am quite
concerned over the recent turn of events
regarding the military balance of power
in the Middle East. Recent shipments of
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arms to the Arabs by France and the So-
viet Union put Israel at a major arms
disadvantage.

While I deplore the escalation of the
arms race and the increased intensity of
hostilities, I refuse to silently stand by
while our ally, Israel, is in need of help.
The people of America will not and can-
not accept Israel’s being placed at such
a disadvantage.

I am particularly disturbed over the
recent sale of 100 French Mirage jets to
Libya. This infusion of arms into a coun-
try whose army is smaller than the New
York City police department is of major
concern to me, Libya has virtually no
trained pilots, and a nation of 3 million
people, in my opinion, does not require
100 warplanes for its defense, France’s
action can only serve to inflame the fires
which have been blazing in the Middle
East.

The action is even more reprehensible
when one recalls that Israel has paid for
50 French jets and that the French re-
gime, contrary to all norms and ethics,
has refused to honor its own contract.
Since France failed to deliver jets after
accepting Israel’s money, our country re-
mains the prime source of aid to Israel
in its fight for freedom and survival. We
must not turn our backs on that small
fortress of democracy in the Mideast.

I have long feared that the Middle East
which is vital to American interests could
become part of a Communist enclave.
Our country must help our allies so they
do not fall to the forces of communism.
I have been gravely concerned for some
time over an ambitious program by the
Soviet Union to subvert the entire Mid-
east.

The Soviet Union and France ship
arms; we deliberate; the Mideast situa-
tion deteriorates. Those who advocate a
so-called even-handed approach are ac-
tually jeopardizing our fight against
world communism and risking the secu-
rity of the people of Israel. Too often we
have been placed in the position of react-
ing to the maneuvering of Russia.

I wholeheartedly concur with the
President in his concern that the Soviet
Union is not doing what it could toward
peace in the Middle East. I fully agree
with the President who said the “United
States would view any effort by the So-
viet Union to seek predominance in the
Middle East as a matter of grave con-
cern.”
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The Soviet Union'has a very strong in-
terest in opening the Suez Canal since it
would be able to supply Asia, especially
the North Vietnamese Communists, with
equipment on a much larger scale than
is now possible by overland routes.

I, therefore, strongly urge for the Pres-
ident to give favorable consideration to
Israel's request for additional Phantom
and Skyhawk jets. Credit should be ex-
tended to Israel to pay for the jets in
view of that country's dire financial situ-
ation.

It is high time that we take the initia-
tive with a positive program for assist-
ance to Israel to keep the spirit of de-
mocracy alive in that part of the world.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HONOR-
AELE BEN F. JENSEN

HON. JOE L. EVINS

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, February 17, 1970

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
permit me to take this means of join-
ing with members of the Iowa delega-
tion and others in paying a brief but sin-
cere tribute to the memory of our late
colleague and friend, Ben F. Jensen of
Iowa.

I was saddened to learn of Ben Jen-
sen’s passing, as announced in the press.
It was my privilege to serve with Ben
Jensen on the Committee on Appropria-
tions and as a member of the Subcom-
mittee on Public Works Appropriations.

Ben Jensen also served as ranking mi-
nority member of the Subcommittee on
Interior Appropriations. He played an
important role in the development of our
national parks and recreation areas. I
was impressed with his concern regard-
ing fiscal affairs and of his desire to ef-
fect economies in Government wherever
possible.

Ben Jensen served his district, State,
and Nation well and will be greatly
missed.

I want to take this means of extend-
ing to the members of the Jensen fam-
ily an expression of my deepest and most
sincere sympathy in their loss and be-
reavement.

SENATE—Tuesday, February 24, 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:

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for the
creative spirit mediated to American life
by Thy followers in every age. We thank
Thee for the godly heritage of this land,
for the faith of our fathers, and for
spirit-filled leaders in every generation.
May the same spirit pervade our common
days and guide us in all our actions,
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May there arise in us the resolution to
create that better world which proceeds
from holy lives. Grant that the spirit of
wisdom may save us from all that is
wrong, and that in Thy light we may see
light, and in Thy straight path we may
walk uprightly.

Through Him whose name is above
every name, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of

the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, February 23, 1970, be dispensed
with.

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

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS
DURING TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS—ADDI-
TIONAL STATEMENTS OF SENA-
TORS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the transaction
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of routine morning business be conducted
with statements by any Senator being
limited to 3 minutes, and—this is some-
thing new—I further ask unanimous
consent that it be in order to include in
the morning business additional state-
ments presented at the desk by each
Senator, respectively—and that means
personally.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished majority leader yield?

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, may I say
that this is a matter of agreement be-
tween the distinguished majority leader
and myself.

The purpose is to make the Recorp
more readable and more readily under-
standable, to enable Senators and their
staffs to follow a cursive debate rather
than a discursive variance. Whereas up
to now the Recorp has been interspersed
with olla podidra, mixed hash, and pot
au feu, now, hopefully, by the elimina-
tion of largely extraneous matter, when
we begin debate on a subject such as the
school lunch program and a Senator
wants to talk about grazing rights, min-
eral rights, irrigation, or housing, there
will be a separation of the data, so that
we may, perhaps, find the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp becoming, at long last, slightly
interesting.

I am very anxious that this be done
and congratulate the distinguished ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will not only be
all that, but I think a certain amount of
money will be saved in the process, which
is a good thing in this day and age.

Mr, SCOTT. As a Republican, I am
sorry I forgot the money. [Laughter.]

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 O'CLOCEK AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 10 o'clock tomor-
row morning.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.
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U.S. AIR FORCE

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the U.S. Air Force.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

U.S. NAVY

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Vice Adm. Lawson P. Ramage, U.S. Navy,
for appointment to the grade indicated,
when retired, in accordance with the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 5233.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

U.S. MARINE CORPS

The bill elerk proceeded to read sundry
nominations in the U.S. Marine Corps.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloe.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of these nomina-
tions.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

WISE WORDS OF A GREAT
AMERICAN

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
John S. Knight, editor and publisher of
the Akron Beacon Journal and the Mi-
ami Herald, is one of the Nation's most
distinguished journalists. Also, he has
been one of the most consistent eritics
of our involvement in that immorsal, un-
declared war in Vietnam during the
Johnson administration and now during
the Nixon administration.

In a recent column that appeared in
the Miami Herald and other Knight
newspapers entitled “Too Kind to Nixon?
‘Well, That Depends,” John S. Knight re-
sponded to criticism that he was “going
a little easier on the Nixon administra-
tion than is deserving.” In that column
he clearly and concisely pointed out the
futility of our involvement in Vietnam
and the danger of that war dragging on
indefinitely and expanding.

Mr. President, I believe that this col-
umn should be read by as many citizens
as possible, and therefore ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the Recorp.

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

February 24, 1970

Too Kinp To Nixon? WEeLL, THAT DEPENDS

A distingulshed professor of history has
been kind enough to offer some commenda-
tion of JSK's Notebook.

“With the death of Ralph MecGill," he
writes, “the number of aggressive editors
diminished and I hope you will continue
your work. However, I have felt that you
were going a little easier on the Nixon ad-
ministration than is deserving.”

Well, sir, people differ about that. Many
Republicans, and especially those who read
this column in the Miami Herald, appear to
think that any criticism of President Nixon
is tantamount to treason.

The "either you're for him or against
him' dictate runs very strong in the minds
of people who oversimplify the issues by
automatically rejecting any view mnot in
consonance with their own,

As an original member of the “Give Nixon
Every Chance” club, I have muted my criti-
cism on issues raised by the opposition for
purely partisan reasons.

Thus, when the volatile Hubert Humphrey
charged that Nixon's veto of the Health, Ed-
ucation and Welfare bill was a victory won
“at the expense of America's children and
the needy,” I called the allegation “pure
bosh” which of course it was.

Yet there has been no hesitancy about
disagreeing with the Presldent on matters
where—at least in one man’s opinien—he
has been wrong.

Issue was taken here with the selection of
Henry Cabot Lodge as our chief negotiator
at the Paris peace talks. Cabot Lodge, a
longtime friend, was too closely assoclated
with the Salgon regime to offer any hope that
he and Hanol could ever agree on anything.
Other than the shape of the peace table,
that is.

Subsequent columns expressed objections
to a gala inauguration since a nation at war
should practice austerity; to the doubling of
the President's pay and to labelling critics
of the Pentagon as the “new isolationists.”

We have been puzzled by Nixon’s appar-
ent acceptance of the Johnsonian dictum on
“our sacred commitments” in Vietnam and
the confradictions in the President’s Guam
and Bangkok pledges.

Nixon sald at Guam that the United
States would avoid future Vietnams. But at
Bangkok he gave assurance that we will
stand proudly with Thailand. Even the
Aslans fTound this confusing.

And then there is the “secret war” in
Laos. We have printed the facts on Laos
which include U.S. air support, bombing
of the Ho Chi Minh trail which travels
through Laos, U.S. tactical air support for
the Laotian forces, U.S. advisers running
the Laotlan army and the loss of at least
100 American pilots on Laotian missions
conducted by the Central Intelligence
Agency.

We think it high time the administration
came clean and told the truth about Laos,
an area fraught with the same perils as
Vietnam In the early 1960's.

On the lighter side, the Nixon-Agnew anti-
media kick was incomprehensible, Mr. Nix-
on’s name is included since the Vice Presi-
dent wouldn't even think of playing in the
Bob Hope Golf Classic without White House
approval.

Spiro Agnew succeeded in shaking the net-
work presidents and he offended some overly
sensitive editors and commentators. But for
what purpose?

The Vice President is so elated over his
oratorical successes that he is now scorching
the “limousine liberals” and finding *“the
old lions and wolves of the Democratic party
being replaced by tabby eats and lap dogs.”

This is good partisan stufl and the crowds
love it. What contribution it all makes to
national unity or solution of the nation’s
pressing problems somehow escapes us.
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The latest Gallup poll shows President
Nixon with 66 pct. of the persons interviewed
glving approval to the way he is handling
his job, a rise of 7 points over his lowest
rating last year.

As the most politically sensitive President
since Franklin D. Roosevelt, the man in the
White House has checkmated the Demo-
Crats on every move.

He is given credit for doing his utmost to
curb inflation, getting tough on pollution,
urging reform of an unworkable welfare
system and planning an orderly withdrawal
from Vietnam.

Nixon has his political opposition in com-
plete disarray. In commenting on the resig-
nation of Democratie National Chairman
Fred R. Harris, Columnist Mary McGrory
says that “no ambitious young man would
want to linger in the Democratic National
Committee which can scarcely pay its tele-
phone bills and is reduced to putting on
vaudeville shows because, thanks to John-
son, the Vietnam war and the Chicago con-
vention, there is nothing its orators can
safely talk about.”

Even Lyndon Johnson is, as Mary Mec-
Grory says, “rubbing salt in the wounds he
inflicted on the Democratic party during his
five years in the presidency.”

S0 Dick Nixon who made it to the White
House the hard way is sitting pretty over on
Key Biscayne. Given a little better weather,
he might even become exuberant.

We cannot forget, however, that the peo-
ple and the polls are fickle. One month's
applause can become next month's disaster.

The Vietnam war is not ending, as so
many persons choose to believe.

High interest rates are drying up expan-
slon capital. Without the benefit of presi-
dential jawboning on wages and prices, the
cost of living indices continue to rise.

Whether inflation can ever be checked
without credit and wage and price controls
is at best a dubious prospect.

Other than inflation, the Vietnam war is
President Nixon’s gravest problem. Defense
Secretary Melvin R. Laird promises “steady
withdrawals” beyond the 250,000 level once
advocated by his predecessor Clark Clifford.

But Mr. Laird qualifies his optimism by
conceding that U.S. combat troops will re-
main in Vietnam after American forces have
given up primary combat responsibility in
the war. They will remain, he said, to pro-
tect American support troops left in Viet-
nam to help the South Vietnamese.

In other words, another Korea where ele-
ments of U.S. combat troops have remained
for 20 years. The South Vietnam situation
is infinitely more complicated than Korea
where an armistice of sorts does exist and
the South Koreans as fighting men are far
superior to the South Vietnamese.

Let Vietnam drag on interminably and
public patience will wear thin. This would
spell trouble for Nixon in view of his forth-
right pledge “to end this war in a way that
would Increase our chances to win true and
lasting peace . . . If I fall to do so I expect
the American people to hold me acecount-
able."”

As to whether I have been “easler on
Nixon than Is deserving” or “too critical” as
some readers see it, the endeavor has been
to deal fairly and objectively with an admin-
istration not long in power and still facing
its most crucial tests.

Whenever thoughts of disenchantment
begin to smoulder, I think of what might
have been and the combustive processes come
down to ecool.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
John S. Knight points out how President
Nixon has failed to use the Paris peace
talks as an effective forum for ending
the Vietnam war, While the peace talks
have come to a complete standstill, young
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Americans daily continue to fight and
die in that little faraway country of no
strategic or economic importance what-
ever to the defense of the United States.
He reiterates his disappointment that
President Nixon appointed Henry Cabot
Lodge to succeed Averell Harriman as
our chief negotiator at Paris. Averell
Harriman is a great American diplomat
who succeeded in achieving the Limited
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with the Soviet
Union which his predecessors under pre-
vious American Presidents had failed to
accomplish. Even though Henry Cabot
Lodge was his longtime friend, Mr.
Knight strongly believed the President
made a bad appointment if for no other
reason than that Henry Cabot Lodge on
several occasions has stated that he af-
fectionately regarded Vice President Ky
as a son, This flamboyant air marshal
who has stated that Hitler was his hero,
fought against his own fellow country-
men seeking national liberation from the
French. That Lodge had stated that Ky
was like a son to him is a fact that is well
known to representatives of North Viet-
nam and of the National Liberation
Front and was a roadblock toward any
possible effectiveness of Lodge as a
negotiator.

John Knight also criticizes the so-
called “secret war” in Laos and the very
real danger of our escalating the unde-
clared war we are waging at the present
time in that small undeveloped country
that is not worth the life of a single
young American,

In his column Editor and Publisher
Knight states the danger that U.S. com-
bat troops may remain in Vietnam for
many years to come. Reducing the troop
level in Vietnam to 350,000 or 250,000
men is not what Americans had in mind
when they elected Richard Nixon to end
the war.

Mr. President, John S. Knight deserves
the gratitude of all Americans for his
keen understanding of the issues in-
volved in Vietnam and for his editorial
efforts to help bring about an end to our
involvement in the Vietnam quagmire.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
L1ams of New Jersey in the chair). The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

ABOMINATION

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
conscription of our youth in time of
peace is an abomination. It should never
be tolerated. We should seek to have a
purely volunteer army, though an in-
crease in pay would probably be neces-
sary. Only in times of grave national
emergency and when Congress has de-
clared war should our youth be con-
scripted into the Armed Forces. Under
our former selective service law the lives
of young men were disrupted due to un-
certainty. Under our present selective
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service policy, a 19-year-old boy if he is
not summoned before his 20th birthday
will not be drafted except in time of
war. The old draft law of taking the
oldest first needlessly disrupted count-
less homes, marriages and careers.

The Armed Services Committees of the
Congress also have a duty to recommend
a maximum 18 months’ service for
draftees.

In that connection, may I say that
every one of our European allies has con-
scription for a lesser period than 2 years.

West Germany has a conscription for
13 months.

Belgium conseripts for only 12 months.
France and Norway conscript for 12 to
15 months; Denmark from 12 to 14
months.

We alone have 2 years.

The United Kingdom and Canada have
no draft whatever.

It is high time that we do away with
this abomination except in a time of
grave national emergency or in a pe-
riod when Congress has declared war.
Otherwise, we must have a purely volun-
teer army.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
want to express my approval of what the
distinguished Senator has just said and
also express my wholehearted support
for the Gates Commission report on an
all-volunteer army.

I think that the figure set by the Gates
Commission is too high. Instead of being
2.5 million, the figure ought to be around
2 million or a little less.

I certainly approve their suggestion
and their recommendation that the pay
of the lower grades be increased con-
siderably and that those who become
members of an all-volunteer army be
subject to veterans' benefits, I think this
is a step in the right direction.

I applaud the recommendations of the
Gates Commission. I think the present
draft law is most inequitable and most
unfair. I say that as one who voted
against the draft law, and as one who
voted against the lottery affecting the
19-year-olds, which I think in itself was
also inequitable,

I am delighted that we have come to
this pass whereby a Commission ap-
pointed by the President of the United
States has made some sound and solid
recommendations.

I would hope most sincerely that even
though the draft does not expire until
next year, the Armed Services Commit-
tee would start hearings on the Gates
proposals this year. The way needs to be
paved without further delay, leading to
a better situation as far as armed serv-
ice personnel are concerned than is the
case today or has been the case for a
good number of years.

It is my understanding that one of the
recommendations of the Gates Commis-
sion is that a means will be created
whereby a stand-by will be in operation
in case of extreme emergency.

A most significant and most important
part of that proposal is that the decision
will be up to Congress, the elected rep-
resentatives of the people. They will be
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responsible once again for putting it in
operation and to me that means a re-
turn to constitutional normaley and con-
gressional intent. In a sense, it will be
an application related to Congress’ war-
declaring powers.

The Senator mentioned the draft. His
figures were correct. He also mentioned
the fact that 18-year-olds had been
called up over the past several decades.
Maybe some of them are still eligible.
It would be fitting and I would hope that
the hearings now being conducted by
the Committee on the Judiciary relative
to giving the voting franchise to the 18-
vear-olds would become a part of the
law of this land, either through a con-
stitutional amendment or through at-
tachment to another bill which may
come to the floor of the Senate.

I think it is about time, because the
18-year-olds are considered adults; they
are subject to eriminal action; are sub-
ject to the draft; are subject to paying
taxes; are allowed to marry at that age.
However, they are not allowed to par-
ticipate in the making of a policy which
has a vital control over their lives for
a certain period of time in the applica-
tion of the draft. Because of this and
the other factors mentioned they should
be given the right and the responsibility
to vote.

I think we are long overdue in giving
these young citizens the right to par-
ticipate in the exercise of the franchise.
I would hope that if they are continued
to be denied that right—incidentally,
they have that right in the State of
Georgia—that we would consider seri-
ously in any future draft or conscrip-
tion legislation, a provision that no man
will become eligible for the draft until
he has the right to vote. That would
mean, generally speaking, at age 21. The
way to face up to this question and over-
come it is to give the 18-year-olds the
right to vote now or as soon as possible
so that they can determine in some small
part the policy of this country that they
are ecalled upon and have been called
upon to execute over the last several
decades.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President, I
thank the distinguished majority leader
very much for his remarks and commend
him for the statement he has made to-
day. I am so glad that the distinguished
majority leader and I are in complete
agreement.

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I have
listened with great interest to the col-
loguy between the distinguished ma-
jority leader and the distinguished
senior Senator from Ohio. I would like
to add one thought.

People who run for public office make
many promises and sometimes extrava-
gant promises, Sometimes I think there
is no intent to live up to some of the
promises.

One of the gratifying things about
the present incumbent in the White
House, President Richard Nixon, is the
fact that he has carried out or has tried
to carry out many of the major cam-
palgn promises he made in 1966, 1967,
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1968. One of the campaign promises that
I recall was that we should have a volun-
teer army. So I am gratified that the
Commission has come up with this sug-
gestion and also that the President’s at-
titude has received the very strong sup-
port and, of course, the very important
support of the distinguished majority
leader as well as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. President, I might also make a
further remark that if the granting of
the franchise to 18-year-olds and up is
in the mainstream of America’s thinking,
then, too, the present incumbent in the
White House, President Richard Nixon,
also advocated this many years ago.

I would also like to say, in passing, that
I think these attitudes on lowering the
voting age, coupled with draft reforms
already made and coupled with his at-
titude on a wvolunteer army, certainly
are factors why there is less youth un-
rest in the country today and a greater
acceptability by the young people of the
present incumbent of the White House.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it also
should be pointed out that the initial
legislation in this body for an all volun-
teer army was in accord with what the
President advocated during the cam-
paign; and if I remember correctly, the
initiators of the legislation were the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrieLn) and—I believe I am correct in
saying this—the distinguished Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) joined
him, and also a number of Senators on
this side, including the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NeLsoN) and others. So
there is truly a bipartisan feeling on the
part of Members of the Senate.

I hope this promise which had been
made by the President during the cam-
paign—this Commission he created
which has come forth with these rec-
ommendations—would be followed by
specifics from the executive branch of
Government to the end that this pro-
posal can be given consideration as ex-
peditiously as possible and brought be-
fore the Congress as a whole for debate,
consideration, and disposition.

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the distin-
guished majority leader for his further
contribution. Indeed, it is a truly bi-
partisan effort. I should hasten to add
that this Senator from Florida has also
supported for a long time the conecept of
a volunfeer army as soon as we are able
to move in that direction.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish
to join the distinguished majority leader
and to congratulate him for holding out
hope to the 18-year-olds that we may
take the step to extend to them the vot-
ing privilege. My State has the 19-year-
old law. Our 19-year-olds may vote, They
have been responsible in exercising this
privilege.

I would like to urge that we make this
a bipartisan effort and that we do not
hold out a carrot to these young people
to let them believe we will finally take
this action and then not take it,

I think one of the great causes of un-
rest among the young people in this
country is that they have not had an
opportunity to really have a piece of the
action, so to speak, as far as participa-
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tion in Government nationally is con-
cerned. I would hope we will do this.

I notice the suggestion that the mat-
ter might be tacked on to the civil rights
legislation. I think that would be a good
place to put it; but, in any event, it
would seem to me that once we start the
ball rolling we must keep the ball rolling
because our young people have been dis-
appointed with us all too often because
we start things and then do not finish
them.

I think the majority leader will find he
has a lot of Young Turks who will be
behind him in his efforts to extend the
voting privilege to 18-year-olds.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, anent the suggestion that the
franchise be accorded to persons under 21
years of age, may I say that my colleague
(Mr. RanpvorrH) has been in the fore-
front of this effort over a period of many
years, He is not in the Chamber at the
moment but I rise to remind Senators
that my senior colleague has been fight-
ing this battle a long time. At the present
moment he has, I believe, a joint resolu-
tion to provide for a constitutional
amendment placing the matter before
the people of the States for them to de-
cide. He has as cosponsors of this pro-
posed constitutional amendment about
two-thirds of the Members of the Senate.
He has been very diligent in his efforts to
obtain signatures. I am cosponsor of that
resolution. He is pressing for action by
the Committee on the Judiciary and,
hopefully, by the Senate at an early date.

I very much support the idea of a con-
stitutional amendment. I could not sup-
port any suggestion that a Federal statute
be passed to implement this proposal be-
cause I think that under the Consti-
tution, article I, section 2; article II, sec-
tion 1; and the 17th amendment to the
Constitution, the matter of determining
the qualifications of voters remains the
prerogative of the States. The States
may, of course, act individually to lower
the voting age without action by the
Congress.

But I heartily support the idea of the
constitutional amendment. I would vote
for it. I hope the Senate will take action
to present the matter to the people to let
them make the final judgment thereon.
But I wanted to remind Senators that
my colleague (Mr. RanpoLPH) has been
fighting this battle for a long time and I
did not want this moment to escape with-
out due credit being given him.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I, too,
want to join in giving full eredit to the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr, RanpoLrH) for the interest he
has shown in trying to achieve the right
to vote for 18-year-olds over a long pe-
riod of time. He has made an outstand-
ing and continuing contribution to the
effort to bring about this desirable
change. Just a few days ago, hearings
were held on Senate Joint Resolution
147, which was introduced by the Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH)
and which would lower the voting age
to 18. Among the witnesses supporting
the proposal at the time were Dr. 8. 1.
Hayakawa, of San Francisco State
University, Dr. Walter Menninger, who
served on the National Commission on
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the Causes and Prevention of Violence,
and Deputy Attorney General Richard
Kleindienst. I would also point out that
the distinguished senior Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Amken), the dean of the
Republicans, and I—and I say this in all
modesty—over a number of years jointly
have been interested in this matter and
have introduced constitutional amend-
ments seeking to achieve the same objec-
tive.

I agree that basically it is the respon-
sibility of the States under all the nota-
tions which the distinguished Senator
from Wes" Virginia has cited; but I note
also in certain States like New Jersey
and Virginia in the last election—and
just in the past week, I believe in the
Maryland House of Delegates—pro-
posals to lower the voting age to 18 or 19
were turned down.

In my State I have been advocating
the vote should be given to 18-year-olds
for many years. It was turned down until
last year. The Montana Legislature did
pass a resolution calling for a referen-
dum this November which would lower
the vote to 19-year-olds in my State. I
am sorry it is not going down to 18-year-
olds but I intend to campaign up and
down the width and length of my State
in behalf of the 19-year-old amendment
for the young people of Montana. I am
hopeful that with a combined and co-
ordinated effort on the part of many of
us that this referendum will be agreed to
by the people.

I think what many of us forget or do
not recognize is that the young men and
women of today are far more aware and
far better informed than we were at their
age. They know what is going on. They
want a “piece of the action,” to use the
phrase of the distinguished Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), who has been in
the forefront of this fight. They are en-
titled to be given recognition and respon-
sibility, so that their responsibilities will
be in accord, at least in some degree, with
the making of the policies which they are
called on to carry on, as in Vietnam and
elsewhere.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if I may have 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I want to
thank the majority leader for reminding
us that the able senior Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Atken) and our own be-
loved majority leader have over the years
advocated a constitutional amendment
which would present to the people of the
United States the question of allowing
persons under 21 the privilege of voting,
It was not my intention to detract from
the actions of any other Senators, but I
just wanfed to make clear that the pro-
posal or suggestion that 18-year-olds be
given an opportunity to vote. or at least
allowing the people of the United States
to decide the issue through such a con-
stitutional amendment, is not something
new, The reference to New Turks is all
right, but some of the Old Turks have
been fighting for this for a long time. It
is not something that has recently come
about with the advent of a new adminis-
tration. I wanted my colleagues to know
that my senior colleague, who was in the
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House of Representatives for 14 years,
was fighting for this privilege a long time
before any of the New Turks.on either
side reached this body. He, in fact,
offered his first constitutional amend-
ment for 18-year-old voting in 1942,

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President——

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I yield the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I just
wanted to say a word about the 18-year-
old vote guestion.

Will the Senator from Tennessee yield
to me for a moment?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I joined
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr,
RanporrH) only a month ago, in redeem-
ing a campaign pledge of mine in 1968
to let 18-year-olds vote. I rise only to
join in what has been said about the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH)
on that score. I am very enlightened by
what has been said by the majority
leader and the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) . :

I would like to affirm by own feeling
that we ought to have a constitutional
amendment granting 18-year-olds the
right to vote. It should be universal and
not just on a State-by-State basis. It
would thus represent the judement of
the whole Nation on this guestion,

I have done much campaigning among
the young people and I think it is defi-
nitely what they want. This is one of the
major aspects of our response to their
feelings about the modern world. I deeply
believe it will be very satisfactory to them
and will introduce a note of responsibility
which we saw in the McCarthy cam-
paign and which is most desirable for
the Nation.

I rise only to affirm my own feeling
about a constitutional amendment. I
hope very much that we may have a very
early opportunity to consider the ques-
tion. I notice there is some thought that
this objective can be accomplished by
law. I shall devote myself to looking into
that question, I would not say ‘“No,”’ but
it seems to be a doubtful guestion. How-
ever, whatever is done should be done
nationally and uniformly in all the States
and for all our young people.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for yielding and I also thank the
Senator from Tennessee for his cus-
tomary courtesy.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I thank the Senator from New
York for his remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to
congratulate the distinguished majority
leader.

I also wish to associate myself with
the views expressed by the distinguished
senior Senator from Alarka.

Fixing a voting age is a question that
has no partisan characteristies. I think
it is a question of reeognition of the
improved enlightenment of our citizens.

I have been associated with the youth
in my State for a long while. As a teacher,
as a superintendent, as a Congressman,
and now as a Senator, I have visited
many schools. Few things give me greater
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thrill, nothing gives me greater inspira-
tion and challenge, than a visit with the
bright youngsters of today. I hold them
infinitely better informed on domestic
and international problems than my gen-
eration was. I hold the 18-year-olds to-
day better informed, more capable of the
exercise of discriminating judgment on
national issues, than my generation was
at the age of 21,

The Democratic Party has been char-
acterized throughout its history with ini-
tiative, with adventure, with progressive
action. The action proposed in the speech
of the distinguished majority leader to-
day is in keeping with that character.
We of the legislative branch must of ne-
cessity, and also out of genuine desire,
cooperate with the Executive, but this
does not mean that the initiative passes
from us, or should. Indeed, the initiation
of legislation, the consideration of leg-
islation, the enactment of legislation, is
the primary function of the legislative
branch of Government.

With the leadership of the distin-
guished majority leader, I think we
should proceed to make a reality of the
goals to which so many of us on both
sides of the aisle have given voice—that
is, to effectuate the franchise for the
young men and women of 18, 19, and 20
years of age.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Tennessee may have 3 ad-
ditional minutes.

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

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
regarding lowering the voting age to 18
years. During my campaizn for Governor
and also for Senator I supported that
proposition, and still strongly feel that
the present law which does not allow for
voting until the age 21 is a relic of the
past, and it is long past the time when
we took note of the faet that young
people today are better informed. They
are able to exercise the good judgment
we expect of voters. More than that,
young people desire a “piece of the ac-
tion.” Until we give them a chance to
exercise that privilege, we are going to
continue to let them believe that they
are being left out and that we do not
recognize the contribution they can
make,

I would like to congratulate those
Senators who have commented on this
subject this momning. I am very happy
to tell them that I will do what I can
to help them bring about that change.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from Okla-
homa. They further indieate that this is
not a partisan issue. It is an issue in
which the legislative branch ecan take
the lead. I am happy we are now in the
act of doing so.

Like the senior Senator from New
York, I would prefer a constitutional
amendment to dramatize and formalize
this progressive move; but if it is possi-
ble to do it through legislation, constitu-
tionally and effectively, I would favor
that, too. Perhaps legislation on the sub-
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ject would facilitate the approval of a
constitutional amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE, 1 yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Tennessee may have an
additional 3 minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the Constitution, the sec-
tions thereof to which I have already
alluded, I do not believe that this mat-
ter can be resolved by legislation. Arti-
cle I, section 2; article II, section 1; and
the 17th amendment state in essence that
the electors for offices such as those of
Senators, Representatives, and so on in
each State shall have the same qualifica-
tions as electors of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature. It would
seem that this clearly indicates that the
determination of qualifications of voters
is a prerogative of the States.

But with respect to its being a matter
for the legislative branch, it seems to
me, Mr. President, that when we con-
sider the fact that constitutional amend-
ments are presented by way of joint reso-
lutions, and that this would be a joint
resolution which would not go to the
President for his signature—he has no
opportunity to veto a resolution present-
ing to the people a constitutional amend-
ment; he has no voice in that——

Mr. GORE. Nor to initiate it.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Nor to
initiate it. So it is entirely a legislative
matter, resting with the legislative
branch—the elected representatives of
the people—and in the final analysis the
people themselves, when it comes fo rati-
fication of such an amendment.

So I do not view this as a matter re-
quiring Presidential initiative, at all. He
has no voice in the matter; and if we
present a resolution carrying a constitu-
tional amendment to the people, this
is not a matter which would go to the
President’s desk. He has no opportunity
to veto it or sign it; therefore it is un-
questionably a matter, I think, over
which we have jurisdiction. It would go
directly from the Congress to the peo-
ple.

Mr. GORE. Of course, in the case of
legislation it would be a matter for ref-
erence to the President.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes, it
would.

Mr. GORE. Like the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia. I have leaned
in favor of a constitutional amendment.
That would still be my choice. But I am
willing to examine the possibility of legis-
lation, and if substantial doubt as to
its eonstitutionality exists, then I would
lean toward initiation of legislation as a
means possibly of achievement, and also
as a means of spurring the more formal-
ized and surer matter of a constitutional
amendment.

I congratulate the Senator from Mon-
tana for his fine presentation.

Mr. SCOTT subsequently said: Mr.
President, with regard to the proposal
that the voting age be lowered, I should
like to say that I hope the committee
will act on this matter and bring it to
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the floor of the Senate, and that we can
then act expeditiously upon it.

I favor the lowering of the voting age.
I have something of a feeling that per-
haps it might be accomplished more
quickly by statute by the several States,
but if a constitutional amendment is nec-
essary, and if it is in the proper wording,
I would expect to be able to support it.

As evidence of my own feeling, I point
out that there is a controversy going on
with relation to whether the voting age
should be lowered to 19 or whether it
should be lowered to 18. That is one part
of the general controversy. Some States
say 18, others say 19. An interesting poll,
taken some time ago, I believe in the
State of Washington, showed that the
18-year-olds voted heavily for lowering
the voting age to 18, but those polled
whose ages were from 19 to 21 voted
equally heavily to lower the voting age
to 19.

In other words, as you progress from
18 to 19, you change your views and you
believe more favorably that 19 is the best
age. So apparently the only voting age
group which is overwhelmingly for vot-
ing at 18 is the 18-year-olds; and 1 year
later, they have decided that 19 is better.

I do not know which is better, but I
do know there is a good deal of merit in
saying that if you are old enough to fight,
vou are old enough to vote, and when we
see 16-year-olds driving automobiles and
18-year-olds piloting fighter planes, it
would seem to me that it is about time
we got away from the old fashion of be-
lieving that all decisions of import are
to be postponed until you are 21. If you
can get married at 18 in many places,
and in practically every place with the
consent of your parents, I think getting
married is as important a decision as
whom you are going to send to public
office, If that is the case, perhaps we
should apply it in our laws, and therefore
I would like to see the voting age lowered.

THE TRANS-ALASKAN PIPELINE

Mr, BELLMON., Mr. President, the at-
tention of conservation-minded Ameri-
cans will be directed toward Alaska in
the months ahead as the construction of
the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline begins. In
many ways, this is the most critical pipe-
line construction job in history, since it
will encounter many problems which
have seldom been confronted and never
on this large a scale before.

Secretary Hickel is to be commended
for the care and thoroughness he has
exercised in requiring that extraordinary
safeguards be established before a permit
to build this pipeline is issued. Those who
were fearful of the Secretary’s Alaskan
background and the pressures generated
by those with an economic interest in an
early construction date should take heart
from the courage and good judgment
which the Secretary has used.

The Trans-Alaskan Pipeline involves
spanning over 800 miles of some of the
most difficult and ecologically sensitive
terrain on earth. In addition, the climatic
conditions under which this job must
proceed offer severe challenges to the
ingenuity and the technology of the pipe-
line construction industry.

The job is likely to cost in the neigh-
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borhood of $1 billion and will be the
means whereby many billion barrels of
crude oil from the North Slope move to
markets in this country. In addition, suc-
cess with the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline
project will help hasten the day when
a natural gas pipeline can be built to the
North Slope to bring in natural gas to
combat pollution and meet growing en-
ergy needs.

Mr. President, the construection of this
project will be watched by many conser-
vation groups, both within our Govern-
ment and in the private sector. In addi-
tion, the eyes of conservationists abroad
will be directed toward Alaska to observe
effects on the delicate, ecological balance
which exists in the Arctic. Clearly, the
construction of the Trans-Alaskan Pipe-
line is no place for experimentation. The
successful completion of this pipeline will
require the services of the most experi-
enced builders and the finest technology
which the industry has developed. The
pipeline must be built as near 100-per-
cent failure free as possible, for a mis-
take here could produce an environmen-
tal disaster.

The construction of the Trans-Alas-
kan Pipeline is no place to eut corners.
The rule established by Secretary Hickel
must require compliance with superior
consfruction standards and must specify
the use of the highest quality materials
and workmanship. All who desire a
strong domestic petroleum industry and
who wish to see this Nation remain large-
ly self-sufficient in meeting its petroleum
needs, also have a stake in what happens
on the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline job. A
mistake or failure here will re-energize
the critics of the domestic oil industry
and further weaken the position of this
vital segment of our Nation’s economy
and defense. Here is a place where the
petroleum industry cannot afford to
gamble.

Again, I wish to compliment Secretary
Hickel for the thoughtful and deliberate
manner in which he has proceeded in
making the difficult decisions he has
faced in this matter. The Secretary is
an Alaskan, but he has not sacrificed
safety for speed. The companies which
are responsible for this project will be
well advised to follow his example.

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

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Oklahoma for
his statement on this matter. He cer-
tainly has highlighted one of the great
fears of the national conservation orga-
nizations, and I think that he has stated
the Alaskan position on the construction
of the new pipeline by the Trans-Alaskan
pipeline system, which is that we want
the pipeline constructed in the manner
that will provide the most absolute
guarantee possible from the industry
that no incidents such as Santa Bar-
bara will develop in Alaska,

I have spoken to oil industry groups
throughout the country and put it just
like that—that the industry cannot af-
ford an Arctic Santa Barbara, and that
it must insist upon compliance with the
high standards that have been set by
Secretary Hickel and his advisers, and
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that they must be patient, so that we and
the American public as a whole can be
assured that all of the conditions that
are necessary for the completion of this
pipeline will be met without some ad-
verse ineident. :

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief comment?

Mr., STEVENS. I am happy to yield,
though the Senator from Oklahoma has
the floor.

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator made ref-
erence to Santa Barbara. There is a
saying that Santa Barbara gets its oil
changed twice a year.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, the reason I am happy
that the Senator from Oklahoma has
made this statement is that many of us
are watching with interest to see who is
awarded the contracts for building this
pipeline, because, as the Senator from
Oklahoma has pointed out, we want no
experimentation as far as the Alaska
pipeline is concerned. It must be con-
strueted by those who are qualified and
experienced in the field, and people who
understand the problem; and I have said
often that I think there are many
Alaskans who do know this problem, and
can perform the service that is required.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following Iletters,
which were referred as indicated:
MODIFICATION OF TRADE AGREEMENT CONCES-

SION AND ADJUSTMENT OF DUTY OoN CERTAIN

Piawos

A communication from the President of
the United States, iInforming the Senate that
he has issued a proclamation providing tariff
relief for 3 years for most of the U.8S. piano
industry (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Finance.

REPORT ON PROPOSED FACILITIES PROJECTS FOR
THE ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Installations and Housing),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the location, nature, and estimated cost of
certain facilities projects proposed to be
undertaken for the Army National Guard
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

COMMUNICATION AND RESOLUTION
RELATING TO THE EKNESSET
(PARLIAMENT) OF ISRAEL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Ambas-
sador, Embassy of Israel, Washington,
D.C., transmitting the text of the Knes-
set—Parliament—of Israel resolution in
support of the right of Soviet Jewry to
leave the U.S.S.R. and emigrate to Israel,
which, with the accompanying papers,
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations were
submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary:

Whitney North Seymour, Jr., of New York,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to be U.S. attorney for the southern district
of New York;

John L. Buck, of Pennsylvania, to be US,
marshal for the middle district of Pennsyl-
vania;

Lyle 8. Garlock, of Virginia, to be a mem-
ber of the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission of the United States; and

Malcolm R. Wilkey, of New York, to be a
U.S. circuit judge for the District of Colum-
bia circult.

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. HRUSEKA:

8. 3496. A bill for the relief of Ilona Koc-

san; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. HART:

5.3497. A bill for the relief of Aleyamma
Venneappa Parayll; and

S.3498. A bill for the relief of Bijan Saj-
jadi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PERCY:

5. 3499. A bill to provide emergency finan-
cial assistance to urban public transporta-
tlon systems; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

(The remarks of Mr. PErcy when he intro-
duced the bill appear later In the REecorp
under the appropriate head:l.ng )

By Mr. NELSON

8. 3500. A bill to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to protect the navigable
waters of the United States from further
pollution by requiring that synthetic pe-
troleum-based detergents manufactured in
the United States or imported into the United
States be free of phosphorous; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. PACKWOOD:

5. 3501. A bill to authorize abortions in the
District of Columbia; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

5. 3502. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to adjust the amount of,
and restrict the number of, personal exemp-
tions allowable for children; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

(The remarks of Mr. Packwoon when he
introduced the bills appear later in the Rec-
ORD under separate headings.)

By Mr. SCOTT:

B.J. Res, 175. Joint resclution to authorize
the President to designate the period begin-
ning August 2, 1970, and ending August 8,
1970, as “Professiona] Photography Week in
America"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(The remarks of Mr. Scorr when he intro-
duced the joint resolution appear later in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

5, 3499—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
RELATING TO EMERGENCY FI-
NANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR UR-
BAN MASS TRANSPORTATION

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am
introducing legislation today to provide
emergency finaneial transportation as-
sistance to those urban mass transpor-
tation systems which might well, first,
face curtailment of all or a significant
part of such service, or second, which
through further threatened fare raises
could seriously undermine the welfare
of lower income persons who are now
totally dependent upon public transpor-
tation systems.

The Senate enacted on February 3 the
Urban Mass ‘Transportation Assistance
Act of 1969 to provide $3.1 billion over
a period of 6 or more years to fund im-
proved mass transportation service. For
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years Congress has pumped billions of
dollars into highway construction while
starving our mass transit system. The
result was predictable: decline of mass
transit, clogged roads, and increased air
pollution. Our environment and trans-
portation system has grown 2o bad, how-
ever, that we are finally beginning to
wake up. The act just passed represents
a good beginning in our road back to
a balanced, modernized transportation
network. Far larger sums will have to be
appropriated as inflationary pressures
ease. Careful consideration should be
given to the creation of a transportation
trust fund to intelligently fund modes of
transportation on a systems basis,

These considerations all relate to
future hopes and aspirations, however.
In the meantime, those mass transporta-
tion systems that have managed to sur-
vive and those gallant or desperate or
needy mass transit riders who have hung
on are suffering. Emergency help is re-
quired by them now. Yet, nothing in
present legislation appears available to
help them quickly and adequately.

The legislatoin will greatly assist in
the construction of new systems or help
existing systems purchase new equip-
ment. It does not, however, help those
systems that have had the foresight,
initiative, and courage to purchase new
equipment without the promise or com-
mitment of outside financial assistance,
Thus, one rystem with gumption incurs
debt to preserve or improve fransporta-
tion service while another plays it safe,
does nothing, and winds up with Federal
financial assistance. By rewarding delay
and penalizing initiative, we are under-
mining the very spirit we need if we are
to revitalize urban mass transportation.

The Chicago Transit Authority is a
prime case in point. The CTA presently
faces a deficit for 1970 exceeding $20 mil-
lion primarily as a result of having to
pay interest on equipment bonds and to
lay funds aside to pay off the prineipal
on such obligations as well as the need
to contribute to a depreciation account
to meet future needs. Yet, income will
only cover current operating expenses.
To meet these added expenses, then, the
CTA will be forced fo increase their fare.
It is already 40 cenfs, Initial proposals
called for increasing this to 50 cents. The
public protest was monumental. Now talk
is circulating that the fare will go to 45
cents. But, no one can doubt this is only
a way station pending a new emergency
and a new need for a fare increase.

As fares are increased total paid pas-
senger fares have declined from $1.1 bil-
lion in 1947 to under $400 million today.
This decline cannot continue. Roads in
the Chicago area are becoming increas-
ingly overcrowded. Mass transportation
continues to decline in quality and serv-
ice. Passengers continue to desert the
system. The air grows more foul. Lower
income persons are being forced to dig
deeper into lean budgets for higher fares
they ean ill afford or to turn to group
riding in old cars which endanger safe
driving and further pollute the air.

Such conditions can be found in city
after city. Means must be found to help
reverse the trend away from decay of
these systems. One way would be to pro-
vide direct operating subsidies. Such an
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idea should be seriously considered. It is
a drastic step, however. A step more mod-
erate in nature is that proposed in the
bill I am introducing today which pro-
vides emergency relief to mass transpor-
tation systems which are in serious
financial difficulty—at least partly be-
cause of a burdened indebtedness—and
who can be helped if relieved of the need
to service such debt.

The proposed bill was offered by me as
an amendment to the Mass Transpor-
tation Assistance Act just passed by the
Senate. Because of the highly technical
nature of the proposal and because in-
adequate time existed to explore the
proposal in all its ramifications, I agreed
to withdraw the amendment in return
for the scheduling of early hearings by
the Banking and Currency Committee.
Senators WirLiams of New Jersey, and
Tower, the floor managers of the legis-
tion, both of whom have a good under-
standing of the problem, graciously
agreed to schedule such hearings. It is
my hope that through such hearings we
can bring forth constructive legislation
to provide necessary financial assistance
to mass transportation systems in vital
need of emergency help. I ask unanimous
consent that the bill be printed in the
Recorp immediately following my re-
marks.

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. 3499) to provide emergency
financial assistance to urban public
transportation systems, introduced by
Mr. PErcY, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. 3400

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Sec-
tion 5 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1602), is
amended by inserting “(a)" after Sec. 5
and by inserting at the end thereof the fol-
lowing subsections:

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the Secretary is authorized to
make grants to States and local public bodies
and agencles thereof to pay the interest on
and to discharge obligations on securities,
equipment trust certificates, or otherwise
which have been incurred in the acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, and improve-
ment of facilities and equipment for use,
by operation or lease or otherwise, in mass
transportation service in urban areas. A grant
may be made under this authority where the
Secretary determines that such a grant is
essential to prevent (1) the termination of
all or a significant part of the transportation
service for a community, or (2) the occur-
rence of a serlous adverse affect upon the
welfare of a substantial number of lower
income persons who are dependent upon the
transportation service of such community.

“(g) To finance the grants under sub-
section (b) of this section, the Secretary is
authorized to incur obligations in the form
of grant agreements or otherwise in amounts
aggregating not to exceed $250,000,000. This
amount shall become available for obligation
upon the effective date of this subsection and
shall remain available until obligated. There
are authorized to be appropriated for liquida-
tion of the obligations incurred under this
subsection not to exceed $25,000,000 prior to
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July 1, 1870, which amount may be in-
creased to mot to exceed an aggregate of
$75,000,000 prior to July 1, 1971, not to ex-
ceed an aggregate of $150,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1872, and not to exceed an aggregate
of $250,000,000 prior to July 1, 1973. Bums
so appropriated shall remain available until
expanded.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 175—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION DESIGNATING PROFES-
SIONAL PHOTOGRAPHY WEEK IN
AMERICA

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I welcome
this opportunity to introduce a joint
resolution calling on the President to des-
ignate the week of August 2 to August 8
of this year as Professional Photography
Week in America.

This year, 1970, marks the 90th anni-
versary of the founding of the Profes-
sional Photographers of America, Inc.,
the oldest and largest association of
photographers in the world. It is especi-
ally significant that the nine decades of
this organization’s lifetime have seen the
growth of photography into its modern
form. It has bridged the gap from the
daguerreotype to the scientific photo-
graphic applications we know today.

Today, photography—in all of its many
facets and applications—is an almost $5
billion per year industry, employing over
a quarter of a million Americans. Its
annual growth rate three times that of
our gross national produet.

Photography has preserved for us, and
for our children's children, the faces of
our great men, from Lincoln and Grant,
Davis and Lee, down to Roosevelt,
Churchill, Eisenhower, Martin Luther
King, John F. Kennedy—and Richard
M. Nixon.

Photography has recorded, and re-
ported, the great events that shape men's
lives: wars and peace treaties, inven-
tion, exploration, legislation, politics,
business, and man’s never-ending strug-
gle for freedom and dignity. Indeed,
photography—in bhoth the print and
broadcast media—has helped make
Americans the best-informed people in
history.

But photography is more than a faith-
ful recorder and reporter. It is the
scientific tool that gave us our first look
inside the human heart, our first look at
the floor of the deep ocean, our first look
at the surface of the moon. Indeed, with-
out the many applications of photog-
raphy in our space program, man would
not yet have reached the moon.

Today, photography plays a leading
part in medicine, scientific and industrial
research and development, manufactur-
ing, distribution and sales. It is contrib-
uting in ever-increasing measure to our
fight against crime. It helps expand every
horizon of human knowledge.

And the art of photography enriches
our lives with beauty.

In recognition of the role of photog-
raphy in our modern life and culture—
and of the contribution of the men and
women of the Professional Photographers
of America, Inc.—I am pleased to intro-
duce this joint resolution and to urge
immediate and favorable consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
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resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 175) to
authorize the President to designate the
period beginning August 2, 1970, and
ending August 8, 1970, as “Professional
Photography Week in America,” intro-
duced by Mr. Scorr, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
BILL

5. 3482

Mr., STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. EasTLAND) be added as
a cosponsor of S. 3492, to strengthen the
penalties for illegal fishing in the terri-
torial waters and the contiguous fishing
zone of the United States, and for other
purposes.

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

EXPANSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF
THE NATION'S AIRPORT AND AIR-
WAY SYSTEM—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 5186

Mr. GURNEY (for himself, Mr. Boces,
Mr. BROOKE, Mr. Coor, Mr. FaNNIN, Mr.
GRIFFIN, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HART, Mr. Mc-
GoVERN, Mr, Packwoobp, Mr. PErcy, Mr.
Provuty, Mr. Smite of Illinois, and Mr.
Tower) submitted amendments, intend-
ed to be proposed by them, jointly, to
the bill (H.R. 14465) to provide for the
expansion and improvement of the Na-
tion’s airport and airway system, for the
imposition of airport and airway user
charges, and for other purposes, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. GurNEY when he
submitted the amendment appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 517

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
submitting today an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by me, to H.R.
14465, the airport and airways bill, that
will exempt State and local governments
from the proposed user taxes.

It is a longstanding doctrine that
taxation of governmental entities can be
accomplished only through reciprocity.
For example, we permit State and local
governments to tax the incomes of Fed-
eral employees in return for whiech we
tax the incomes of State and local em-
ployees. In another instance, the Federal
Government does not pay State or local
sales taxes for purchases made in those
areas which impose such taxes. State
and municipal government are likewise
exempted from paying certain Federal
excise taxes on their purchases.

This bill proposes to extend to State
and local governments a wuser tax to
which they have been previously exempt.
But the bill provides no reciprocal taxing
power to compensate for this tax. Since
the recipocity doctrine has its founda-
tions in constitutional law, there is a
real question as to whether the elimina-
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tion of the exemption will withstand a
test of constitutionality.

However, I would like to point out a
much more real and likely result if we
refuse to continue this exemption. The
word that best describes this action—
and it is not a nice word—is “retaliation.”
If the State and local governments find
that they are going to have to pay a tax
to the Federal Government, they are
quite naturally going to look for a way
to get the Federal Government to repay
that tax to them. The possibilities are
infinite: a tax on aircraft owned by per-
sons or entities that do not pay prop-
erty taxes to the State is one possibility.
Refusal to exempt the Federal Govern-
ment from State sales or gasoline taxes
is another.

Obviously, we do not wish to create
an environment of hostility between the
Federal and local governments, In fact,
we are trying to establish just the oppo-
site: a relationship of cooperation and
mutual good will. We are concerned with
the problems of our cities and of our
rural residents. We are concerned that
many State and local governments are
facing budgetary crises. We are even
considering sharing portions of the Fed-
eral revenues with the State and local
governments to assist them in meeting
their financial obligations.

‘With these purposes and attitudes, how
can we justify imposing these user taxes
on these governments? At a time when
increased participation of State and local
officials in conference, hearings and
other important gatherings is desired,
we cannot in good conscience impose a
tax which will effectively reduce their
ability to participate rather than in-
crease it.

Nearly every day there are hearings
being conducted by this Congress affect-
ing the State and local governments. At-
tendance at these hearings by represent-
atives of those governments is essential
if their side is to be fairly and properly
heard. Yet this Congress is considering
a bill that will clearly make such attend-
ance more difficult.

One pertinent fact to which I would
like to address myself is the amount of
revenue that the elimination of this ex-
emption is expected to produce. Various
inquiries have failed to produce a firm
figure, but a very rough figure of $25 mil-
lion has been suggested. This $25 million
figure represents only 4 percent of the
total $670 million the Finance Commit-
tee anticipates will be earned in the first
full year of operation of the new user
taxes. Yet, $25 million is a very substan-
tial burden to place on our Nation’s hard-
pressed State and local governments.
Clearly, the slight increase in revenues
to be derived by elimination of this ex-
emption is not worth the consequences
of reduced local participation in import-
ant hearings and conferences or of hos-
tility and retaliation toward the Federal
Government that could result.

For these reasons I strongly urge that
the Senate retain the exemption from
air transportation user taxes presently
provided to State and local governments.
The amendment I am submitting will
accomplish that purpose.

Because of the importance of this
amendment to our Nation’s State and
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local governments, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorp im-
mediately following my remarks,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the REcorb.

The amendment (No. 517) is as fol-
lows:

AmENDMENT No. 517

On page 105, line 16, strike out the closing
quotation marks, and after line 16, insert
the following:

“SEC. 4283. STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

“Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary or his delegate, the taxes imposed by
sections 4261 and 4271 shall not apply to
transportation furnished to the government
of any State, any political subdivision of a
State, or the District of Columbia.”

Page 97, lines 22 and 23, strike out ‘'sec-
tions 4281 and 4282" and insert "“sections
4281, 4282, and 4283".

Page 114, line 22, strike out the period
and insert a comma, and after line 22, insert
the following: “except that such term does
not include any aircraft which is owned by
the government of a State, any political sub-
division of a State, or the District of Colum-
bia and which is normally used exclusively
in the exercise of governmental functions.”

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN
AMENDMENT

NO. 514

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FoNg) be
added as a cosponsor of my amendment
Ei?i 514, to S. 2548, the school lunch

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

SENATOR WILLIAMS CALLS FOR
PRIVATE MEETING BETWEEN
CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION
AND PRESIDENT POMPIDOU—
URGES CANCELLATION OF JET
SALE TO LIBYA

Mr. WILLTAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, for weeks and months now,
we have become accustomed to opening
our morning newspapers to news of an
inecreasingly intense Middle East confiict.
We were all greatly distressed last week
when, in the heat of that conflict, bombs
fell on a civilian plant in Egypt killing
70 civilians, Israel immediately in-
formed the world that the bombing had
been a mistake: That the civilian plant
had not been intended as a target. In
what must have been one of the most un-
usual displays of good faith between com-
batants in wartime, Israel’s Defense Min-
ister, Gen. Moshe Dayan, immediately
warned Egypt, through the Red Cross,
that one of the bombs that fell on that
plant was a bomb timed to explode 24
hours later. Fortunately, this enabled
Egypt to defuse the bomb and avoid sub-
sequent loss of life.

The State Department reacted imme-
diately and strongly with a resounding
criticism of Israel, despite Israel’s im-
mediate assurance that the bombing was
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an accident of war and not premeditated
destruction of civilians. This reaction is
in marked contrast to the State Depart-
ment's lethargic response to the admit-
tedly premeditated bombings of civilian
aireraft by Arab terrorists which have
injured scores of civilians, Israelis and
non-Israelis alike. This immediate re-
action was also in marked contrast to our
belated, afterthought-like eriticism of
the bombing of a civilian airliner in
Munich, Germany, killing and injuring
civilians. This is in marked contrast to
our lack of response to the series of ter-
rorist activities directed against Jews
outside of Israel culminating in a Mu-
nich fire killing seven elderly Jews.

And now we have witnessed the ap-
parent sabotage of a Swissair flight the
past weekend, resulting in 47 deaths, and
the ambush of a bus of American tour-
ists visiting the Holy Land.

The State Department has pledged it-
self to a policy of even-handedness as
between our Israel allies and the Soviet-
dominated Egyptian and Syrian regimes.
I have previously criticized that policy
and do so again. But I do so now with
even more fervor because I have learned
that the State Department apparently
believes that in making foreign policy,
it need not respond to the wishes of the
American people. It need not even re-
spond to the policies enunciated by the
President of the United States.

Mr. President, it is my sad duty to share
with Senators and with the people of
our country a recent exchange of cor-
respondence with the State Department
regarding the Middle East and our pol-
icy of even-handedness.

As we all recall, Secretary of State
Rogers, on December 9, 1969, delivered
his first major policy statement on the
Middle East. In that statement, the full
text of which appeared in the New York
Times the following day, he announced
his basie position on what should be con-
tained in any settlement agreement.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

A LASTING PEACE IN THE MIopLE EAsT:

AN AMERICAN VIEW
(An address by BSecretary of State
William P. Rogers)

I am very happy to be with you this eve-
ning and be a part of this impressive con-
ference. The Galaxy Conference represents
one of the largest and most significant efforts
in the Nation's history to further the goals
of all phases of adult and continuing edu-
cation.

The State Department, as you know, has
an active interest in this subject‘ It is our
belief that foreign policy issues should be
more broadly understood and considered.
As you know, we are making a good many
efforts toward pI’OVidng cont.lnuing educa-
tion in the foreign affairs field. I am happy
tonight to join so many stanch allles in
those endeavors.

In the hope that I may further that cause
I want to talk to you tonight about a for-
elgn policy matter which is of great concern
to our nation.

U.S. POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

I am going to speak tonight about the
situation in the Middle East. I want to refer
to the policy of the United States as it re-




474

lates to that situation in the hope that there
may be a better understanding of that policy
and the reasons for it.

Following the third Arab-Israell war in 20
years, there was an upsurge of hope that a
lasting peace could be achieved. That hope
has unfortunately not been realized. There
is no area of the world today that is more
important, because it could easily again be
the source of another serious conflagration,

When this administration tock office, one
of our first actions in foreign affairs was to
examine carefully the entire situation in
the Middle East. It was obvious that a con-
tinuation of the unresolved conflict there
would be extremely dangerous, that the par-
ties to the conflict alone would not be able
to overcome thelr legacy of suspicion to
achieve a political settlement, and that inter-
national efforts to help needed support.

The United States decided it had a re-
sponsibility to play a direct role in seeking
& solution.

Thus, we accepted a suggestion put for-
ward both by the French Government and
the Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, We agreed that the major powers—the
United States, the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom, and France—should cooperate to
assist the Secretary General’s representative,
Ambassador Jarring, in working out a settle-
ment in accordance with the resolution of
the Security Council of the United Nations
of November 1967. We also decided to con-
sult directly with the Soviet Union, hoping
to achleve as wide an area of agreement as
possible between us.

These decisions were made in full recog-
nition of the following important factors:

First, we knew that nations not directly
involved could not make a durable peace for
the peoples and governments involved. Peace
rests with the parties to the conflict. The
efforts of major powers can help, they can
provide a catalyst, they can stimulate the
parties to talk, they can encourage, they can
help define a realistic framework for agree-
ment; but an agreement among other pow-
ers cannot be a substitute for agreement
among the partles ves.

Second, we knew that a durable peace
must meet the legitimate concerns of both
sldes.

Third, we were clear that the only frame-
work for a negotiated settlement was one in
accordance with the entire text of the U.N.
Becurity Council resolution. That resolution
was upon after long and arduous ne-
gotiations; it is carefully balanced; it pro-
vides the basis for a just and lasting
a final settlement—not merely an interlude
between wars.

Fourth, we believe that a protracted period
of no war, no peace, recurrent violence, and
spreading chaos would serve the interests
of no nation, In or out of the Middle East.

UNITED STATES-SOVIET DISCUSSIONS

For 8 months we have pursued these con-
sultations in four-power talks at the United
Nations and in bilateral discussions with the
Soviet Union.

In our talks with the Soviets we have pro-
ceeded In the belief that the stakes are so
high that we have a responsibility to deter-
mine whether we can achieve parallel views
which would encourage the parties to work
out a stable and equitable solution. We are
under no illusions; we are fully conscious of
past difficulties and present realities. Our
talks with the Soviets have brought a meas-
ure of understanding, but very substantial
differences remain. We regret that the So-
viets have delayed in responding to new for-
mulations submitted to them on October
28. However, we will continue to discuss these
problems with the Soviet Union as long as
there is any realistic hope that such discus-
slons might further the cause of peace.

The substance of the talks that we have
had with the Soviet Union has been conveyed
to the interested parties through diplomatic
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channels. The process has served to highlight
the main roadblocks to the initlation of
useful negotiations among the parties.

On the one hand, the Arab leaders fear
that Israel is not in fact prepared to with-
draw from Arab territory occupied in the
1967 war.

On the other hand, Israelli leaders fear
that the Arab states are not in fact prepared
to live in peace with Israel.

Each slde can cite from its viewpoint con-
siderable evidence to support its fears. Each
side has permitted its attention to be fo-
cused solidly and to some extent solely on
these fears.

What can the United States do to help to
overcome these roadblocks?

Our policy is and will continue to be a bal-
anced one.

We have friendly ties with both Arabs and
Israellis. To call for Israell withdrawal as
envisaged in the UN. resolution without
achieving agreement on peace would be par-
tisan toward the Arabs. To call on the
Arabs to accept peace without Israell with-
drawal would be partisan toward Israel.
Therefore, our policy is to encourage the
Arabs to accept a permanent peace based on
& binding agreement and to urge the Israelis
to withdraw from occupied territory when
their territorial integrity is assured as en-
visaged by the Security Council resolution.

BASIC ELEMENTS OF U.N. RESOLUTION

In an effort to broaden the scope of dis-
cussion we have recently resumed four-
power negotiations at the United Nations.

Let me outline our policy on various ele-
ments of the Security Council resolution.
Th= basic and related issues might be de-
scribed as peace, security, withdrawal, and
territory.

Peace between the parties

The resolution of the Security Council
makes clear that the goal is the establish-
ment of a state of peace between the parties
instead of the state of belligerency which
has characterized relations for over 20 years.
We belleve the conditions and obligations
of peace must be defined In specific terms.
For example, navigation rights in the Suez
Canal and in the Btrait of Tiran should be
spelled out. Respect for sovereignty and ob-
ligations of the parties to each other must
be made specific.

But peace, of course, involves much more
than this. It is also a matter of the attitudes
and intentions of the parties. Are they ready
to coexist with one another? Can a live-
and-let-live attitude replace suspicion, mis-
trust, and hate? A peace agreement between
the parties must be based on clear and stated
intentions and a %0 bring about
basic changes in the attitudes and condi-
tions which are characteristic of the Middle
East today.

Security

A lasting peace must be sustained by a
sense of security on both sides. To this end,
as envisaged in the Security Council resolu-
tion, there should be demilitarized zones and
related security arrangements more reliable
than those which existed in the area in the
past. The parties themselves, with Ambas-
sador Jarring’s help, are in the best position
to work out the nature and the detalls of
such security arrangements. It is, after all,
their interests which are at stake and their
territory which is involved. They must live
with the results.

Withdrawal and territory

The Security Council resolution endorses
the principle of the nonacquisition of ter-
ritory by war and calls for withdrawal of
Israell armed forces from territories occu-
pled In the 1967 war. We support this part
of the resolution, including withdrawal, just
as we do its other elements,

The boundaries from which the 1967 war
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began were established in the 1940 armistice
agreements and have defined the areas of
national jurisdiction in the Middle East for
20 years. Those boundaries were armistice
lines, not final political borders. The rights,
claims, and positions of the parties in an
ultimate peaceful settlement were reserved
by the armistice agreements.

The Security Council resolution neither
endorses nor precludes these armistice lines
as the definitive political boundaries. How-
ever, it calls for withdrawal from occupied
territories, the nonacquisition of territory by
war, and the establishment of secure and
recognized boundaries.

We believe that while recognized political
boundaries must be established and agreed
upon by the parties, any changes in the pre-
existing lines should not reflect the weight
of conquest and should be confined to in-
substantial alterations required for mutual
security. We do not support expansionism.
We believe troops must be withdrawn as the
resolution provides. We support Israel’s se-
curity and the security of the Arab states as
well. We are for a lasting peace that requires
security for both.

ISSUES OF REFUGEES AND JERUSALEM

By emphasizing the key issues of peace,
security, withdrawal, and territory, I do not
want to leave the impression that other issues
are not equally important. Two in particular
deserve special mention: the questions of
refugees and of Jerusalem.

There can be no lasting peace without a
Just settlement of the problem of those Pal-
estinians whom the wars of 1948 and 1967
have made homeless. This human dimension
of the Arab-Israell conflict has been of spe-
clal concern to the United States for over
20 years. During this period the United States
has contributed about $500 million for the
support and education of the Palestine refu-
gees. We are prepared to contribute gener-
ously along with others to solve this prob-
lem. We believe its just setlement must take
into account the desires and aspirations of
the refugees and the legitimate concerns of
the governments in the area.

The problem posed by the refugees will be-
come increasingly serious if their future is
not resolved. There is a new consclousness
among the young Palestinians who have
Brown up since 1948 which needs to be chan-
neled away from bitterness and frustration
toward hope and justice.

The question of the future status of Jeru-
salem, because it touches deep emotional,
historical, and religious wellsprings, is par-
ticularly complicated. We have made clear
repeatedly in the past two and a half years
that we cannot accept unilateral actions by
any party to decide the final status of the
city. We believe its status can be determined
only through the agreement of the parties
concerned, which in practical terms means
primarily the Governments of Israel and
Jordan, taking into account the interests of
other countries in the area and the inter-
national community. We do, however, sup-
port certain principles which we believe
would provide an equitable framework for a
Jerusalem settlement.

Specifically, we belleve Jerusalem should
be a unified city within which there would
no longer be restrictions on the movement
of persons and goods. There should be open
access to the unified city for persons of all
faiths and nationalities. Arrangements for
the administration of the unified city should
take into account the interests of al] its in-
hablitants and of the Jewish, Islamie, and
Christian communities. And there should be
roles for both Israel and Jordan in the eivic,
economic, and religious life of the eity.

It is our hope that agreement on the key
issues of peace, security, withdrawal, and ter-
ritory will create a climate in which thess
questions of refugees and of Jerusalem, as
well as other aspects of the conflict, can be
resolved as part of the overall settlement.
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FORMULAS FOR TUNITED ARAB REPUBLIC-ISRAEL
ASPECT OF SETTLEMENT

During the first weeks of the current
United Nations General Assembly the efforts
to move matters toward a settlement entered
a particularly intensive phase. Those efforts
continue today.

I have already referred to our talks with
the Soviet Union. In connection with those
talks there have been allegations that we
have been seeking to divide the Arab states
by urging the U.AR. to make a separate
peace. These allegations are false. It is a fact
that we and the Soviets have been concen-
trating on the questions of a settlement be-
tween Israel and the United Arab Republic.
We have been doing this in the full under-
standing on both our parts that, before
there can be a settlement of the Arab-Israell
conflict, there must be agreement between
the parties on other aspects of the settle-
ment—not only those related to the United
Arab Republic but also those related to
Jordan and other states which accept the
Security Council resolution of November
1967.

We started with the Israeli-United Arab
Republic aspect because of its inherent im-
portance for future stability in the area and
because one must start somewhere.

We are also ready to pursue the Jordanian
aspect of a settlement; in fact the four powers
in New York have begun such discussions,
Let me make it perfectly clear that the U.S.
position is that implementation of the over-
all settlement would begin only after com-
plete agreement had been reached on related
aspects of the problem.

In our recent meetings with the Soviets
we have discussed some new formulas in an
attempt to find common positions. They
consist of three princlpal elements:

First, there should be a binding commit-
ment by Israel and the United Arab Repub-
lic to peace with each other, with all the

specific obligations of peace spelled out, in-
cluding the obligation to prevent hostile acts
originating from their respective territories.

Second, the detailed provisions of peace
relating to security safeguards on the ground
should be worked out between the parties,

under Ambassador Jarring's auspices,
utilizing the procedures followed in negotiat-
ing the armistice agreements under Ralph
Bunche in 1949 at Rhodes. This formula has
been previously used with success in negotia-
tions between the parties on Middle Eastern
problems. A principal objective of the four-
power talks, we believe, should be to help
Ambassador Jarring engage the parties in a
negotiating process under the Rhodes
formula.

So far as a settlement between Israel and
the United Arab Republic goes, these safe-
guards relate primarily to the area of Sharm
al-Shaykh controlling access to the Gulf of
Agaba, the need for demilitarized zones as
foreseen in the Security Council resolution,
and final arrangements in the Gaza Strip.

Third, in the context of peace and agree-
ment on specific security safeguards, with-
drawal of Israeli forces from Egyptian terri-
tory would be required.

Such an approach directly addresses the
prineipal national concerns of both Israel
and the U.AR. It would require the U.AR.
to agree to a binding and specific commit-
ment to peace. It would require withdrawal
of Israell armed forces from U.AR. territory
to the international border between Israel
[or Mandated Palestine] and Egypt which
has been in existence for over a half century.
It would also require the parties themselves
to negotiate the practical security arrange-
ments to safeguard the peace.

We believe that this approach is balanced
and fair.

U.S. INTERESTS IN THE AREA

We remain interested in good relations
with all states in the area. Whenever and
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wherever Arab states which have broken off
diplomatic relations with the Unilted States
are prepared to restore them, we shall re-
spond in the same spirit.

Meanwhile, we will not be deterred from
continuing to pursue the paths of patient
diplomacy in our search for peace in the
Middle East. We will not shrink from ad-
vocating necessary compromises, even though
they may and probably will be unpalatable
to both sides. We remain prepared to work
with others—Iin the area and throughout the
world—so long as they sincerely seek the
end we seek: a just and lasting peace.

Mr., WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, Mr. Rogers was greatly criti-
cized for this statement because it gave
the appearance of an attempt by the
United States to impose a settlement on
the Middle East.

The Secretary of State then followed
that policy statement with a news confer-
ence on December 23, 1969, in which he
reiterated the bureaucratic position of
America’s evenhandedness in the Mid-
dle East, of America’s friendship to all
nations in that war-torn area.

Americans of all religious persuasions
were gravely and publicly concerned
about this serious erosion of U.S. sup-
port for Israel. I expressed my own views,
as well as the views of the thousands of
New Jersey citizens who have written to
me, in a letter to Secretary Rogers. In
that letter, I strongly criticized the Sec-
retary’s statements equating America's
friendship to Israel with the need for
friendly relations with countries like Syr-
ia and Egypt. I called into question this
so-called evenhanded approach. With
an urgent warning that this country was
sliding backward toward a renewal of the
disastrous Dulles policies of the 1950s, I
urged that we continue to provide mili-
tary and economic assistance to Israel
and, more particularly, that we expend
all of our efforts to demand “that all
powers desist from providing the Arab
nations with the tools to fulfill their ma-
niacal dreams of destruction of Israel.”

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of my letter be printed at this point
in the Recorb.

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

JANUARY 19, 1970.
Hon. WiLriam P. ROGERS,
State Department,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MRr. SECRETARY: For several months
now, we have been witnessing the gradual
but nonetheless harmful erosion of U.S. sup-
port for the continued secure existence of
Israel.

In your recent press conference, you called
for an “even-handed” approach to the Middle
East crisis. You solicitously called for con-
tinued American friendship for the Arab
nations.

Perhaps you can explain to America why
it is in our national interest to be even-
handed when dealing with a pro-American
democracy, on the one hand, and pro-Soviet
dictatorship on the other,

Let us look at the record.

Israel is the only bastion of democracy that
is willing to stand in the way of Soviet dom-
ination of the entire Middle East. She is
willing to do so without the aid of even one
American soldier. The Arab nations at war
with Israel, on the other hand, have demon-
strated a willingness and even a desire to
embrace the Soviet Union.

Perhaps you can explain why Americans
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should be willing to continue to seek friend-
ship with Arab nations at the cost of weak-
ened security of Israel when those same Arab
nations have nothing but contempt for an
America which has provided billions of dol-
lars in ald over the past twenty years.

Let us again look at the record.

Over the past twenty years, we have given
in direct grants, $917 million of economic aid
to those Arabs whose military might was
thrust against Israel in June, 1967. During
the same pericd, we have given Israel only
$369 million.

Viewing the partles from a purely eco-
nomic sense also discloses a distorted basis
for a claim of even-handedness. We have
loaned these same Arab states $803 million
since 1946. In that same period of time, we
have loaned Israel almost the same amount,
$786 milllon. Yet, Israel has already repaid
47% of that loan. We have generously per-
mitted the Arab nations to repay less than
17% of their loans.

Not long ago, this country granted almost
$20 million to Jordan for an Irrigation proj-
ect. Yet, when your Administration prepared
its first budget, you deleted President John-
son’s proposed authorization for a grant to
Israel for development of a desalination
plant. You still have not seen fit to approve
the Congressional proposal for a $20 million
loan to Israel for the same peaceful purpose.
Why, Mr, Secretary, does “even-handedness"”
always lead us down the same one-way
street?

Despite this record, you equate American
friendship with Israel to American friend-
ship with nations such as Egypt and Syria.
Despite this record, you ecall for an even-
handed approach.

We can already see some of the many un-
fortunate consequences of the State Depart-
ment’s policy shift. First, the Arab nations
have confirmed their own resolve not to
negotiate a lasting peace since they see a
weakening of American resolve. Then, just
a few days ago, the French government dem-
onstrated complete disregard of the views of
its own citizens as well as responsible people
throughout the world by the sale of 50
mirage jets to Libya. Surely you realize, as
France must, the likelihood that those jets
are destined for Egypt.

It is imperative that you clearly reiterate
Amerieca's position of unrelenting support for
the continued and secure integrity of Israel.
You must assure the world of America’s will-
ingness to approve the sale of military equip-
ment to Israel as well as our desire to pro-
vide economlic assistance to Israel’s projects
of peace.

Instead of permitting the four-power talks
to be the cloak for continued war in the
Middle East, we must expend all our efforts
to demand (1) that the Arab nations nego-
tiate a lasting peace with Israel and (2) that
all powers desist from providing the Arab
nations with the tools to fulfill their mania-
cal dreams of destruction of Israel.

To do less, in the name of “even-handed-
ness,” signals a complete return to the disas-
trous Dulles policy of the 1950's.

Sincerely,
HArrISON A. WiLLIAMS, Jr,

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, just a few days after I sent
this letter, President Nixon assured the
Nation and the world of this country’s
continued support for Israel.

Although the text of the President’s
statement left much to be desired, the
mere fact of his making the statement
offered great encouragement. For in that
statement he not only reiterated Amer-
ica’s historical support for Israel, but
assured the world that America “is pre-
pared to supply military equipment nec-
essary to the efforts of friendly govern-
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ments like Israel’s, to defend the safety
of their people.”

Despite the fact that this statement
was designed to offer encouragement to
Israel’s friends in this country, the State
Department, which implements Amer-
ica's foreign policy, reads the President’s
statement as a Presidential seal of ap-
proval for the bureaucracy's distorted
evenhanded approach.

For example, the President’'s promise
to provide aid to Israel “as the need
arises” means to the State Department
that “we will not hesitate to provide
arms to friendly states as the need
arises.” I have emphasized “friendly”
because we know who the State Depart-
ment considers America’s friends. The
State Department has eliminated the
President’s specific reference to Israel
Furthermore, to the State Department,
it is clear that the “need” has not yet
arisen. The bureaucrats even try to dem-
onstrate that the finding of a lack of
need is based on the statements of
Israel’s leaders. Concerning economic
aid for Israel, the State Department ob-
viously still opposes the congressionally
authorized loan to Israel for purposes of
establishing a desalination plant. And,
finally, not one word about France’s sale
to Libya of 110 Mirage jets.

I ask unanimous consent that the
State Department’s response to me be
printed at this point in the Recorn.

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

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., January 29, 1870.
Hon. Hagrison A. WiLLiaMs, Jr.,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR WiLLTAMS: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of January
19, in which you express concern about
United States policy on peace In the Middle
East and urge close attention to Israel’s re-
quests for economic and military assistance.

I can assure you that this Government re-
mains steadfast in its support for the con-
tinued secure existence of Israel, as has
been reflected in recent statements by both
President Nixon and Secretary Rogers. I do
not think Israel has found America wanting
in our responsiveness to Israel's arms re-
guirements. As the President said in
his January 25 statement on the Mid-
dle East, we continue to be prepared to sup-
ply military equipment necessary to sup-
port the efforts of friendly governments,
like Israel’'s to defend the safety of their
people. We would prefer restraint in the
shipment of arms to this area. But we
are maintaining a careful watch on the rela-
tive strength of the forces there, and we will
not hesitate to provide arms to friendly
states as the need arises,

According to the statements of Israell
leaders, Israel enjoys an overwhelming mili-
tary superiority over the combined strength
of Israel’s Arab neighbors, and the margin
of that strength has grown since May 1967.
These assertions seem well borne out by
recent military events on the ground.

As for Israel’s needs for economic assist-
ance, the United States has been responsive
in this regard as well. It is pertinent to note
that Israel stands 18th among the inde-
pendent nations of the world in per capita
gross national product, about the level of
Finland and Austria, 's current eco-
nomie requests are related to arms purchases,
chiefly from the United States, and not to
strictly economic criteria. They are under
careful study.
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The United States Government is attempt-
ing to promcte a permanent peaceful settle-
ment of the Arab-Israel crisis nmot for the
primary purpose of furthering our relations
with Arab nations, but because peace In the
Middle East is in the national interest of the
United States. Mutual suspicions between
the parties to the conflict have steadily
mounted, along with the violence. There is no
doubt that Arab leaders are under increasing
pressures at home to reject the very idea of
achieving a peaceful settlement with Israel
and to withdraw the acceptance by their
governments of the UN Security Council
resolution of November 1967. I enclose a copy
of the resolution for your reference. Mean-
while, some in Israel tend increasingly to
define Israel’s future security in territorial
terms and to write off all hope of & final and
agreed settlement with Israel's neighbors.

The deteriorating situation in the Middle
East thus poses grave dangers to world peace
and security, a fact which is clear to all the
major powers, including the United States
and Soviet Union. The United States is con-
fronted with serious difficultles in attempting
to evolve, together with the other major
powers and also in consultation with the
parties concerned, a set of guidelines which
would help the parties come together under
the auspices of UN Special Representative
Jarring to work out a settlement. We have
been carefully weighing all the considera-
tions as we proceed in our efforts to promote
the achievement of peace.

While keeping up our guard at all times,
and ever mindful of Israel’s legitimate secur-
ity concerns, we believe that the best inter-
ests of the United States lie in continuing
our search for ways to help Israel and her
neighbors settle their differences by mutual
agreement and without resort to war. This
view is explained in the Secretary’s speech of
December 9, of which I enclose a copy in case
you have not had the opportunity to examine
the text in entirety. I also enclose a policy
information brief prepared recently which
further explains the United States stand.

In conclusion I would like to point out that
the present situation is completely different
from the one which followed the Arab-Israeli
fighting of 1956. Today the United States is
strongly opposed to a so-called imposed solu-
tion and to any return to the kind of fragile
armistice arrangements of the past. The sole
purpose of our peace efforts is to bring the
parties together in a negotiating process, as
we believe that only through negotiations
between the parties can a viable peace settle-
ment be attained.

I hope the above information will be use-
ful. If I may be of further assistance, please
let me know.

Sincerely yours,
H. G. Toreert, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Seeretary for Con-
gressional Relations.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, it is clear to me that America
cannot rely upon our so-called experts in
foreign affairs to represent America’s
viewpoint accurately with regard to the
Middle East. We cannot rely on the State
Department to vigorously urge France to
cancel the sale of 110 jet planes to Libya.

Therefore, I am proposing that Sen-
ators and our friends in the House join
me in what may be an unprecedented
step, but a step which nceds to be taken.

Yesterday President Pompidou arrived
from France for a state visit. He will be
given the opportunity to address a joint
meeting of Congress tomorrow. I intend
to request that the administration ar-
range for a delegation from Congress to
meet privately with President Pompidou
to bring to his attention our own views
and the views of our constituents on the
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Middle East crisis and to present to him
our formal request that France rescind
the sale of military equipment to Libya.

1 have distributed a copy of the pro-
posed letter and a declaration I wish to
present to President Pompidou to every
Senator as well as to Members of the
other body, welcoming them to join me
in these statements.

TRANSPORTATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Mr. BAYH, Mr. President, the mag-
nificent accomplishment of safely trans-
porting our astronauts to the moon and
back to earth was accomplished in less
than a decade because the goal an-
nounced by President John F. Kennedy
in May of 1961 was accepted as a matter
of top priority by the Nation as a whole.
Similarly, the task of restoring, protect-
ing and conserving our natural environ-
ment will require the same degree of ded-
ication and sense of urgency in the dec-
ade ahead.

Those most knowledgeable about the
potentially hazardous state of our de-
spoiled and poisoned land, water and air
have raised the very question of human
survival. Surely this is an issue which
confronts everyone, the consequences of
which no one can ignore or neglect. It is
not the question of whether only the
strong shall survive; rather, it is whether
through careful planning, absolute co-
operation and herculean efforts none
shall perish.

If the inevitable economic, social, and
human losses caused by ever-mounting
pollution are to be combated success-
fully, all persons, agencies and institu-
tions must unite in a concerted drive to-
ward this goal. Of critical importance in
this quest will be the role to be played by
Government and industry, both of which
have been sometimes criticized for leth-
argy and inactivity.

It is encouraging to note that in re-
cent months there appears to be wide
recognition of the need to pool our
strengths and talents in this struggle.
One industrialist who has publicly indi-
cated his awareness of the situation and
a determination to attack the ills of pol-
lution is Mr. Richard Stoner, vice chair-
man of the board of Cummins Engine
Co., Inc., of Columbus, Ind. In a recent
address to the National Transportation
Institute, Mr. Stoner pointed out that his
firm has committed itself to “standards
of sociability” as a planning goal for the
1970’s. This means, according to Mr.
Stoner, that Cummins intends to operate
its plant and make its products “in such
a manner that it is acceptable to the
public—that it is not too noisy; that it
is not unhealthy; that it does not emit
offensive odors; and that it does not
sting the eyes.” As a leading manufac-
turer of diesel engines, Cummins is in-
tensifying research and investing sub-
stantial amounts of capital on engine de-
sign modifications in order to greatly re-
duce or eliminate noxious exhaust emis-
sions and to control noise problems.

Because of the significance of this
forward-looking message, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

DEVELOPING TRANSPORTATION FOR THE
SEVENTIES

I wonder how many of you saw a full-page
advertisement that appeared in the “News in
Review” section of The New York Times on
January 18? It was headed “April 22: Earth
Day.” It said “a disease has infected our
country. It has brought fog to Yosemite,
dumped garbage In the Hudson, sprayed DDT
in our food, and left our cities in decay. Its
carrier is man.”

Sponsor of that ad is an organization
called “the environmental teach-in,"” which
says April 22 “is a day to challenge the cor-
porate and governmental leaders who prom-
ise change but who shortchange the neces-
sary programs."

A few days earlier, on January 13, The
Times carrled a report issued by Mayor Lind-
say’s task force on noise control. Let me sum-
marize one portion.

One of the first moves will be against truck
and construction equipment noise. As for
trucks, attempts will be made to lower the
B8-decibel limit the State of New York now
prescribes.

The report says anything above 85 declbels
is where injury begins; and California, the
leader in sociability standards, has already
set standards for 1973 at 86 decibels.

Do you know whom both the ad and the
report are talking about?

They are talking about us!
And we had better listen!
And ... we had better take action!

Our industry is either going to fulfill its
moral obligation to lear! the way in mini-
mizing the threat of air, water, waste, and
nolse pollution in this decade or the people,
led by our youth, will force the government

to enact legislation which requires us to do
the job we will not do ourselves.

All of industry is about to be caught again
with an inadequate response to those prob-
lems that affect the human environment—
health, hunger, security, to name three.

For most of us who have operated effec-
tively with the clear economic goal of pro-
ducing a competitive product at the lowest
possible cost, a new phrase—sociability—is
about to become the planning “goal” of the
1970's. Never before has this country entered
8 new decade with such a clear-cut tech-
nological challenge. We must clean up our
environment,

So, remember that word, “sociability.” It
means making our products, our industry,
our company, or plant operate in such a
manner that it is acceptable to the public—
that it is not too noisy; that it is not un-
healthy; that it does not emit offensive
odors; and that it does not sting the eyes.

Sociability has real meaning to us today
as we recognize that stopping pollution is
the number one technological challenge to
the transportation industry in this decade.

This is the thesis of my remarks today be-
cause transportation vehicles are the num-
ber one contributor to air, noise, and esthet-
ic decay. Emissions from vehicles make up
over half of the contamination in the air
over the United States. To a great extent,
our success in cleaning up our products will
determine the Iimprovement in environ-
mental quality throughout the country. The
100 million automobiles, trucks, and buses
on America’s highways spew more than 66
million tons of carbon monoxide, one mil-
lion tons of sulfur oxides, six million tons
of oxides of nitrogen, 12 million tons of
hydrocarbons, and one million tons of par-
ticulates annually into the air we breathe.

In addition, the smoke, dirty water, and
industrial wastes from our production fa-
cilities, our foundries, and even our office
complexes are tainting the air we breathe,
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the water we drink, and the sources of food
we eat.

Admittedly, pollution has been with us
as long as time itself. The American Indian
had little need to be concerned about the
polluting effects of his smoke signals. But,
as population has increased, as we have be-
come technologically more sophisticated, as
consumers have demanded more conven-
ience products in non-returnable containers,
and more powerful engines, and as we have
moved together into huge urban areas, man
has emerged as a threat to his own environ-
ment,

The transportation industry has responded
to pollution about as well, but no better,
than all of industry. Until just a few years
ago, we were not greatly concerned with en-
gine exhaust emissions, The problem was
concentrated primarily in a few highly popu-
lated industrialized areas.

Then, California’s smog problems became
so great the State government was forced to
issue the first antomobile exhaust emission
standards. If you will recall, the industry
and general public reaction was less than en-
thusiastic. We protested costs would be too
high, the time requirements were too short,
and the standards were Impossible to achieve.
Yet, today, we are rushing ahead, success-
fully I might add, to meet the latest Federal
standards which until recently we also had
criticized as too costly, too restrictive in time
to achieve, and, yes, even impossible to
achleve.

The latest Federal or State of California
standard became our next target. And, this is
why the transportation industry has not
solved its pollution problem. Our goal must
become the reduction of engine emissions and
noise to the lowest possible level which tech-
nology will permit.

Our technical staff at Cummins is confident
the technology can be developed and applied
within this decade which will eliminate the
problems of internal combustion engine
emissions and noise in environmental gual-
ity. We can achieve this goal if our Indus-
try is prepared to commit itself to solving
the problem. Dramatic improvements must
and will be made in the next two to three
years.

The emission control effort will be mas-
sively expensive. The many millions already
committed to the problem by the automotive
industry will seem almost insignificant when
the total cost is added up.

And, all of us will pay. Increased costs
will not stop with the manufacturer. Equip-
ment purchasers and finally the ultimate
consumer will feel the cost of the emission
control effort. This is not because manufac-
turing costs will be passed along in their
entirety. It is primarily because high horse-
power-to-welght ratios and high engine per-
formance and low emissions are not neces-
sarily compatible according to our present
understanding of the state of the art.

Where we have historically emphasized
high horsepower engines to pull heavier loads
and lighter, smaller engines to permit more
freight to be hauled, we now may be talking
about bigger engines with lower horsepower.
This could require more trucks to haul the
same amount of produce; consequently,
higher frelght charges to keep trucking prof-
itable and, thus, more costs to the consumer.
I choose this illustration to point up the
inescapable fact that all of us—producers
and consumers alilke—will share in the added
cost of emission controls,

WHAT MUST BE DONE?

Somehow out of today's rhetoric must come
not just governmental pledges, nor industry
programs, but a national commitment to im-
prove environmental quality. Most of us as
consumers will have to change our life style.
Protection of our environment must become
a personal cause of highest magnitude in the
everyday lives of tens of millions of Ameri-
cans. President Nixon in his state of the
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Union address said, “each individual must
enlist if this fight is to be won . . . It is time
for those who make massive demands on so-
ciety to make some minimal demands on
themselves.”

In this growing eflort government can pro-
vide guidelines and help define priorities, but
it is those of us in Industry who must take
on the leadership role and commit, now to-
day, both our human and financial resources
to guarantee, as the President has requested,
that: “clean alr, clean water, open spaces—
these should once again be the birthright of
every American.” Surely, if we have the
brainpower and resources to put a man on
the moon in the short span of ten years, we
can bring our environmental violations into
tolerable limits within a similar time span.

INDUSTRY'S ROLE

There is a jarring truth to Newsweek's
statement that “until a few years ago, fight-
ing pollution ranked somewhere below giving
to charity on the list of corporate priorities.”
We have this black eye because we have not
led in the control of pollution. And, we have
not given sufficlent attention to the harm
our manufacturing plants and products are
having on the quality of our environment.

There is, however, a growing movement
among responsible industrialists; and, if the
effort can be expanded and malntained, I am
confident we can have clean air, pure water,
and decent living conditions for all people.

As a first step in industry’s commitment,
all of us must take whatever action is neces-
sary to stop noise, air, water, and waste pol-
lution resulting from our manufacturing
processes. The technology is available and
it must be put to work. The cost will be
enormous and it is likely that some indus-
tries will need governmental assistance and
incentives, Unfortunately, some enterprises
will not survive, but that is a necessary cost.

Second, sociability must become a priority
design criterion in planning all new prod-
ucts, plants, and services.

Third, those of us who produce products
that pollute must modify present product
lines so they are as emission-free as society
requires, Products which cannot be modified,
must be abandoned and replaced by new
ones with a high sociabllity factor. Cost con-
sideration must be secondary to health and
safety.

Fourth, industry-wide cooperation in re-
ducing pollution must override competitive
considerations, I am pleased to be able to
tell you that cooperative studies to develop
meaningful test procedures to measure the
emissions from diesel engines are underway
through the engine manufacturer’s assocla-
tion and in conjunction with the State of
California. I will be gratified if the associa-
tlon can go to Washington with a recom-
mendation that stricter standards be applied.
This will be the kind of positive leadership
our industry should provide.

Fifth, industry must find more basic re-
seach to develop new technologies which go
beyond those presently kmown. We have
great faith in the adaptability of the internal
combustion engine. It has served man well
over the years; and, if we are as creative in
making soclal improvements as we have been
in improving its efficlency, we can extend its
useful life for years to come,

However, and this is very Important, if the
technology cannot be found, we must be
prepared in fact to bury our old friend (as
Unilversity of Minnesota students did recently
at a campus demonstration when they buried
a gasoline automobile engine) and replace
it with a new, less offensive power plant,
Presidential sclence advisor Dr. Lee A,
DuBridge cautions that “such a power plant,
however, has not yet been invented, or at
least has not yet proven to be reliable, eco-
nomical, or capable of the high performance
required.”
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GOVERNMENT'S ROLE

Government's primary role is to make pol-
lution a priority public issue of our decade
and to provide incentives and, where neces-
sary, requirements for industry to meet its
responsibilities to eliminate pollution as a
threat to the nation’s survival,

This role should be implemented as follows.
First, economic incentives should be devised
that encourage all industries, large and small,
to accelerate their anti-pollution efforts—the
idea being to make normal economic factors
provide the nation with the direction so
urgently needed in the conservation task
ahead of us.

Second, we would also favor the establish-
ment of a Federal program of penalties for
those who pollute, whether it be the producer
or the end user, if he is at fault. Income from
a pollution tax could be used to fund re-
search, pollution control devices, and purifi-
cation systems for the good of the entire
community. Senator Proxmire has introduced
a bill that would levy a Federal “effluency
fee” of 10 cenits per pound for industrial
wastes emitted into the Nation's rivers, A
similar fee system could be developed for en-
gines with emissions measured at the time of
annual licensing and a punitive fee schedule
used for emissions of various kinds. When
the consumer realizes it costs him more to
own a product that pollutes or he will be
fined if he deactivates the emission control
device on his engine, he will demand and
maintain a clean product.

Third, we recommend the Government re-
allocate present funds earmarked for devel-
opment of low-emission engines into more
productive channels. Industry has the proper
economic incentives to develop soclable prod-
ucts and industry wiil get this job done.

More appropriately, Government should be
funding studies to determine what levels of
pollution we can tolerate and maintain a
good environment, thereby determining the
standards required. Also, we are not well
enough informed on the interactions of va-
rious emissions, especially their tolerability
as they affect health and living conditions
and the rate at which the atmosphere
cleanses itself. These studies should lead to
specific emission parameters. Industry does
not have the facilities for such ecological
determinations. These are governmental re-
sponsibilities of the highest order.

Government’s efforts must be coordinated
and not diffused through establishment of
inefficient and ineffective offices in a number
of Federal bureaus. The effort must be singu-
larly directed and receive the top-level atten-
tion the problem demands.

Fourth, while industry should set the pace,
Government must make it possible for indus-
try-wide cooperation to be carrled out with-
out fear of antitrust violation. In other words,
we must be able to “swap Information” in
the public interest, Cooperation between
Government and industry is imperative in
setting targets and meeting new standards.

CUMMINS' COMMITMENT

Cummins Engine Company's commitment is
to eliminate, to the extent technically feasi-
ble, the pollutants, noise, and wastes result-
ing from each of our plant operations and all
of our products, We will do this job as quickly
as possible. We will take this action, not walt-
ing for an adjustment in Federal require-
ments or incentives, but in an attempt to
fulfill our responsibility to improve the qual-
ity of gur environment,

Diesel improvement starts with an engine
that already has emission characteristics
superior to most vehicular engines in use
today. The diesel is inherently low in un-
burned hydrocarbons, a principal contributor
to chemical smog, and carbon monoxide, a
known poison. Both are major concerns in
gasoline engines, although the automobile
manufacturers are well along the road to
solving these problems,

We are funding an accelerated program for
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the development of clean and guiet engines,
including new power forms. Cummins has
adopted emission control standards more
severe than any current governmental stand-
ards as design eriteria for all new products.
Our ultimate goal is to produce engines that
are completely socially acceptable. By this
we mean that engine emissions and noise
will no longer cause problems of environ-
mental quality. An immediate target is to
reduce smoke substantially below the pres-
ent federal smoke standards, thus removing
diesel smoke as a nuisance. We will apply
this new target across the broad spectrum of
our power applications—off-highway uses in
construction, industrial, and marine equip-
ment as well as on-highway truck engines.
To achieve this further improvement of our
engines will require changes ranging from
minor meodifications and substantial in-
creases in the number of turbocharged
engine models to the possible elimination of
some engine models and development of new
engines to replace them,

Our technical center staff is currently
studying promising techniques of emis-
sion and noise control and is hard at work
exploring new technigues,

These clean engine commitments have
been made with the full realization that the
risks involved may include:

Reductions in profitability,

Increased capital investments,

Increased initlal investment for the cus-
tomer, and

A massive educational job to sell the new
concepts and their importance to customers
and operators.

Beyond product research and development,
Cummins has placed In the 1870 capital
budget substantially increased funding for
an accelerated program to begin the clean-
up of all of our plant operations. We will
cooperate fully with each of our plant com-
munities in the solution of the solid waste
disposal problem.

Frankly, we are not in a position to brag
about these decisions. We should have made
them years ago. But it is important to under-
stand that Cummins has made the basic
commitment to go as far as we can in elim-
inating contamination of our environment,
not just meeting federally imposed
standards.

We hope others will join us in this com-
mitment because we concur with philosopher
Lewis Munford’s observation that: “Any
square mile of inhabited earth has more
significance for man’s future than all of
the planets in the solar system."

NETWORK NEWS BIAS

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, an in-
teresting and highly readable article
dealing with television network com-
mentators appears in the February 28
issue of TV Guide now on sale at news-
stands.

The article is written by Edith Efron
and titled “There Is a Network News
Bias."” That is the conclusion of the ar-
ticle’s subject—the distinguished televi-
sion newscaster Howard K. Smith—who
cites coverage of the race question, Viet-
nam, Russia, and conservatives as proof
of his thesis.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THERE Is A NETWORK NEWS Bias
(By Edith Efron)

On Nov. 12, 1969, when the liberal media
were angrily aboil over Vice President Agnew's
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blasts at the liberal left and its frequently
violent crusades, a quiet voice on ABC-TV
declared: “Political cartoonists have that in
common with the lemmings, that once a line
is set, most of them follow it, though it lead
to perdition. The current cliche shared by
them and many columnists is that Spiro
Agnew lIs putting his foot in his mouth [and]
making irredeemable errors. ... Well, . .. I
doubt that party line. ... There is a possi-
bility it is not Mr. Agnew who is making mis-
takes. It is the cartoonists."”

One week later, on Nov, 19, 1960, when the
liberal media were even more violently aboil
over the climactic Agnew speech blasting bias
in network news, that same quiet voice on
ABC-TV once again was heard: “I agree with
some of what Mr, Agnew said. In fact, I said
some of it before he did.”

The speaker was Howard K. Smith, ABC's
Washington-based anchor man, ex-CBS Euro-
pean correspondent, and winner of a con-
stellation of awards for foreign and domestic
reporting. Mr, Smith had, indeed, said some
of what Mr. Agnew said before Mr. Agnew
had saild it. For several years, despite his
respect for network news departments and
their achievements, he had been criticizing
his colleagues—on the air and off—for falsi-
fying U.S. political realities by means of
blased reporting.

Mr. Smith is by no means an ungualified
suporter of Mr. Agnew, and he has reserva-
tions about The Speech. To name the two
most important: “A tone of intimidation,
I think, was in it, and that I can't accept.

. Also a sense that we do things de-
liberately. I don't think we do them de-
liberately.”

Mr. Smith, however, says: “I agree that
we made the mistakes he says we made.”
And he himself levels charges at the network
news depariments.

In fact, according to Howard Smith, politi-
cal bias in TV reporting is of such a magni-
tude that it fully justifies the explosion we
have seen. Here is this insider’s analysis of
the problem.

His candor begins at the very base of
the network news operation—namely, with
the political composition of the staff. Net-
works, says Mr. Smith, are almost exclu-
sively staffed by liberals. “It evolved from
the time when liberalism was a good thing,
and most intellectuals became highly lib-
eral. Most reporters are in an intellectual
occupation.” Second, he declares that lib-
erals, virtually by definition, have a “strong
leftward bias”: “Our tradition, since FDR,
has been leftward.”

This is not to say that Mr. Smith sees
anything wrong with being a leftist—"“I am
left-of-center myself.,” But he sees every-
thing wrong with the dissemination of an
inflexible “party line”; and this, he charges,
is what liberal newsmen are doing today:
“Our liberal friends, today, have become dog-
matic. They have a set of automatic reac-
tions. They react the way political cartoonists
do—with over-simplification. Oversimplify.
Be sure you please your fellows, because
that's what ‘good. They're conventional,
they're conformists. They're pleasing Walter
Lippmann, they're pleasing the Washington
Post, they’'re pleasing the editors of The New
York Times, and they're pleasing one an-
other.”

He says a serles of cartoonlike positive and
negative reflexes are determining much of
the coverage.

He names a series of such negative re-
flexes—ie., subjects which newsmen auto-
matically cover by focusing on negatives.
Herewith, excerpts from his comments:

Race: "During the Johnson Administra-
tion, six million people were raised above the
poverty level. . . . And there is a substantial
and successful Negro middle class. But the
newsmen are not interested in the Negro
who succeeds—they're interested in the one
who fails and makes a loud noise. They have
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ignored the developments in the South. The
South has an increasing number of inte-
grated schools. A large part of the South has
accepted integration. We've had a President's
Cabinet with a Negro in it, a Supreme Court
with & Negro on it—but more important, we
have 500 Negroes elected to local offices in the
deep South! This is a tremendous achieve-
ment. But that achievement isn't what we
see on the screen.”

Conservatives: “If Agnew says something,
it’s bad, regardless of what he says. If Ronald
Reagan says something, it's bad, regardless
of what he says. Well, I'm unwilling to con-
demn an idea because a particular man said
it. Most of my colleagues do just that.”

The Middle Class: “Newsmen are proud of
the fact that the middle class Is antagonistic
to them. They're proud of being out of con=
tact with the middle class. Joseph Eraft did
& column in which he said: Let's face it, we
reporters have very little to do with middle
America. They're not our kind of people. . . .
Well, I resent that. I'm from middle
America!"

The Vietnam War: “The networks have
never given a complete picture of the war.
For example: that terrible siege of Khe Sanh
went on for five weeks before mewsmen re-
vealed that the South Vietnamese were fight-
ing at our sides, and that they had higher
casualties. And the Viet Cong's casualties
were 100 times ours. But we never told that.
We just showed pictures day after day of
Americans getiing the hell kicked out of
them. That was enough to break America
apart. That's also what it did.”

The Presidency: “The negative attitude
which destroyed Lyndon Johnson is now
waiting to be applied to Richard Nixon,
Johnson was actually politically assassinated.
And some are trying to assassinate Nixon
politically. They hate Richard Nixom firra-
tionally.” - -

If this is a sampling of the liberal re-
porters’ negative reflexes, as seen by Howard
Smith—what then are the positive reflexes?
He provides an even more extensive set of
examples—subjects on which, he says, his
colleagues tend to have an affirmative bias
and/or from which they screen out negatives.
Again here are excerpts from his comments:

Russia: “Some have gone overboard in a
wish to believe that our opponent has ex-
clusively peacefu; aims, and that there is no
need for armaments and national security.
The danger of Russian aggression is unreal
to many of them, althéugh some have begun
to rethink since the invasion of Cgzechoslo-
vakia. But there is a kind of basic bias in
the left-wing soul that gives the Russians
the benefit of the doubt.”

Ho Chi Minh: “*Many have described Ho
Chi Minh as a nationalist leader comparable
t0 George Washington. But his advent to
power in Hanol, in 19564, was marked by the
murder of 50,000 of his people. His con-
sistent method was terror. He was not his
country’s George Washington—he was more
his country's Hitler or Stalin, , ., , I heard
an eminent TV commentator say: ‘It's an
awful thing when you can trust Ho Chi Minh
more than you can trust your President.' At
the time he said that, Ho Chi Minh was
lying! He was presiding over atrocities! And
yvet an American TV commentator could say
that!”

The Viet Cong: “The Viet Cong massacred
3000 Vietnamese at Hue alone—a massacre
that dwaerfs all allegations about My Lai.
This was never reported on.”

Doves: “Mr. Fulbright maneuvered the
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution through—with a
clause stating that Congress may revoke it.
Ever since, he's been saying: 'This is a terri-
bly immoral thing." I asked him: ‘If it's that
bad, aren't you morally obligated to try to
revoke it?” He runs away! And yet Mr. Ful-
bright—who incidentally has voted against
every clvil-rights act—is not criticized for
his want of character. He is beloved by re-
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porters, by everyone of my group, which 1s
left-of-center. If's one of the mysteries of
my time!”

Black Militants: “A few Negroes—scaven-
gers on the edge of soclety—have discovered
they're riding a good thing with violence and
talk of violence, They can get on TV and
become nationally famous.”

The New Lejt: “The New Left challenges
America. They're rewriting the history of the
Cold War, Some carry around the Viet Cong
flag. Some shout for Mao—people who'd be
assassinated in Chinal They've become irra-
tionall But they're not portrayed as irra-
tional. Reporters describe tnem as ‘our chil-
dren." Well, they're not my children., My
children don’'t throw bags of excrement at
policemen. . . . If right-wing students had
done what left-wing students have done,
everyone, including the reporters, would have
called in the police and beaten their heads
in, But we have a left-wing bias now, that
has 30 years of momentum behind it."”

What do Mr. Smith's examples of negative
and positive biases add up to, politically?
He says: “The emphasis is anti-American.”
In fact, as he portrays the pattern, it is a
dual emphasis: This coverage as described
by Mr. Smith is anti-American in that it
tends to omit the good about America and
focus on the bad. And it is also biased In
favor of attackers-of-America by tending to
omit the bad about them and focusing on
the good. Mr. Smith has actually reconsti-
tuted here a loose variant of the New Left
line. And New Left attitudes are influencing
newsmen, he says. “The New Left,” says
Smith, *has acquired a grave power oOvVer
the lberal mind.”

This is not a new charge—it is the essence
of the public outery against network news,
and it's the essence of the long-standing con-
servative charges against the newsmen. Mr.
Smith himself, although he's been described
as a “confervative’. befause he supports the
war, is as he says, a Leftist—indeed, a semi-
socialist who shares many views with econ-
omist John Kenneth Galbraith. He has been
one of TV's most ardent fighters for civil
rights—too ardent, Smith says, for CBS’s
tastes, which is one reason why, he adds, he
Is at ABC today. He is generally in disagree-
ment with political Conservatives on virtu-
ally everything. And, for that matter, he
finds it psychologically easier to defend TV
news departments than to criticize them.
But on this issue of antl-Amerlcan, pro-New-
Left blas in the network news departments,
his observations are identical to those com-
ing from the right.

His explanation of the causes of this pat-
tern, however, are quite different from those
which emerge from the right. Where con-
servatives are often inclined to see this pat-
tern as a deliberate, conscious and intel-
lectually potent conspiracy, Mr. Smith sees
it as the opposite—as a largely unconscious
phenomenon, stemming from intellectual im-
potence, from such gqualities as “conform-
ism,” “hypocrisy,” “self-deception” and
“stupidity.”

One of the chief conformist patterns, he
says, is the automatic obedlence to a con-
vention of negativism in journalism itself,
often for self-serving reasons. “As reporters,
we have always been falsifying issues by re-
porting on what goes wrong in a Natlon
where, historically, most has gone right. That
is how you get on page one, that is how you
win a Pulitzer Prize. This gears the report=-
er's mind to the negative, even when it is
not justified.”

But how about the opposite form of bias—
a chronic omission of negatives and the un-
remitting focus on the good in our country's
enemies? Here Mr. Smith tackles the New
Left influence head on. He attributes it to a
mental vacuum in the liberal world:

“Many of my colleagues,” he says, “have
the depth of a saucer, They cling to the tag
‘liberal’ that grew popular in the time of
Franklin Roosevelt, even though they've for-
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gotten its content. They've really forgotten
it. They don't know what ‘liberal’ and ‘con-
servative' mean any more! They've forgotten
it because the liberal cause has triumphed.
Once it was hard to be a liberal. Today it’s
‘in.’ The ex-underdogs, the ex-outcasts, the
ex-rebels are satisfled bourgeois today, who
pay $150 a plate at Americans for Democratic
Action dinners. They don't know what they
stand for any more, and they're hunting for
a new voice to give them new bearings.”

The search for a “new voice,” he says, has
catapulted such men into the arms of the
New Left: “They want to cling to that thrill
of the old days, of triumph, and hard fight-
ing. So they cling to the label ‘liberal,’ and
they cling to those who seem strong—namely,
the New Left. The New Left shouts tirades,
rather than offering reasoned arguments.
People bow down to them, so they have come
to seem strong, to seem sure of themselves.
As a result, there's a gravitation to them by
the liberals who are not sure of themselves.,
This has given the New Left grave power
over the old Left.”

It is this New Left “power” over many of
the Nation’s liberal reporters, he says, that
underlies an anti-American and pro-radical
basis in network coverage—and that under-
lies public anger.

What is the solution to this problem, as
envisaged by Mr. Smith?

Let public protest r.i.p., he says. He experi-
ences a twinge of discomfort over the fact
that his solution is identical to Mr. Agnew’s:
“There have been very unpleasant, even
threatening, letters,” he reports. “But, quite
literally, what Mr, Agnew suggests is all
right.”

Public protest, he thinks, will knock these
men back into contact with U.S. political
realities.

“The networks have ignored this situation,
despite years of protest, because they have
power. And you know what Lord Acton says
about power. It subtly corrupts. Power un-

* accountable has that effect on people., This

situation should not continue. But I
wouldn't do anything about it. I would let
public opinion and the utterances of the al-
leged silent majority bring about a correc-
tive. The corrective? Just a simple attempt to
be falr—which many people have thrown
aside over the last few years.”

THE ENVIRONMENTAL CRISIS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, for years
we have labored under the illusion that
progress was a sacred word, that nothing
should stand in the way of our achieving
it. We have believed that progress had
its own built-in safeguards, that when
progress occasionally produced unwanted
side effects, progress would help elimin-
ate them.

For years, conservationists and wildlife
biologists have been warning us that
environmental pollution—in the name of
progress—was rapidly, relentlessly lower-
ing the quality of our lives and making ir-
retrievable inroads on our resources.

Most of us proved hard of hearing
where the environment was concerned.
But in recent months there has been an
awakening. Suddenly—very suddenly, in
comparison to the decades the pollution
had been taking place—we awakened to
the fact that we were thoughtlessly
squandering our resources and under-
cutting the quality of the air we breathe,
the water we drink, and the space in
which we live.

In the words of the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) :

We're In trouble, we Americans.
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And the loss has not all been physical.
In a recent speech entitled “The En-
vironmental Crisis,” Senator McINTYRE
warned:

Man is a natural creature. . . . But we do
not live in harmony with nature, and the
realization that we have become estranged
from it, alienated from it, a prime offender
of it, is taking a grim psychic as well as
physical toll.

I ask unanimous consent that this
excellent speech be printed in the ReEcorb.
There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:
THE ENVIRONMENTAL CRISIS

General Thyng, Dean McEenna, Frank
Goodspeed, faculty members, students and
guests:

I came here today to talk about young
people like you, older people like me, and
what is happening to the America my gen-
eration is about to turn over to yours.

We're in trouble, we Americans, and, if we
didn't know it before, you young people have
made it clear to all of us.

And the trouble is not all Vietnam.

Someone wisely observed not long ago that
what the war has done is to catalyze and il-
Iuminate all our other fundamental prob-
lems.

As a result, the forces of discontent run
much deeper than Vietnam. And the range
of discontent extends far beyond the ranks
of the peace marchers and the students and
the Black Front. It cuts deep into Middle
America.

The American people are becoming more
and more convinced that the way they are
living is not the way they want to live.

Man is a natural creature. His Creator
meant for man to live in harmony with
Nature.

But, we do not live in harmony with na-
ture, and the realization that we have be-
come estranged from it, aliented from it, a
prime offender of it, is taking a grim psychic
as well as physical toll.

Technology and the mechanistic mentality
have seduced us too long. We have suc-
cumbed to the blandishments of ease and
efficiency, never fully realizing until now the
price we are paying in terms of psychological
stress and physical abuse of the world we
live in.

In the ironic name of “progress” we are
well on our way to killing the world we live
in—choking off the air we breathe, polsoning
the water we drink, despolling the earth
that sustains us . . . and “uglifying” Amer-
ica the Beautiful.

Signs of the death of our environment are
everywhere. Lake Erle is dead or dying, killed
by industrial and municipal wastes. Oil spills
off Santa Barbara, Nova Scotia, Tampa Bay,
and closer to home, beautiful Martha's Vine-
yard, imperial wildlife, fish, and natural
beauty. The sludge, waste, sewage, excava-
tion soil and metal refuse dumped into the
ocean by the millions of tons just a few miles
from New York’s harbor have so decimated
marine life as to shock and awe many ecol-
ogists who have observed what's happening
there.

The carbon dioxide content of the earth's
atmosphere has jumped fully 10% in the last
century. Even if we could manage to survive
the future with oxygen masks, we don't know
what further increases in carbon dioxide will
do to the earth’s climate.

But there is more than carbon dioxlde
choking us.

Stroll around New York City for a single
day and you'll breathe in the toxic equiv-
alent of nearly two packs of cigarettes.

This is Fun City?

And there are urban rivers, my young
friends, urban rivers so clogged with inflam-
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mable wastes that they actually constitute
fire hazards. Not so long ago the Cuyahoga
River, running through the heart of Cleve-
land, burst into flames.

And what we've done to our land is just
as bad, Our own carelessness, our ignorance
and neglect of erosion, have cost us precious,
life-sustaining topsoil. And over a century
of irresponsible mining practices have muti-
lated the topography and so undermined two
million acres of land—in 28 states—that the
surface is buckling and sinking, taking with
it homes, streets, cars, utility systems, indeed
entire neighborhoods.

In short, our relationship to nature has
ranged from naive to rapacliously greedy, and
now we're paying the consequences,

The other day I heard a story that illus-
trates how naive and ignorant we've been
about what it takes to co-exist with Nature,

It seems that two young greenhorns were
about to make their first wilderness trip.
Just before they left the outskirts of civiliza-
tion, they chanced to meet the area game
warden. The warden, sizing up their obvious
ineptitude, thought it wise to tell them that
three shots fired in rapid succession was the
recognized distress signal,

Sure enough, the two neophyte campers
weren't gone an hour when they found them-
selves hopelessly lost.

“Well,” said one cheerfully, “do what the
game warden said, shoot three times.”

The other dutifully did so and both sat
down to await rescue. No one came,

“Maybe you'd better shoot three more,”
said the first.

The second did. But no help arrived.

By dusk both men were in a panie.

“Shoot three more!” yelled the first.

“I can't,” whimpered the other. “I'm out
of arrows.”

Well, time won't permit us the luxury of
anguishing over past mistakes.

It took many years to get us into our
present environmental crisis, but this does
not mean we have plenty of time to get out
of it,

History is accelerating at an incredible
rate. We live in an era of compressed time,
and this means that problems will accelerate
as rapidly as progress.

You've all heard, I'm sure, that 90 percent
of all the scientists who ever lived are now
alive, and that new scientific discoveries are
being made every day.

But there are other awesome facts to con-
sider, too.

Sir Julian Huxley, the famous biologist,
observed that: “The tempo of human evolu-
tion during recorded history is at least 100,-
000 times as rapid as that of prehuman
evolution."

Someone else noted that if the past 50,000
years of man’s existence were divided into
lifetimes of 62 years each, there have been
about 800 such lifetimes. The first 650 life-
times were spent in caves. Only during the
past 70 lifetimes has writing made it pos-
sible to communicate from one lifetime to
another.

Only during the past six have masses of
men ever seen tAe printed word, and only
during the past four lifetimes has it been
possible to measure time with precision. Only
in the past two lifetimes has anyone any-
where used an electric motor. And the over-
whelming majority of all material goods we
use in daily life today were developed within
the present, the 800th lifetime,

Prior to the invention of movable type in
the 15th century, Europe was producing
books at a rate of 1,000 titles per year. By
1965, the world book production was up to
1,000 titles per day!

Though not every book advances knowl-
edge—I can think of some that caused a
net loss—there is, of course, a very positive
correlation.

The 12th chemical element, antimony, was
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discovered at the time Gutenberg was work-
ing on the first printing press. It had been
200 years since the 11th, arsenic, had been
isolated.

Had the same rate of discovery continued,
we would have added only two or three more
elements since Gutenberg's time, Instead,
we have discovered 73 more.

Knowledge goes hand in hand with tech-
nology. And as knowledge accelerates so does
technology, industrial growth .. . and pol-
Iution.

Our advanced societies now double their
total output of goods and services about
every 15 years—and the doubling times are
shrinking. By the time this audience reaches
the age of 30, a second doubling will have
occurred. And by the time you have reached
old age society will be producing 32 times as
much as when you were born!

Production requires energy, and it should
come as no surprise, then, to learn that
half of all the energy consumed by man
during the past 2,000 years has been con-
sumed in the past 100. Hence the sharp
increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide.

Today, as Senator Gaylord Nelson recently
ohserved, ‘Progress—American style—adds
up each year to 200 million tons of smoke and
fumes, T million junked cars, 20 million tons
of paper, 48 billion cans and 28 billion bottles.

This seems almost Incredible, until we
realize what voracious consumers we Ameri-
cans are. Though we constitute only 6 per-
cent of the world’s population, we devour
35 percent of the world's annual production
of raw materials!

Now then, combine this rate of consump-
tion with the positive evidence that accel-
erating knowledge is resulting in accelerat-
ing gross national product—and then add
the fact that by the end of this century
there will be 100 million more people in this
country.

This will bring our population to 300 mil-
lion, and if present demographic trends con-
tinue, most of those 300 million will be liv-
ing in metropolitan areas which already do
most of the air and water polluting in our
Nation.

Indeed, 187 million of us will be living in
just four huge urban agglomerations. Sixty-
eight million will live in Bos-Wash, the same
given to the agglomeration extending from
Boston to Washington., Another 61 million
will live in an agglomeration extending from
Utica, New York, along the base of the Great
Lakes to Green Bay, Wisconsin, Forty-four
million will live on a Pacific strip between
San Prancisco and the Mexican border, while
14 million will live in the area extending
along the Florida East Coast from Jackson-
ville to Miami and across the peninsula to
Tampa and St. Petersburg.

And most of the remaining 40 percent of
us will also live in urban concentrations, and
big concentrations, at that.

In other words, by the year 2000 only 12
percent of our people will be outside urban
areas of 100,000 or more people.

Now there is double irony to this demo-
graphic pattern. In addition to further con-
centrating the impact of pollution—which
it is certain to do—it also files in the face
of what the American people—young as well
as old, educated as well as uneducated—
really want,

Poll after poll indicates that no less than
two-thirds of the people now living in big
cities do not want to live there!

They want the clean air, pure water, the
natural beauty, the tranquility of rural life
and the smaller community. But they'll never
get that until our Nation officially adopts a
firm policy of balanced rural and urban
growth, a policy designed to promote eco-
nomic opportunity and jobs in the country-
slde—where most Americans want to live.

Well, I hope all this will give you an in-
depth appreciation of the magnitude of the
pollution problem—today end tomorrow.
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In many respects its dimensions are so
awesome as to invite surrender, Indeed, some
ecologists have lost hope that man can save
his planet.

But others have not given up hope, and
neither have I, Let me tell you why I still
have confidence.

First, all signs indicate that the American
people are now aware of the danger. Aware-
ness triggers concern, and concern triggers
action.

Secondly, the Nixon Administration now is
moving to meet the challenge to restore the
quality of the environment. Some will say it
is not moving fast enough with enough, and
although I'm inclined to feel that way, too, I
nevertheless welcome the President's new
leadership—as evidenced in his Environ-
mental Program, announced earlier this
month—and in endorsing balanced rural and
urban growth, as he did in his State of the
Union message.

Finally, and of most importance, I am
encouraged because you young people have
made anti-pollution your issue, just as you
made Vietnam your issue.

You were able to change the direction of
our policy in Southeast Asia. You were able
to affect the political destiny of this Nation
in 1968.

If you bring to bear on pollution the
same intensity, the same determination, the
same idealism, you can win that struggle,
too.
You can insist that we reorder our priori-
ties, and make it possible for Americans to
live where they want to live . . . and how
they want to live.

You can demand a national policy of sav-
ing our atmosphere, our land and our water;
a national policy of resettling people; eco-
nomic opportunity and jobs to relieve the
pressures on the city, and to ease the pres-
sures in the environment by rejuvenating the
countryside . . . a policy, in short, that can
create a new land where Americans can live
at ease with each other—in harmony -vith
Nature.

It will soon be your Nation, your world, to
make of what you will.

Only you can make it a better nation. Only
you can make it a better world.

I wish you—and our beloved Nation—the
very best of luck.

DEATH OF JUDGE THADDEUS M.
MACHROWICZ, OF MICHIGAN

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the State
of Michigan today mourns Judge Thad-
deus M. Machrowicz, a Polish immigrant
who achieved success in this Nation but
gave America far more than he received.

He served with distinetion in Congress
for six terms, rightfully earning the
reputation of a hard-working and effec-
tive legislator.

Judge Machrowicz was an indefati-
gable champion of the St. Lawrence
Seaway. For years, he devoted most of
his time to mustering the arguments for
the seaway and presenting them with
skill and eloquence.

He left Congress for the Federal bench
in Detroit and threw himself into that
endeavor with the same energy and con-
scientious attention that characterized
his entire career.

He was a fine judge—a credit to Presi-
dent Kennedy, the man who appointed
him. His temperament and quick mind
were well suited to the bench, where he
earned a reputation for sound decisions
logically arrived at.

Understandably, Judge Machrowicz
was an object of great pride in Michigan
Polonia,.
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He was a born leader who became, in a
large sense, a symbol of the tremendous
contributions that immigrants—Polish
and others—have made to the Nation.
His affection for this country was cer-
tainly no secret. Its respect for him, and
its debt, I rise to voice.

I know my Senate colleagues join me
in offering condolences to his widow and
two sons, Tod and Don. We all have much
to be sad about in the judge’s passing.
But all of us, most especially his family,
to whom he was devoted, are comforted
by the great pride and happy memory in
which we hold this good and fine man.

HOW NOT TO ELECT A PRESIDENT

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the reform
of our antiquated electoral college sys-
tem should be a top priority assignment
in this session of Congress.

One of the most vigorous voices to
speak out in behalf of this long overdue
reform belongs to the junior Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON).

Senator NELsoN is a former LaFollette
progressive, and his comments on elec-
toral college reform reflect the basic
principles of the progressive tradition—
a distrust of bossism, a dedication to the
public interest, and a faith in the ability
of an informed citizenry to make intelli-
gent decisions.

In a recent article in Playboy magazine
discussing the urgent need for electoral
college reform, Senator NELsON wrote:

Rightly or wrongly, there are millions of
people in this country who no longer believe
that they have any significant voice in the
destinies of this nation. Obviously, many
things must be done to correct this problem,
but one dramatic step toward solving it
would be to restore the integrity of our Presi-
dential election system ., . . What more dra-
matic way is there to give politics back to
the people?

Before coming to the U.S. Senate,
Senator NeLsoN had a long and distin-
guished record as a State legislator and
as a reform-minded Governor. Deeply
involved in politics and government ever
since returning from overseas service
during World War II, Senator NELsON
shows his deep faith in the American
people when he says:

These reforms will not come easily. But I
am convinced they are necessary if the Amer-
ican system of government is to regain the
confidence of the people—especially the
young people—without which I do not be-
lieve the American system can survive . ..
‘The public becomes cynical when candidates
cater to power blocs, when they make deals
with political bosses, when they seem to rate
the favor of interest groups higher than the
public interest.

If the American people will demand that
this session of Congress set in motion the
necessary reforms in the presidential system
I think we can look forward to a future o
strong, responsible presidenticl leadership,
and to a united nation ready to bulild itself
a new and better future.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator NeLson’s stirring argu-
ment in favor of sweeping reform of the
presidential election system be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
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How Not To ELECT A PRESIDENT

Election Night 1968 almost produced the
nightmarish spectacle of the most powerful
nation on earth on the brink of contitu-
tional chaos. If Illinois, California and Ohio
hadn’t tipped into the Republican column on
the morning of November 6, no one can say
with certainty what would have happened to
this country.

The best we could have hoped for would
have been the triumph of criminal greed
among our national leaders. When the mem-
bers of the Electoral College met on Decem-
ber 16, it seems likely that enough electors
would have been influenced to switch their
votes through either outright cash bribery
or the promise of special political favors—to
produce an electoral majority.

Both acts happen to be felonies under
Federal law, calling for long prison terms,
But a nation without a Presldent-elect, and
with no idea as to how one would be chosen,
presumably would prefer to have the office
filled through the commission of a crime than
to have no President at all.

If naked political deals did not resolve
the crisis in the Electoral College, the full
catastrophe would have been upon us. The
election, as the commentators kept saying,
would have been “thrown” into the House
of Representatives. But few Americans have
any idea what that would really have meant.

At best, the President would have been
chosen without any regard for the popular
will. For the election of President in the
House of Representatives, each state has
one vote, a complete denial of the “one man,
one vote" doctrine that our courts enforce in
all other elections. The first candidate to
receive 26 votes would have been our new
President. Deals and vote trading would cer-
tainly have been resorted to by all three con-
tending factions at that point. With the
Presidency at stake, who would have failed
to use any weapon in the political arsenal?
One candidate and his supporters had already
spent a reported $20,000,000 in an attempt
to win the Presidency on November 5. Is
there any reason to assume the spending
would not have continued until the battle
was won?

And, at worst, after all this sordid chaos,
we could still have ended up without a Presi-
dent-elect. The party split in the House is
such that it is entirely possible that no
candidate could have gotten the necessary
majority.

The postelection House line-up was 26
delegations controlled by Democrats, 19 con-
trolled by Republicans and five tied and thus
unable to cast a vote. Technically, this could
have produced a Democratic victory. But it
is very doubtful that the delegations from
the five states that supported Wallace would
have voted for the Democratic candidate. If
one or all of these delegations shifted to the
Republican candidate or held out for Wallace,
it would have created a stalemate,

With the House stalemated, the Senate
would have proceded with the election of a
Vice-President. In the Senate, each member's
vote is counted; Democrats have a clear ma-
jority and would have, presumably, been
able to agree on an interim leader. But how
much power would he have? Could he expect
public support if he had to move quickly to
put down some domestic disorder or meet a
foreign crisis? Would the new Vice-President
be able to prod the House into conferring the
Presidency on himself?

Think of the pressures on all concerned:
the three principal candidates, the leaders
of the Armed Forces, the general public, the
incumbent President, who would be prop-
erly reluctant to leave the nation without a
duly elected commander in chief. Can you
imagine the political crisis if we raced from
one Presidential term to the beginning of
another with no new President elected?

When we were freshly back from the brink
of this crisis, public opinion was fired up
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with a demand that we reform our Electoral
College system—a system that even the con-
servatively oriented American Bar Associa-
tion has called “archale, undemocratic, com-
plex, ambiguous, indirect and dangerous.”

The United States Chamber of Commerce
called for the abolition of the Electoral
College. The polls reported that 81 percent
of the public favors abolishing the Electoral
College and electing the President by direct
popular vote.

Senators and Congressmen saw this trend
in their daily mail, A schoolboy from New
Richmond, Wisconsin, wrote me, “It's just
plain undemocratic.” A Racine housewife
complained that “it seems very odd that the
Electoral College 1s more important than we,
the people.” A Milwaukee businessman puf
his finger on the key issue: “We don't like to
be passed on by some nameless individual
who does our voting for use. The personal
feeling of participation is the important
point. Keep our country strong and the faith
of the people firm in our Government.”

When the 918t Congress convened, I labeled
Electoral College reform as one of the hottest
political issues; yet experlenced Congres-
sional observers viewed the prospect for re-
form as only fair to poor, It may seem aston-
ishing that any reform supported by 81 per-
cent of the people could fall, but the hard
fact is that the puolic does not have a very
good reputation for following through on
such things. It would have been far more
hopeful if this reform was supported by two
or three determined -interest groups.
The professionals stick with a fight to the
end. The public, no matter how aroused it
may get at & momant of apparent crisis, soon
goes back to its normal pursuits.

The worst thing that could happen would
be the ge of an Electoral College revi-
sion bill that would not correct the problem
and might make it worse. This is a distinct
possibility. Powerful support exists among
conservatives for a proposal that would

merely eliminate the “winner take all” fea-
ture of Electoral College voting, so that each
state's electoral vote would be cast in propor-
tion to the popular vote in that state. The
rest of the system would be left as it is.

This “solution”—which President Nixon
substantively endorsed last February in one
of his first messages to Congress—would be
most unfortunate. It would doom for a gen-
eration any hope of electing the President by
a direct, popular vote. It would give inflated
power to one-party states, which can deliver
most of their electoral votes for a candidate,
while the votes in the closely balanced states
would be virtually canceled out. And it would
perpetuate the scandalous system under
which tiny states wield disproportionate in-
fluence in electing a President, because each
gets two bonus votes to match its two Senate
seats, without regard to population.

K d of h ing out some possible
compromise to placate all the contending
factions, Congress and the public should take
a long, hard look at what is wrong with the
whole election system and then correct it.

To do less, it seems to me, is to aggravate
the most serious problem facing this coun-
try—the increasing alienation of many of our
people, especially our young people, from our
democratic institutions. Rightly or wrongly,
there are millions of people in this country
who no longer believe that they have any
significant voice in the destinies of this na-
tion, Obviously, many things must be done
to correct this problem, but one dramatic
step toward solving it would be to restore
the integrity of our Presidential-election
system.

The President is the one man in our politi-
cal system who is intended to represent all
of the people, yet he is selected by the most
restrictive and most undemocratic of meth-
ods. A special commission of the American
Bar Association, after lengthy study, has list-
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ed the following defects in the Electoral Col-
lege system:

1. It allows a man to become President
even though he receives fewer votes than his
opponent.

2. Since all the electoral votes of a state
go to whichever candidate wins a plurality,
the minority votes in that state are nulli-
fled—in effect, disfranchising millions of
people.

3. Electors in many states are not re-
quired by law to vote for the candidate
who carries their state, They can utterly dely
the popular will.

4. The electoral vote that decides the elec-
tion does not depend in any way on the
turnout state by state—a situation that en-
courages voter apathy and fails to reward
voter enthusiasm. (If you are a minority
voter in a one-party state, what’s the incen-
tive to vote?)

5. The Electoral College system flagrantly
disregards population. States get a minimum
of three electoral votes, regardless of their
size, and no allowance is made for population
changes from electlion to election (except
when a state’s Congressional delegation is
revised).

6. The system of election In the House,
with one vote per state, is disgraceful and
un-American.

That is a scorching indictment of an un-
democratic system that should be replaced
by a new procedure that guarantees the
Presidency to the winner of the popular vote.
A direct-vote process would put equal weight
on every man's vote, thereby encouraging in-
dividuals to participate in the election and
encouraging the national parties to seek the
largest possible voter turnout.

Such a plan has been developed by the
American Bar Association and has been in-
troduced in the Congress by Senator Birch
Bayh. As a safeguard, it provides that if no
candidate received 40 percent of the popular
vote, there would be a runoff election be-
tween the two highest candidates,

Surprisingly and encouragingly, the House
version of Bayh's proposal easily passed its
first major test last spring. It was approved
in late April by the House Judiciary Com-
mittee—the first time since 1940 that the
committee had submitted to the House at
large a measure calling for the scrapping of
the Electoral College system—and appeared
to have the required two-thirds backing
among House members. President Nixon has
also made it clear that he will throw the
welght of his office behind the campaign for
ratification of a direct-popular-election re-
form, should one emerge from Congress, Yet
many hurdles remain. If the amendment
makes its way successfully through the other
pertinent committees and is then approved
by two-thirds majorities in each branch of
Congress, it will still have to be ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the states.

In the traditional American way, there will
be many attempts to water down, compromise
or completely subvert this reform all along
the way. The above-mentioned plan of eon-
servative Senators is the most formidable
enemy rf reform. But let’s keep our eye on
the ball., The prime failure in the present
Electoral College system is its flagrant denial
of one man, one vote. The U.S. Supreme
Court enunciated this principle in a series
of Congressional and legislative reapportion-
ment cases—Baker vs. Carr (1962); Wesberry
vs. Sanders (1964); Reynolds vs. Sims (1964) ;
and Gray vs. Sanders (1963).

In one instance, the Court said:

Once the geographical unit for which a
representative is to be chosen is designated,
all who participate in the election are to
have an equal voice.

Obviously, the geographical constituency
of the President is the entire nation, and
all the citizens should have an equal voice
in his selection. They do not, today.

In another instance, the Court said:

February 24, 1970

Within & given constituency, there can be
room for a single constitutional rule—one
voter, one vote.

It is time to apply that “single constitu-
tional rule” to the Presidency.

The one man, one vote principle is a key
to understanding Electoral College reform
for another reason.

Americans have a reverence for the found-
ing fathers and a reluctance to tinker with
their work. Therefore, it is important to
understand how public opinion and the
weight of constitutional law have developed
in this country in the almost 200 years since
the Constitution was drafted.

The fact is, the reason we have the Elec-
toral College system today i3 that the found-
ers plainly and simply did not believe in
popular elections. They quite Hterally lived
in a different world. The general public was
not educated. Communication and trans-
portation systems were very primitive.
America was an undeveloped country of 13
lightly populated states, whose leading citi-
zens were anxious for the stability of a na-
tional Government controlled by the prop-
ertied and educated classes.

The framers of the Constitution had no
intention whatsoever that the President be
elected by the people. As Professor John D.
Hicks says in his American-history textbook,
The Federal Union:

The creation of an executive department
caused the convention a great deal of trouble.
Extreme conservatives were in favor of a
single executive, chosen by Congress for life,
or at least for a very long term. Some, how-
ever, felt that such a plan was too closely
akin to monarchy. ... Popular election
seemed the natural alternative, but the
judgment of the people was sorely distrusted
by the great majority of the delegates, and
this idea was hastily thrust aside.

If you read the minutes of the Constitu-
tional Convention, you will see the hostility
to popular election—completely understand-
able in those days but almost unbelievable
in today's context.

Colonel George Mason of Virginia told the
convention that “it would be as unnatural
to refer the choice of a popular character
for chief magistrate to the people as it would
be to refer a trial of colors to a blind man."
He utterly rejected popular election, saying:
“The extent of the country renders it im-
possible that the people can have the reg-
uisite capacity to judge the respective pre-
tensions of the candidates.”

Another convention delegate, Hugh Wil-
liamson of North Carolina, put it very
simply: “There are at present distinguished
characters (prospective Presidents) who are
known perhaps to almost every man. This
will not always be the case. The people will
be sure to vote for some man in their own
state, and the largest state will be sure to
succeed, This will not be Virginia, however:
The state will have no suffrage.”

Think how many things have changed in
America since Mr. Willlamson made those
statements! Can we continue to maintain a
system that was, at best, a compromise in his
day?

The Electoral College system was a kind of
last-minute compromise in the Constitu-
tional Convention, designed to end a dead-
lock that was caused by hostility to the
popular vote on the one hand and a sincere
belief that Congress should not choose the
President on the other. (The fear was that a
President elected by Congress would be com-
pletely subservient to that body, and hence,
a weak executive.)

I doubt, however, that those who are re-
luctant to tinker with the work of the
founding fathers realize what a strange sys-
tem they devised and how utterly foreign it
is to today's beliefs.

As originally established, the electors—
“appolnted” in whatever manner each state
decreed—really would select the President.
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There need not have been any popular vote
at all, Purthermore, the electors originally
were required to vote for two candidates for
President. If anyone should receive the votes
of a majority of the electors, he was to be
declared elected President, while the can-
didate receiving the next highest number of
votes, whether a majority or not, was to be-
come Vice-President.

Again, Professor Hicks offers some insight
into what was really intended, when he
states, in The Federal Union:

It was assumed, however, that unless there
were some outstanding candidate, such as in
the first election General Washington was
sure to be, an election by a majority of the
Electoral College would be impossible, and
each state delegation would merely cast its
voice for some favorite son. [Then the elec-
tion would go to the House, on a one state,
one vote basis.] This involved a subtle com-
promise. [Since the House would choose from
the five candidates with the most votes in
the Electoral College], it appeared that the
large states would ordinarily nominate the
candidates, while the more numerous small
states would hold the balance of power in the
election to follow.

Obviously, if the Electoral College system
were to function today as envisioned by the
founding fathers, the nation would rise up in
outrage. The Constitutional Convention
really intended that the House should pick
our President from nominees chosen by the
Electoral College, a system that virtually
every political observer today sees as chaotic
and susceptible to widespread corruption.
Remember that fact the next time someone
argues against Electoral College reform on the
ground that we shouldn't tinker with the
work of our founding fathers.

As a matter of fact, the original constitu-
tional plan for picking a President lasted only
until 1804, when it was changed by the 12th
Amendment. This directed that electors vote
separately for President and Vice President,
and sald that when the Electoral College
falled to cast a majority vote for President,
the House would make the selection from
the top three candidates (originally, from the
top five). This amendment also shifted the
responsibility for picking the Vice-President
from the House fo the Senate. In 1933, the
20th Amendment further modified the orig-
inal plan by providing that the BSenate
should proceed with the election of a Vice-
President if no President is elected, and that
he should serve as President until a Presi-
dent is chosen.

The challenge to those who believe in gov-
ernment by the people is to proceed to
amend the Constitution to elect the Presi-
dent by direct popular vote. We will hear a
lot of reasons why this should not be done.
Let’s examine them.

“It will weaken the two-party system.”
It will not. It will save it. The greatest threat
to the two-party system now lies in the fact
that third- and fourth-party candidates
make an Electoral College majority hard to
obtain, This gives candidates such as George
Wallace, with as few as five states' electoral
delegates, enormous bargaining power—
either in the Electoral College or in the
House. A direct-popular-vote system, with a
requirement that one candidate win 40 per-
cent of the vote or face a runoff would
greatly discourage the entry of third-party
candidates. There would be no point at
which they could make a deal. They would
work only with the electorate as a whole—
which is the way government ought to op-
erate.

“It would end our Federal system of gov-
ernment.” It would not, The Federal system
is firmly established in the U.S. Senate,
where every state has two votes, regardless
of its size. The Benate retains great powers,
especially in foreign affairs and in confirm-
ing Presldential appointments, and contin-
ues to be almost universally accepted as an
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effective government institution. The fact is,
the Electoral College system is irrelevant to
the institution of Federalism, because its
effect is so capricious. No one knows in ad-
vance how it is going to work, so govern=-
mental decisions cannot be influenced by it.
Under the present system, a tiny shift of
popular votes could have resulted in the
election of Dewey instead of Truman, of Nix-
on instead of Kennedy and of Humphrey in-
stead of Nixon. Was it a trilumph of Federal-
ism that those elections came out the way
they did? Would it have been a triumph if
they had been reversed? Of course not. It
would merely have been a freak accldent, as
unrelated to Federalism as it would have
been to the popular will, The Presidency
today is really above the Federal system. The
President is the one elected officer of the
Federal Government who does not represent
states or special interests He represents peo-
ple and the public interest.

“It would delay learning the outcome and
would lead to massive recounts, subject to
fraud.” It might—and, again, it might not.
Voting machines, computers and modern
communications systems make 1t possible to
tabulate a nationwide popular vote today
far more guickly than we were able to com-
pute the likely electoral vote even a decade
ago. As for fraud, that is a strange argument
from those who stand on the sanctity of the
Federal system. Can't our states be trusted
to take a fair vote for President, just as they
do for Senators, Congressmen, governors, leg-
islators, judges, and so forth? If this really is
a problem, Congress might have to enact
legislation to guarantee that all qualified
citizens are allowed to vote. Personally, I
think this whole argument on possible delay
and fraud falls flat on its face. I would far
rather risk a delay in computing the popular
return in a close election than walt until
mid-January to see what the House of Repre-
sentatives might do. Any system runs the
risk of delays and recounts. But only a
popular-vote system guarantees that the
public ultimately will win the election.

“Populous, industrial states would lose
some of their present influence.” This might
prove true, although historically, many have
expressed the exact opposite fear—that large
industrial states would pile up big margins
for their favored candidate and dominate
the election. Recently, on the other hand,
articles in The New Republic and other lib-
eral journals have argued that the present
Electoral College system has the desirable
effects of forcing Presidential candidates to
pay extraordinary attention to big cltles and
large industrial states, because their large
chunks of electoral votes could easily decide
an election, This argument contends that this
helps offset the domination of the legisla-
tive branch by small states and rural areas.
One obvious answer to this argument is that
two wrongs do not make a right. Neither large
nor small states should have extraordinary
influence in choosing a President. A vote
in Jowa should mean just as much as a vote
in New York. The choice should be by peo-
ple, regardless of where they live. By shift-
ing to a popular-vote system, the small states
would give up their unjustified bonus of two
electoral votes (representing their two Sen-
ate seats) and the large states would give up
the special attention they have received from
candidates during campaigns.

“It would jforce democracy down the
throats of the American people.” That is an
actual complaint, voiced by Lloyd Wright of
Los Angeles, former president of the Amer-
ican Bar Association, during a 1967 A.B.A. de-
bate. This is the one criticism of Electoral
College reform that makes sense. If you really
are of that strange breed that hates de-
mocracy, you should oppose Electoral Col-
lege reform. If you really believe (as Colonel
Mason and Mr. Williamson did at the Con-
stitutional Convention) that the people
should not have a volce in picking the Pres-
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ident, then you are on solld ground in op-
posing Electoral College reform.

Reform of the Electoral College system
would be a great step forward for our devel-
oping American democracy. It would enable
our President—whatever his party—to come
out from the shadow of the political bosses
and the state machines and walk the streets
again as the chosen candidate of all the peo-
ple.

But if reforming the election system is
attainable, why stop there? Why not reform
the nominating system as well, so that the
people have a really meaningful choice be-
tween candidates who stir the Imagination
of the electorate and generate a strong per-
sonal following?

After the Republican and Democratic nom-
inating conventions of 1968, which alter-
nately bored and horrified the publie, the
Gallup Poll found 76 percent of the people
in favor of junking the convention system.

The most logical substitute is a nationwide
primary system. But a nationwide primary
presents serlous technical problems. The big-
gest single problem lies in narrowing the
field of prospects, so that the top candidates
would have hope of polling something near
a majority of the votes cast in each party.
There also is the problem of how candidates
would finance nationwide primary cams-
paigning without the support of the party
organization that a candidate acquires along
with a convention nomination. (This prob-
lem could be solved, I believe, through strict
new controls on political spending, cou-
pled with a requirement that television sta-
tions—which operate under a public fran-
chise—be required to give free time to Presi-
dential candidates.)

At the very least, Congress should set up
some rules for the selection of convention
delegates. The present system is a disgrace.

In Wisconsin, partly because of the La
Follette heritage, we have a tradition of
making the public a full partner in govern-
ment. Our convention delegates are selected
in an open Presidential primary in which all
of the major candidates are on the ballot and
a citizen may choose to vote in either the
Republican or the Democratic column, Dele-
gates are elected from the state at large, as
well as from individual Congressional dis-
tricts. At the convention, delegates must
vote for the candidate who won the primary,
as long as he receives one third of the total
convention vote or until he releases them.

Procedures followed in other states are, at
the worst, scandalous and, at the very best,
arbitrary and nonuniform. In Georgia, the
governor appoints the state chairman of the
party and he, in turn, chooses all of the con-
vention delegates. Obviously, they are mere
pawns of the governor: In Louisiana, the
party’'s state central committee, elected four
years earlier, when they don't even know
who the candidates might be, picks the dele-
gates with no participation by the public.
In Texas (cdelegates are chosen at a state
party convention that operates under the
unit rule, Dozens of smaller units, presum-
ably subservient to top party leaders, wield
disproportionate influence in such conven-
tion. I am informed that in Oklahoma and
Missourl, at least some delegates were se-
lected at local party conventions that were
held in secret. In Indiana, I am informed,
some delegates were selected in a district
caucus at which the district party leader an-
nounced his choices and rammed them
through in a total of 22 seconds.

Obviously, the public is not given any con-
sideration when delegates are selected in this
manner, and we at least open the door ta
the suspicion of bossism and possible cor-
ruption.

Following the 1968 conventions, I intro-
duced a resolution to set up a 30-member
blue-ribbon commission to propose to the
:.':ongre.ss & new and better nominating sys=
em,
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It might be that the best solution to the
Presidential nominating dilemma would be
this: Let primaries in each state pick con-
vention delegates on a popular-vote basis
and, at the same time, register the public's
feelings toward the leading Presidential can-
didates. Then let the conventions meet—
with their honestly elected delegates—and
make the final choice of thelr candidates.

The 18-year-old vote would be the final
stage in making the President of the United
States a truly popular leader who can re-
unite this country and guide it through the
perils of the future. We saw in the primaries
of 1968 how young people can be turned on
by Presidential politics, And we saw at the
two conventions how they can be turned off
again. As my colleague from New York, Sen-
ator Jacob Javits, argued in Lower the Vot-
ing Age (Playboy, February 1968), if we are
really sincere in deploring the dropping out
of young people from soclety, why not bring
them back in again by making them full
partners in the American system? Youthful
interest in government invarlably begins
with the Presidency. Let’s give them a piece
of the action the minute they turn 18, and
give them a real stake in the future.

These reforms, as I said at the outset, will
not come easily. But I am convinced that
they are necessary if the American system
of government is to regain the confidence
of the people—specially the young people—
without which I do not believe the system
can survive.

These reforms also are necessary if we are
to get what I think the people crave but are
falling to receive—strong, personalized Pres-
idential leadership. The public becomes cyn-
ical when candidates cater to power blocs,
when they make deals with political bosses,
when they seem to rate the favor of inter-
est groups higher than the public interest.
Yet the public desperately wants to be led—
by & man who has earned their confidence
and fired their imagination.

If the American people will demand that
this session of Congress set in motion the
necessary reforms in the Presidential sys-
tem, I think we can look forward to a future
of strong, responsible Presidentlal leadership,
and to a united nation ready to build itself
a new and better future.

THE NADER STORY

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, con-
sumerism has come a long way since the
time Congress first recognized the need
for consumer protection in 1872 with the
passage of the criminal fraud statute.

In 1887, the Interstate Commerce
Commission was created to regulate the
railroads. In 1906, Upton Sinclair’s
novel “The Jungle” brought public
attention to the need for regulation of
packing plants and led to the Federal
Meat Inspection Act. The Food and Drug
Administration was created the same
year, and the Federal Trade Commission
was set up in 1915 to maintain “free
competitive enterprise” and to prevent
“unfair or deceptive trade practices.”
Following the stock market crash in the
late 1920’s, the Securities and Exchange
Commission was founded to regulate the
securities market.

There are now about 40 Government
departments and bureaus, hundreds of
laws, a Special Assistant to the President
for Consumer Affairs, advisory commis-
sions, and a consumer counsel in the Jus-
tice Department—all pledged to the con-
sumers’ interests, There is, as yet, no
Department of Consumer Affairs.

But there is Ralph Nader, who, some
say, heads the unofficial department of
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consumer affairs. Officers in the un-
official cabinet are the crusading stu-
dents called Nader's raiders. When they
first came to Washington 3 years ago,
they numbered 12. This summer they will
number 250—out of more than 2,000
applicants.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article about
Mr. Nader, published in the January
1970 issue of the Progressive.

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

THE NADER STORY : WHAT Maxes RALPH RUN?
(By Paul Diekson)

The term “household word™ is not one fo
be used with abandon. It is safe to say,
however, that at thirty-five years of age
Ralph Nader has become a household word.
He is better known than many United States
Senators, and is unguestionably the most
prominent of all Washington lobbyists or
lawyers. What is more, he is generating new
household words and terms that are serving
to further awareness of his unigque mission
and talents. Life magazine, among others,
now uses the word Naderism without en-
closing it in quotation marks.

In the four years since Nader first came
into national prominence with his hard-hit-
ting criticism of automobile safety, Unsajfe
at Any Speed, he has discovered and effec-
tively played the role of the outspoken ad-
vocate of consumerism in the nation. To the
dismay of old-line lobbyists, Nader has
beaten them at their own game, but he has
chosen the public interest rather than the
special interest in his advocacy.

Nader has carved out a niche for himself
in Washington while possessing none of the
usual prerequisites. He is not salaried, ap-
pointed, elected, or employed by any client
or organization. He is bound to no predeter-
mined issues, as demonstrated by the ever-
growing assortment of topics in which he has
involved himself since he began with the is-
sue of automobile safety. Pollution, pipeline
safety, radiation, the American Indian, in-
dustrial safety, law schools and law firms,
food, medicine, regulatory agencies, secrecy
in government, and the effects of noise—
these are just some of the issues now as-
soclated with him. Moreover, he still keeps
a close eye on the automobile industry. From
time to time somebody predicts that Nader
will spread himself too thin and subse-
quently flounder when he chooses an issue
on which he can neither substantiate his
charges nor muster public indignation.
Though conceivable, such a tactical error is
not likely: Two traits which those around
him most often ascribe to Nader are his
thoroughness and his uncanny sense of tim-
ing.

Judged In terms of a one-man operation,
he has been a phenomenal success: Nader's
power has grown apace with his diversifica-
tion. Despite periodic predictions by his de-
tractors or by skeptics to the effect that
Nader's influence must soon wane, it shows
no signs of doing so. He has achieved in four
years the kind of momentum that politicians
dream of but seldom attain.

Nader got his start while working as an
attorney in a Connecticut law office where
he was handling a large share of its auto-
mobile accident cases. The idea for his book
on automobile safety came because he was
disturbed that the driver was almost always
blamed for accidents while the vehicle itself
was seldom singled out. Nader Bet out to
prove the vehicle was often at fault, He was
an immediate success with his first con-
sumer issue; the book has sold almost a half
million copies. In early 1966, when the furor
over the book was 5till high, he mentioned,
in an interview in Saturday Review, that the
automobile safety issue had been so success-
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ful because Americans are *. . . starved for
acts of the individual in a conflict situation
outside the sports arena.”

Now, many consumer issues later, he is
still receiving the attention of students,
Journalists, members of Congress, and just
plain consumers. He has remained contro-
versial, and enjoys wide respect—along with
some disdain. He has been a prime mover in
making the consumer stand up and make
himself heard. He has had an enormous im-
pact on legislation, a feat he has accom-
plished as a witness in the hearing room,
by working directly (often behind the
scenes) with members of Congress, and by
the timely introduction of new informa-
tion or allegations in the press. Nader is in
constant communication with the sym-
pathetic Congressional members of Wash-
ington's “consumer establishment.”

It could easily be argued that Nader's im-
pressive record as an effective gadfly and
everyman’'s lawyer has fulfilled his obliga-
tion to what he started out to do and that
it might be time for him to start thinking
about a more stable future. Nader does not
bave a Swiss bank account, a side business
in accident referral, a subsidy from Ilabor
unions, nor any of the other covert sources
of income that crop up In nasty rumors
about him, He leads a frugal existence. His
income is limited; he lives In a drab fur-
nished room in an area of Washington
known more for burglaries than cocktail
parties, and he shuns all luxuries. His in-
come is from magazine articles, lectures, an
occasional quick course taught at a univer-
sity, and the royalties from his book. He
could easlly work himself into a lucrative
position in a law firm or take a fat job on
Capitol Hill. This Is just what his adversaries
would love to see. According to Ralph Nader,
nothing could be further from his mind.

Nader told me that there is no end to the
specific areas he would like to explore, and
he is not planning to drop the ones he is al-
ready working on. Beyond his interest in spe-
cific issues, Nader has tied himself to a grand
plan which could ultimately have a far
greater impact than all that he has done
thus far. The three elements in the plan are
young pecple who will work with him, an
organization, and money—the last not for
Nader but to keep the other two elements
going,

The most important element in the plan
is finding and cultivating other bright, dedi-
cated young people who are of a similar
mind. Over the last four years Nader has
been in almost constant communication
with students. He has found time to advise
them individually, and he is one of the
most sought after speakers on the college
lecture circult; he has also given *“short”
courses in consumerism, including a two
week course at Princeton, his alma mater.
His delivery and content are as strong on
campus as they are in the Congressional
hearing room; for example, he told a stu-
dent group in Michigan last year that the
United States “. . . will see consumer dem-
onstrations someday that will make civil
rights demonstrations look small by com-
parison.” Nader says that he likes to talk
with students because he feels their energies
can be channeled into public service investi-
gation. His interest in students has begun to
pay off as a young force qulckly lines up
behind him.

There are now four facets to the Nader or-
ganization,

The first and perhaps least known of the
Nader operations is one which at this point
has no name (they answer the telephone
with the words “Auto Safety”). According to
Lowell Dodge, who works for Nader as head
of “Auto Safety,” the organization is one
which is setting out to pick up where Unsaje
at Any Speed left off. SBays Dodge, “We're
working on a lot of things—ear and tire
safety, a guide to auto repairs for con-
sumers, and surveys.” He adds, “In general,
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we will act as a watchdog over the National
Highway Safety Bureau and we intend to
keep the pressure on Detroit.”

Dodge, a recent graduate of Harvard Law
School, is pald under a fellowship from the
Consumer's Unlon of the United States, of
which Nader is a director. He considers his
new job to be permanent. The three others
working with him are volunteers. “Auto
Safety” is both a testament to and a lobby
for Nader's large constituency of irate auto-
mobile owners. The office now handles the
thirty to forty letters on automobile safety
that are sent to Nader each day.

The second and best known of Nader's op-
erations is Nader's Raiders. The first group of
nine Raiders was assembled in the summer
of 1968. Nader explained the rationale: “Stu-
dents have long come to Washington to work
in Federal agencies for the summer. My idea
is to have them come down and work on the
agencies: to come and study relentlessly on
a daily basis what an agency is doing—this
has never been done before.” The students
were assigned to two agencles: Seven zeroed
in on the Federal Trade Commission and two
probed the Food and Drug Administration.
The investigations were not authorized by
the two agencies.

Last summer the Ralders returned. There
were more than 100 of them from all over
the country with varied credentials: More
than a score were women, a half dozen were
engineering students, and several were medi-
cal students. Under the direction of Robert
Fellmeth, Harvard Law student and alum-
nus of the first summer, the number of tar-
gets increased. Teams were assigned to the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the De-
partment of Agriculture, the Food and Drug
Administration, safety agencies of the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare,
the health and safety activities of the Labor
Department, and the Department of the
Interior.

Also included in a significant new step was
the influential Washington law firm of Cov-
ington and Burling. The law firm study, con-
ducted by a team of law students, will be
published shortly and will be a profile of
the power and influence of large Washington
law offices. Covington and Burling, one of
Washington’s oldest and most prestigious
firms, has represented tobacco companies and
drug manufacturers in Washington.

The major product of the first summer’s
activity, in 1968, was a stinging 185-page
critique of the Federal Trade Commission,
which has recently been released as a book.
Strong, documented charges were made
against the Commission. Among the conclu-
sions and recommendations of the report
was the Raiders' request that the Commis-
sion's Chairman, Paul Rand Dixon, resign.
A typlcal charge appearing in the report
stated that the Commission masks its fail-
ures with secrecy, misrepresentation, and
“collusion with business interests.” The FTC
report received plenty of news coverage,
touched off charges and counter-charges,
and precipitated a Presidential study of the
FTC. The Presidential study, conducted by
the American Bar Association, came up with
similarly stinging charges and cited the
Raiders’ report with approval.

While the report was an important prod-
uct of that summer, the original Raiders felt
that what they learned from Nader was even
more significant, John Schulz, team leader
for the FTC study and assistant professor of
law at the University of Southern California,
says that the invaluable part of the summer
was learning Nader's investigative style. This
is how he explained it to me:

“Typically, & member would do his home-
work on an area of the Commission's activi-
ties by reading public documents. Then
meetings would be arranged on an off-the-
record basis with people who were in a posi-
tion to know about that area of the FTC's
operation. Finally, an interview would be set
up with the FTC officials in the particular
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area of interest. In the interview a response
which was not in line with what had been
learned in the off-the-record interviews
would be pressed and the responses
recorded.”

Schulz points out that the pursuit of facts
which were in disagreement between the
outside sources and the ¥FTC ylelded some
of the best leads. One key element in the
group's information gathering process was
Nader's inexhaustible list of contacts. Says
Schulz, “Nader has a working relationship
with a great number of people in and out
of the Government. He protects these rela-
tionships by assuring them that the confi-
dentiality won't be violated.”

The results of the efiorts of the class of
the summer of 1969 are not yet available.
The reports of the various teams will start
coming in shortly, to be released at times
Nader deems appropriate. Eventually the re-
ports will be published in book form, with
the royalties earmarked to fleld future teams
of Raiders.

Meanwhile, individual Raiders are taking
independent action. James Willlams, one of
last summer’s Raiders and a Princeton engi-
neering student, was the author of an
amendment to the Motor Vehicle Safety Act
passed by Congress in September. The
amendment, based on summer investigation,
is aimed at the study and prevention of farm
tractor accidents. There are many other ex-
amples of efforts by last summer's group,
especially on the state and local level. Plans
now call for another large team next sum-
mer and serious thought is being given to
deploying some teams to state eapitals and
city halls.

The third and undoubtedly the most im-
portant facet of Nader's organization is one
which began early last summer with the
somewhat drab tile of The Center for the
Study of Responsive Law (where they answer
the telephone with, “The Center"). Quar-
tered in a brick row-house near Washing-
ton's Dupont Circle, the Center stafl includes
seven professionals—six lawyers and a polit-
ical scientist. These men are full-time work-
ers who will help the summer Raiders,

The Center is the basis for what may
emerge as one of Nader’s most cherished
concepts. As Nadar explained it to me: “I
think there is a meed for what might be
termed a public interest law firm, composed
of lawyers, economists, accountants, scien-
tists, technical specialists, and physicians
who will engage In a vigorous pursuit of the
public interest in Washington, whether it
deals with air pollution, water pollution,
pesticides, product safety, or any of a whole
range of issues that come up for Congres-
sional decisions and administrative imple-
mentation.” Nader believes that government
reacts to pressure, and in Washington only
special interests are in active operation ex-
erting their power on a government which is
more likely than not to bend to that pressure.
“What is needed,” says Nader, “is a counter-
balancing force, so that the broader public
issues receive a systematic and highly pro-
fessional airing in our councils of govern-
ment.”

The fledgling Center has Nader as its board
chairman and employs Harrison Wellford, a
candidate for a doctorate in political sctence,
as its executive director. The Center is now
compiling a “citizens handbook” outlining
ways in which a citizen can participate in
government proceedings to secure his rights.

The fourth and remaining facet of the
emerging Nader organization is the least
organized and one which those who work
with him call his “amorphous and largely
secret network.” Nader has followers all over
the nation on whom he can call to ferret
out special information. Says Lowell Dodge:
“Nader produces from time to time detalled
and comprehensive reports which come from
these people in the field. We know very little
about them except that they are specialists
who come up with significant information.”
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Crucial to all of the new activity is the
fact that Nader is starting to attract money.
His early efforts were made possible by the
estimated $60,000 in royalties from his book,
but a year or so ago he realized he would
need more to finance his expanding opera-
tion. The first group of Ralders were, for the
most part, unpaid, although Schulz received
a grant of 8500 from the Yale Law Journal.
Nader started looking for funds anywhere he
thought he could find them, including the
Ford Foundation. The money is now coming
in. Some of the 1969 Raiders were given indi-
vidual stipends of between $500 and $1,000
from the New World, New York, and Taconic
Foundations, Those who could paid their
own way, and others were paid small amounts
by Nader and other individuals. The plan now
calls for using royalties from the publication
of reports from the summer of 1969 to help
finance the Ralders of 1970. The Center is
currently operating on a $55,000 Carnegie
Foundation grant, two $10,000 grants from
the Aaron Norman and Jerome Levy Founda-
tions, and $18,000 from a wealthy Massa-
chusetts lawyer who admires Nader.

Nader and those close to him feel they can
continue to raise the money they will need
to grow. Nader has considered “a consumer
dues system’™ for the law firm and has not
ruled out Federal support. He reasons: “If
[the] Government can give subsidies by the
bundreds of millions to private industry,
which are special interests, I don't see why
the Government shouldn't begin to support
consumer protection activities which, of
course, are designed to protect us all.”

Ralph Nader’s ultimate goal is reform:
His ism is based on saving man from himself
and his products, His goal transcends a
variety of labels which are attached to him.
He is more than a muckraker, a lobbyist, a
lawyer, or an investigative reporter; he is
also a reformer who plays these roles to
achieve his desired end. He has set out to
change the scheme of things with the single-
mindedness and dedication of a devout
populist, a sincere evangelist.

The public side of Ralph Nader is easy to
find—ask him about Washington law firms
or hazardous radiation from television sets
and he will pause for a moment and then re-
spond with a long, carefully thought-out,
and factual response, Ask Ralph Nader about
Ralph Nader and one gets terse, self-effacing
answers.

Contrary to many portraits of the man that
have described him as dour, one.
character, he is a personable, enormously en-
ergetic, wide-ranging young man. At the per-
son to person level, he is relaxed, courteous,
patient, and devoid of his public cynicism.
His most striking characteristic is his sin-
cerity. His Heutenants have personal opin-
ions of Nader that come close to pure testi-
monial. After a summer working with him,
Schulz saw him as “witty,” “possessed of en-
tirely genuine and seemingly endless outrage
and indignation,” “a great motivator and a
wellspring of ideas,” “having tremendous in-
tellectual charisma,” and “gracious.” Schulz
was most impressed with Nader's dedication:
“He accomplishes the work of three or four
people and works unbelievably long hours,
This man is at it seven days a week and some
days puts in as much as eighteen to twenty
hours.”

There are aspects to Nader’s background
which suggest the shaping of this dedicated
and uncompromising personality. His parents
emigrated from Lebanon in 1925 and settled
in Winsted, Connecticut. His father, who
owns a restaurant, was soon active in local
issues such as helping to create a community
college. Ralph Nader credits his parents with
giving him a strong sense of the individual's
duty to contribute to the improvement of
society. Ralph’s older brother, Shaflack, who
helps run the family restaurant, is, like his
father, constantly involved in local cam-
paigns and crusades,
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Ralph entered Princeton in 1951 and
graduated with a degree in Oriental studles,
magna cum laude, a Phi Beta Kappa key, and
a developing sense of anger over the lack of
interest in the public interest. In the apa-
thetic 1950s, Nader was far from the stereo-
typed Princeton clubman in white bucks and
blazer, He was convinced that the use of
DDT on the campus was kllling off the song-
birds, which in those pre-Silent Spring
days was considered the notion of a crank,
His classmates refused to become involved
in his DDT crusade and the campus paper re-
fused to publish an article he had written on
the use of pesticides on campus.

During his Princeton years he also became
interested in, and then outraged by, the
plight of the American Indian., He spent
vacation time on Indian reservations and
produced a paper condemning those who
were exploiting and dehumanizing the In-
dian. The silent, satisfied status quolsm on
campus was a source of frustration for Nader.

He also found fault with his next stop,
Harvard Law School. He later described the
curriculum at Harvard Law as one with “a
great overemphasis on the kinds of subjects
in law practice which the wealthy are primar-
ily concerned with, and not very much em-
phasis on the kinds of practice which deal
with the mass of the public.” A telling in-
cident occurred while he was at Harvard:
He disposed of the only car he ever owned
when he became convinced of its safety de-
Tects.

After law school it was six months in the
Army, a grand tour of Europe and South
America, and employment with a Hartford
law firm where he began to develop his con-
cern about auto safety. Along the way he
mastered five languages—Chinese, Russian,
Arabie, Spanish, and Portuguese.

Nader is not without quirks, the most
notable of which is his penchant for privacy,
which often assumes the proportlons of a
cloak and dagger operation or comic opera.
He has a topsecret office that is occasionally
relocated for security reasons. According to
Lowell Dodge, nobody working with Nader
has access to the office or knowledge of where
it is. It is used for outgoing calls of an im-
portant nature, as a repository for projects
in progress, and a place for Nader to work
and think alone. He has a secret telephone
line for his most important conversations,
a slightly less secure line for secondary calls,
and he makes it a policy of not having a
line where he can be reached on a regular
basis, If you want to talk with Nader, you
leave word around: at the Center, at Auto
Safety, with the newsdealer on the ground
floor of the National Press Bullding, or with
one of Nader's staff. Once contact is made,
it's your place, not his, for an interview.
Nader sees his privacy as an essential re-
source. He feels that memos, meetings, and
unsolicited telephone calls would severely
hamper him. It is also clear that the no-
torious incident when General Motors'
sleuths tried to get something on Nader has
influenced his current mode of operation,
The G.M. incident made 1t obvious that
Nader was no longer a crank out to get
DDT off campus, but a serious threat to
the image of an industry. Secrecy would
seem to be a proper defense against venal
snooping. Nader wishes to keep his next move
or campaign secret; this gives him the ad-
vantage of surprise. Some have suggested
that his secrecy is also “good drama,” which
enhances his role.

Nader has little time for anything out-
gide of his mission. If he had the time, he
says, he would play basketball, chess, squash,
and do some hiking. He adds: “There isn't
time for that anymore.” Nader told me his
relaxation comes from working hard. This
dedication brings up the frequently asked
question of what makes him do It—or, on
another level, what's in it for him? Nader
belleves that such questions are in them-
selves an indictment of things as they are,
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for they suggest that people find it hard
to believe that a person can put all his
energy into public interest issues. :

His aldes say that nobody would be ask-
ing these questions if Nader were pouring
his energies into religious evangelism, anti-
vivisection, a Hollywood career, or getting
elected to public office. As a matter of fact,
there are those who view Nader's activities
as planned prelude to getting himself elected
to public office. From time to time, the rumor
crops up that he will seek a Senate seat
from Connecticut. Those close to him say
that election is only a long-term option and
not a motive. In reality, he already has the
fame, visibility, and power that many Sena=-
tors are still seeking.

It is becoming clearer that his motive lies
deceptively on the surface: Ralph Nader is
simply amassing the clout he needs to fight
for what he believes in.

ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure to join with all Americans of
Estonian descent in celebrating the 52d
anniversary of the declaration of inde-
pendence of the Republic of Estonia.

For two decades the Estonian people
enjoyed independence and political free-
dom, Then during World War II, while
we fought against National Socialist im-
perialism, Estonia fell victim to Soviet
imperialism. Soviet armies occupied
Estonia, and have never left.

For 30 years now Estonia has suffered
from cruel despotism. For 30 years the
United States has steadfastly stood by
the principle that Soviet domination of
Estonia is illezitimate. We have never
recognized the incorporation of Estonia
into the Soviet empire and we are glad

that Estonia continues to maintain diplo-
matic and consular representation here.

Mr. President, we wish all Estonians
the very best on this Independence Day.
We fervently hope the future will bring
a second Independence Day, and lasting
independence,

INDIAN HEALTH CRISIS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in
January I joined with more than 90
Members of the House and Senate in
writing to the President, asking that the
administration immediately release $3,-
000,000 of the funds appropriated by
Congress for Indian health programs.

Congress in the supplemental appro-
priation act, Public Law 91-166, had ap-
propriated $2,048,000, of which $1 million
was intended for contract medical serv-
ices, and $1,048,000 for staff, supplies,
and equipment for Indian Health Service
programs. A total of $957,000 of the orig-
inal appropriation bill intended for this
same purposes had also been withheld.

Until mid-February, the administra-
tion had taken no steps to release these
funds. Finally, at that time, $1 million
was released for contract medical care.
In addition, the $957,000 in the original
appropriation bill was also released, but
its use was restricted to supplies and
equipment, and any expenditure for staff
was prohibited. The remaining unallo-
cated $1,048,000 was then transferred
from the staff, supply, and equipment ac-
count, to be used to defray the increased
costs to the Indian Health Service result-
ing from the Pay Act increase which be-
came effective last year.
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While I am gratified that some of these
funds were released for the purposes for
which they were appropriated, I am still
distressed by the apparent lack of recog-
nition by the administration of the dire
circumstances under which the Indian
Health Service operates.

One of the situations which prompted
my support of the letter to the Presi-
dent was a description of the effects of
budget limitations on the ability of the
dedicated staff members to deliver day
to day services in one of our Indian hos-
pitals at a performance level in which
they could take pride.

The first inadequacy they must face
is the hospital building itself. The build-
ing dates from 1934 and is so inadequate
that hospital accreditation has been
withheld. The staff has been told that
accreditation will never be granted so
long as the hospital remains in the pres-
ent building. The laboratory space, the
size of the waiting room, and the out-
patient clinic are all too small for the
number of patients served. Doctors and
patients are constantly tripping over
each other. There are no adequate isola-
tion facilities in the inpatient wings.
This situation is particularly grievous at
this hospital since over 50 percent of
the admissions are for infectious dis-
eases.

The second inadequacy is the lack of
personnel. During a recent 6-month
period there was a ratio of one staff
member for 206 inpatient hospital days
and one staff member for 305 outpatient
visits. Included in these staff figures are
doctors, nurses, and all supporting per-
sonnel, including janitors.

The third inadequacy is in the area
of equipment. In the medically sophisti-
cated era in which we live, equipment
undergoes significant changes frequent-
ly, as new techniques are developed.
This hospital has been unable for the
last several years either to buy new
equipment or to replace the antiguated,
outdated, and wornout machines already
on hand.

Indeed, the supervising unit director,
after waiting many months while a re-
quest for an excess property transfer of
three dictating machines, urgently
needed to expedite the enormous paper
backlog, finally attempted to purchase
the dictaphones with his own money
through his father, 2,500 miles across
the country. Eventually, arrangements
were made for a private person in Phila-
delphia to donate to the hospital three
machines he had purchased for a frac-
tion of their value when they were de-
clared surplus by the Navy Department.
What can I say to add to the ludicrous-
ness of this situation?

A part of the services provided by this
Indian health unit is a field health pro-
gram which consists of three clinics at
distances of 40, 60, and 80 miles from the
central hospital. Here again, the program
is severely handicapped by shortages in
manpower, facilities, and equipment.
One of the clinics is a converted trailer
which is wholly inadequate for its pur-
pose; the other clinies badly need repair
and enlargement. There are two public
health nurses for 15,000 people, which
translates to a ratio of 1 to 7,500, an in-
credible situation, and a tragic one. It
is unrealistic to expect any degree of
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success from a preventive health pro-
gram operated under these conditions.

There is one clinic vehicle available to
transport the doctor to these field clinics.
The vehicle is in the same state of dis-
repair as the bulk of the egquipment at
the hospital station. There is no person-
nel slot for a driver; thus the physicians
drive themselves and patients to or from
the field stations. The physicians are be-
coming quite adept at making emergency
repairs along the road, often under ex-
tremely adverse weather conditions. One
doctor suffered frost bite; and a patient
was critically endangered when their ve-
hicle broke down in a heavy snowstorm.

Mr. President, this state of affairs is
not limited to this one facility. A con-
gressional investigation conducted by
members of the House Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, Subcommit-
tee on Indian Affairs, has documented
the critical needs of the Indian health
program. Yet the administration still re-
fuses to utilize all the funds appropri-
ated. These funds must be released im-
mediately. As a member of the Health
Subcommittee of the Committee on La-
bor and Public Welfare, I again call upon
the administration to remove the freeze,
and to make the $1,000,000 available for
the staffing purposes for which it was
appropriated.

PROPOSED NATIONAL ECONOMIC
EQUITY BOARD

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, recently,
in Oklahoma, I made a statement calling
for the establishment of a National Eco-
nomic Equity Board to set voluntary
guidelines on wages and prices, with the
power, if necessary, to institute freezes
for up to 6 months.

It is incredible that in this, the richest,
best educated, and most skilled Nation
in the world, officials should announce
zero economic growth, rising unem-
ployment, and idle productive capacity
as major governmental accomplish-
ments. This is wrong.

In the hope my statement may be of
interest or use to Senators, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrbp, as follows:

StaTEMENT OF U.B. SENATOR FrEp R. HARRIS
AT A PrESS CONFERENCE AT OXrLAHOMA CITY,
OELA., FEBRUARY 20, 1870
The economic policies of this Administra-

tion are terribly out of kilter,

Inflation is at its worst since 1951, interect
rates are at their highest level since the
Civil War and people are being laid off their
jobs in alarming numbers.

The Administration deplores inflation but
has mistakenly refused to even speak out
against wage and price increases, even in the
basic industiries, or to set up voluntary
guidelines.

The Administration has also been dread-
Tully mistaken in its high interest rate policy.

The result of these policies is that, while
there are huge and growing backlogs in
housing needs, home construction has been
drastically slowed.

While there is tremendous demand for
goods and products, idle plant capacity is
purposely forced upward.

While hundreds of thousands are already
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looking for work, the unemployment rate is
deliberately pushed higher.

I say it is a wretched and heartless policy
that makes men go jobless in order to slow
down the economy.

By refusing to take the steps which it
should have taken, this Administration has
brought us to the point where more drastic
measures are NOW Necessary.

1 propose the creation of a National Eco-
nomic Equity Board to set up voluntary
guidelines on prices and wages.

The Board, which should be composed of
representatives of both management and la-
bor, would hold hearings and issue findings
and focus the spotlight of public opinion on
wage and price decisions.

The Board should have the power if neces-
sary to institute wage and price freezes for
up to six months in order to give the economy
time to cool off and get back to normal.

I do not like the idea of wage and price
controls any more than the next perscn. But
I think the system I propose would be far
preferable to the misguided economic policies
of this Administration which deliberately
drive interest rates up out of sight and send
hundreds of thousands into the jobless lines.

ADVANCE PAYMENT REFUSAL
HURTS FARM PROGRAM

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the future
of the Government’s feed grain program
is being jeopardized by the Agriculture
Department’s refusal to make advance
payments to participating farmers this
year.

Twenty-three percent fewer farmers
than last year have signed up for the
feed grain program so far this year be-
cause farmers have no incentive to en-
ter the program.

Farmers participating in the feed
grain program have received advance
payments every spring for the past 7
years. Now, without the early incentive,
only 331,000 farmers have agreed to di-
vert crop acreage this year, more than
100,000 less than last year.

The decline in participation thus far
represents 3 million fewer acres diverted
from crop production in the feed grain
program which stabilizes farm income
and crop supplies by encouraging farm-
ers to limit production. In Wisconsin,
only 15,277 farmers have signed up for
the program as compared with 18,741
during the same period in 1969.

With less than a month left before the
signup deadline, the Agriculture Depart-
ment should reverse its earlier decision
and immediately authorize advance pay-
ments to all farmers who wish to join
the program.

Otherwise, sufficient acreage might
not be diverted from production over
the coming year and the resulting over-
supply on the market will force farm
income down to disastrous levels.

Nearly 53,000 Wisconsin farmers re-
ceived $12,768,722 in advance payments
last year for diverting more than 1.5
million aecres.

Now, these farmers are being forced
to borrow funds at outrageous interest
rates, often upward of 12 percent. In the
past, they have received the money that
they needed for planting and other
operating expenses from the advance
payments.

The Deparitment’s apparent reason for
denying advance payments this year is
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to shift the expenditure of funds to the
next budget year, which begins on
July 1.

The Agriculture Department is trying
to balance its own budget at the ex-
pense of hundreds of thousands of family
farmers who now have to turn to banks
and other lending agencies to obtain the
funds they need to keep their farms
operating.

Proposed legislation is now pending to
require the Agriculture Departiment to
make at least 50 percent of farm program
payments to participating farmers in
the spring. Unless the Department acts
soon, Congress should act to require pay-
ment of these funds.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF
SENATOR ALLEN

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, before com-
ing to the U.S. Senate on January 3, 1969,
I had filed with the Secretary of the
U.S. Senate, the secretary of the State
of Alabama, and the probate judge of
Etowah County, Ala.—my home county—
a statement of my assets and liabilities as
of December 20, 1968, Then in January
1970, I filed with said officials a state-
ment of my assets and liabilities as of
December 31, 1969,

I ask unanimous consent that there
be printed in the Recorp a copy of
each of said financial statements so filed
by me.

The statements themselves contain a
declaration of my purpose in filing the
statements.

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

FINANCIAL STATEMENT
STATE OF AraBAMA, County of Etowah.

I, James B. Allen, Gadsden, Alabama, do
hereby certify that the following is a true
and correct statement of my financial con-
dition as of December 20, 1968:

ASSETE
Home at No, 1321 Bellevue Drive,

Gadsden, Ala
Furniture, furnishings, books_._
Automobile
State of Alabama bonds, at cost.

U.S. savings bonds, at cost

City of Mobile bonds, at cost___.
Bank certificates of deposit
Note, receivable

Bank accounts

Stocks and corporation bonds.._

Total

Reserve for balance of 1968 Fed-
eral and State income taxes...
Estimated unpaid and unbilled
personal and household bills__
Other liabilities

Net worth 92, 984.81

I am not an Officer, Director, Stockholder,
or Attorney for any Firm, Company, or Cor-
poration, nor am I a member of any law
firm, nor am I now engaged in the practice
of law.

This statement is made pursuant to a de-
clared policy of filing annually with the Sec-
cretary of the U.S. Senate, the Secretary of
the State of Alabama, the Probate Judge of
Etowah County, Alabama, a statement of my
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assets and labilitles. A similar statement
will be filed each year during my service in
the Senate.

The purpose of this statement is two-fold:

1. To show the absence of any conflict of
interest between my ownership of assets and
my service in the Senate in the public in-
terest.

2. To keep the public advised as to my
financial status, and to disclose the extent
to which I have benefited financially dur-
ing my public service.

I believe that the public is entitled to this
information from me as a United States
Senator in the discharge of this public trust.

This December 20, 1968.

James B, ALLEN.

Sworn to and subscribed before me on this
20th day of December, 1968,

LuciLLe G, YEAGER,
Notary Public.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT
STATE oF AraBama, County of Etowah:

I, James B. Allen, Gadsden, Alabama, do
hereby certify that the following is a true
and correct statement of my financial condi-
tion as of December 31, 1969:

ASSETS

Home at 1321 Bellevue Drive,

g8

g 88888 888

Furniture, furnishings, books.._.-

Automobile

State of Alabama; city of Hunts-
ville, Ala., bonds at market_ .-

U.S. savings bonds, at cost

U.S. Treasury notes

Note, receivable

Bank accounts, estimate

Payments into civil service re-
tirement account, estimate_..

Btocks and corporation bonds__.

@
g g
e s

g8

gﬂl
g3

@ m_..._‘é'_.-s

8

g
18|z
|8

Estimated unpaid and unbilled
personal and household bills._
Other liabilities

Net Worth

I am not an Officer, Director, stockholder,
employee or Attorney for any person, firm,
company, or corporation, nor am I a mem-
ber of any law firm, nor am I engaged in the
practice of law in any form.

My income is limited to my Congessional
salary and interest on assets listed above.
During 1969 I received no honoraria or ex-
pense payments or reimbursements of any
sort; nor do I have a committee or person
designated to receive contributions, political
or otherwise.

This statement is made pursuant to a de-
clared policy of filing annually with the Sec-
retary of the U.S. Senate, the Becretary of
State of the State of Alabama, the Probate
Judge of Etowah County, Alabama, a state-
ment of my assets and liabilities. A similar
statement will be filed each year during my
service in the Senate,

The purpose of this statement is two-fold:

1. To show the absence of any conflict of
interest between my ownership of assets and
my service in the Senate in the public in-
terest.

2. To keep the public advised as to my fi-
nancial status, and to disclose the extent to
which I have benefited financially during my
public service.

I believe that the public is entitled to this
information from me as a United States Sen-
ator in the discharge of this public trust.

‘This December 31, 1969,

JAMES B. ALLEN.

Sworn to and subscribed before me on this
31st day of December, 1969.

LuciiLe G. YEAGER,
Notary Public.
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HENRY GIBSON SPEAKS OUT FOR
THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, a signifi-
cant portion of the state of the Union
address was devoted to the issue of the
crisis that we are headed for if we con-
tinue to contribute to the deterioration
of our Nation’s natural resources. I com-
mend the President on taking a public
stand for a clean environment, for I can
think of no other issue that deserves our
attenticn in this decade more than the
issue of how we can make peace with our
environment. Many of our citizens are
enraged, and we are witnessing an un-
precedented interest in the quality of the
environment from people from all walks
of life—people who are concerned about
making this globe a livable place for our
children.

Recently, a leading entertainer and
lifelong conservationist addressed him-
self to this subject when he spoke before
the annual Keep America Beautiful
meeting in New York. Henry Gibson,
sometimes poet and sometimes priest in
NBC'’s popular “Laugh-In,” vividly dem-
onstrates in his brief remarks a sensitive
awareness of the crisis. Mr. Gibson’s dec-
laration of dependence is a startling ex-
ample of the attitude which our citizens,
industries, and government must adopt
if we are to learn to live in peace with
nature.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Gib-
son’s remarks be printed in the Recorp.

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

REMARES BY MR. GIBSON

Everyone is protesting violence these days.
But what can be worse than the violence we
inflict every minute of every day upon our
own environment?

Litter is violence. Noise is violence. Smog is
violence. We worry about our children’s ex-
posure to violence on TV . .. but what about
the violence done to them?

It has been only two years since I became
associated with Keep America Beautiful, but
I'm glad Idid... for Keep America Beautiful
has instilled in me a growing concern for our
weak and wounded environment,

We here in this room know the statistics
better than most. Each of us can recite figures
about the tons of pollutants and poisons and
wastes accumulating dally in this country.
We know the effects of pollution on our
health, on our homes, on our pocketbooks,
and on the lives of those who will come after
us.

And, yes, our message is getting through
slowly to some who never stopped to think
about such things before. But, in the single
day it takes us to make one convert to this
cause, there is a net gain throughout the
world of three hundred thousand babies.
And each is Technology's child.

If he's born in this country, chances are
he’ll be nursed on mother's milk containing
DDT at three to seven times the FDA danger
level.

He carries strontium 80 in his bones . . .
asbestos in his lungs . . . consumes three
pounds of additive chemicals per year ., .
inhales three quarters of a ton of toxic air
each year ., . . drinks water half of which is
either below Federal drinkabllity standards
or of unknown quality . . . lives against a
background radiation that has increased five
per cent from fallout . .. amid a constant
barrage of noise so intense, no one has yet
been able to estimate its national level.

But Technology’s children are our chil-
dren—my three boys, your sons and daugh-
ters. Is there no hope for them?
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Yes, there is hope, but time is running out.

There is hope in each of you here today,
being honored for your achievements, But
time is running out.

There is hope in your communities, in your
families, In your children, in all the children
reached by your individual efforts. But time
is running out.

There is hope in the magnificent service
being rendered by our heroic national and
local conservation groups, by our Boy Scouts,
our Girl Scouts, our 4-H Clubs. But time is
running out.

There is hope in the enlightened press and
TV coverage being given the subject of en-
vironment by our greatest newspapers, maga-
zines and networks. But time s running out.

There is hope in the inspired national lead-
ership of such environmental champions as
Senators Nelson, Muskie and Jackson. But
time is running out.

There is hope in your efforts to turn your
enlightened technology to the task of saving
our race and our environment,

But time is running out.

All our children learn the Declaration of
Independence. But, in these times of environ-
mental crisis, perhaps they should also learn
a Declaration of Dependence—a declaration
of our dependence on Nature. Here's the one
I taught my sons:

“I am a part of Nature.

I am a part of everything that lives.

I am bound together with all living things

in air, in land, in water. e

My life depends upon Nature—

Upon its balance, upon its resources, and
upon the continulty of both.

To destroy them is to destroy myself,

As a member of the human race

I am responsible for its survival,

I am a part of Nature,

I will not destroy it.”

I promised you I'd recite a poem, and I
will, but it's one of the saddest poems I've
ever written. I hope I'll never have to recite
it again.

“ELEMENTS
(By Henry Gibson)
“I used to like fresh air
‘When it was there.
And water—I enjoyed it
Till we destroyed it.
Each day the land's diminished.
I think-I'm finished.”

ON GRAZING FEES

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, if we be-
lieve all of what we read in the news-
papers we inevitably are going to be
misled at times. So it is with a column
written by Jack Anderson which ap-
peared in the Saturday Washington Post
and a large number of other newspapers
across this country. It would have us
believe that Western ranchmen are out
to ambush the Public Land Law Review
Commission, Congress, the Treasury, and
the public. The issue he writes of is
grazing fees for use of the public domain.

Mr. President, I am not an apologist
for Western ranchers; not even Wyo-
ming ranchers. I happen, however, to
know them well and to know the prob-
lems they have with the currently sus-
pended proposals to raise annual grazing
fees both on public lands administered
by the Interior Department and on for-
est lands. Frankly, they have a strong
case; and are not out to freeload on
Uncle Sam. For example, Mr. President,
I know from many sessions with cattle-
men and with wool growers who use pub-
lic lands for grazing that these livestock
producers are willing to pay a fair con-
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sideration for their use of these lands,
and further know that they realize this
will be required of them, Fair is fair,
however, and these men also want as-
surances that the grazing fee schedule
they are subject to is equitable and does
not simply represent another increase
in cost with no corresponding oppor-
tunity for increased income. Already, the
livestock producer is up against the wall
because of a cost-price squeeze. As it
happens, Wyoming livestock operators
are using 13.1 percent of the total 21,-
440,031 animal-unit-months provided by
the public lands in the United States.
This is the largest percentage of AUM's
allocated to permittees in any State.
Thus, my State is the most affected by
this question. And that, Mr. President,
is why I speak today.

When, in 1968, a 10-year program of
staged increases in grazing fees was an-
nounced, the Wyoming Stock Growers
and Wool Growers Associations, among
many other interested parties, sought
to have the new fee schedule, incorpo-
rating increases of up to 400 percent over
a decade, held in abeyance until the re-
port of the Public Land Law Review Com-~
mission was filed—as it is scheduled to
be later this year. In view of the situation
with regard to public lands, this seemed
reasonable. Yet Mr. Anderson’s column
makes it sound as if the Secretary of the
Interior buckled under to a power play
when he announced a moratorium on
further grazing fee increases. I would
remind him that many Members of this
body and of the House had the same
request.

For my own part, I protested the an-
nounced increase in grazing fees because
it was an action taken in isolation from
the many other issues involved in the
Public Land Law Review Commission’s
study—issues Mr. Anderson mentioned,
though he chose to focus his spotlight
only on the question of grazing fees. The
question of land management involves
watershed protection, recreation and
public access, wildlife protection and
management, mining, and many other
issues aside from grazing.

Our public lands are a precious heri-
tage which must be safeguarded. And
they must be looked upon as a whole,
with all questions affecting their future
reasonably and intelligently considered.
Indeed, in the long run, it will be of
greater importance that we have man-
aged these lands well and fostered their
maintenance rather than that we have
managed them for the purpose of pro-
ducing the greatest income to the U.S.
Treasury. And it is about as important,
in my judgment, that we also foster a
healthy livestock industry as well. That
need was recognized in the Taylor Graz-
ing Act, which states that its purpose is
to provide for “stabilization of the live-
stock industry,” and which calls for
“reasonable fees.”

Reasonable fees, Mr. President, will not
find many opponents on the range. In-
deed, I have letters in my files from
graziers who readily concede that some
increase in their own fees would be rea-
sonable. That is not exactly the image of
an industry out to ambush the taxpayer.

Mr. President, my own proposal, in
which the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss)
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has joined, is embodied in S. 716, intro-
duced last year and now pending before
the Interior Committee. That bill would
permit the cost of a grazing fee to be
taken into consideration by the Federal
departments in the formulas used by
them to establish fees for grazing per-
mittees.

I have no quarrel with the concept of
reasonable return, and no quarrel with
the concept of comparability between
private and public land grazing costs.
But I have suggested before, Mr. Presi-
dent, and I repeat today, that we cannot
be fair or reasonable if we are to be selec-
tive and arbitrary in selecting those par-
ticular cost factors which we are willing
to consider in determining fees. If com-
parability is our goal, then certainly few
reasonable persons would object to the
proposition that all cost factors should be
considered. And among those costs is the
price of acquiring a grazing permit in the
first instance, My bill would see that it is
a relevant factor,

Now, I am aware of the objections
against this approach; namely, that it
would constitute recognition of a permit
as a property right instead of a privilege.
While, in theory, the argument has some
merit, in practice everyone familiar with
the situation recognizes that Taylor graz-
ing rights have been sold, transferred and
otherwise alienated with the exchange of
valuable consideration. It is unreasonable
to pretend otherwise, and it is time we
faced life like it is on the range.

That, I believe, is what thc western
livestock industry is trying to say.

ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE

Mr. SMITH of Illinois. Mr. President,
today is the 52d anniversary of the
Declaration of the Independence of the
Republic of Estonia, yet another Baltic
state like Latvia and Lithuania, cruelly
stripped of her freedom by the force of
Communist aggression and violence.

Hardly an American Estonian has been
spared personal suffering from the terror
of Russian domination of his homeland.
Friends and relatives trapped by the
seizure of Estonia in 1940 have been sub-
jected to Soviet Russification programs
of expropriation, pauperization, deporta-
tion, and, the ruthless suppression of all
basic human rights.

The United States has steadfastly re-
fused to recognize any legality in the
Russian control of the Baltic States. We
continue to recognize the legitimate rep-
resentatives of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania. Congress has reaffirmed
American support of the right of the
captive Baltic peoples to restoration of
freedom and liberty in their lands by
the adoption of House Concurrent Reso-
lution 416, which I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

H. Con. REs. 416
Whereas the subjection of peoples to alien

subjugation, domination, and exploitation
constitutes a denial of fundamental human
rights, is contrary to the Charter of the
United Nations, and is an impediment to the
promotion of world peace and cooperation;
and

Whereas all peoples have the right to self-
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determination, by virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and
freely pursue their economic, social, cultural,
and religious development; and

Whereas the Baltic peoples of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania have been forcibly de-
prived of these rights by the Government of
the Soviet Union; and

Whereas the Government of the Soviet
Union, through a program of deportations
and resettlement of peoples, continues in
its effort to change the ethnic character of
the populations of the Baltic States; and

Whereas it has been the firm and consist-
ent policy of the Government of the United
States to support the aspiration of the Baltic
peoples of seli-determination and national
independence; and

Whereas there exist many historical, eul-
tural, and family ties between the peoples of
the Baltic States and the American people:
Be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the House of
Representatives of the United States urge
the President of the United States—

(a) to direct the attention of world opin-
jon at the United Nations and at other ap-
propriate international forums and by such
means as he deems appropriate, to the de-
nial of the rights of self-determination for
the people of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania,
and

(b) to bring the force of world opinion
to bear on behalf of the restoration of these
rights to the Baltic peoples.

NUCLEAR POWER PLANT ON MIS-
SISSIPPI NEAR TWIN CITIES

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, the Joint
Committee cn Atomic Energy this week
reopened hearings on the environmental
effects of producing electric power. One
of the issues being considered is the lo-
cation of a nuclear power plant on the
Mississippi River near the metropolitan
area of Minneapolis and St. Paul.

The Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpaLE) has prepared a statement for
the Joint Committee in connection with
this case. In his statement, Senator
MonpaLE points out the discrepancy be-
tween allocations for promotion of
atomic power and for the regulation of
this power. He also questions current
AEC policy.

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator’s statement be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE

A controversy has developed in Minnesota
over the installation of atomic power plants
in the Twin Cities area.

Rising concern with the threat to the
environment and to the health of residents
in this area has prompted the Minnesota
Pollution Conirol agency to increase limi-
tations on radioactive effluents b{!}‘ol:ld the
standards set by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission.

I am disturbed by the potential danger of
these efluents, and I am concerned that the
Federal agency charged with regulating these
installations is the agency also responsible
for promoting them.

Strong evidence suggests that while the
Atomic Energy Commission is doing an exe
cellent job of promoting peaceful uses of
atomic energy, it is not doing nearly enough
to regulate nuclear power in behalf of the
public and our environment.

This apparent conflict of interest is re-
vealed in the budget allocations to regula-
tory activities. From an AEC budget of just
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under 8215 billion, only about one-half of
one per cent is earmarked for its regula-
tory functions.

The reliability of the AEC's regulatory
program is surely open to question when pro-
vided with such a minuscule portion of its
total resources. As the atomic energy fleld
expands, it is important that the regulatory
effort is also expanded and strengthened.
In addition, I think we need to take a hard
look at this odd coupling of regulatory with
promotional activities.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
felt that the AEC regulations were too per-
missive, In the absence of effective regula-
tion from the AEC, the Minnesota agency
employed expert counsel and devised its own
limits to assure adequate protection for the
people of the State.

The operation of a nuclear power plant
within forty miles of Minneapolis and St.
Paul poses at least three possible problems.

A malfunction similar to those experienced
at nuclear installations in the past could be
calamitous in a metropolitan area. Hope-
fully, this prospect is very remote.

Yet at the same time, the routine opera-
tion of this proposed plant would create
thermal pollution and cause the discharge
of radioactive material Into an adjacent
waterway. In this Minnesota case, the water-
way happens to be the Mississipp! River—a
major source of water for the Twin Cities and
its one million residents.

There is evidence that waste heat can alter
the ecological balance of a body of water.
The peril of & nuclear power plant’s appa-
ratus to marine life was dramatically illus-
trated this month by the fish kill in New
York State.

Any deterioration of the Mississippl River
will be damaging, particularly with the
added uncertain dangers of radioactive ma-
terials. =

In an effort to protect its citizens, the
State of Minnesota has moved to impose
tight restrictlons regarding radioactive dis-
charge in its permit to the Northern States
Power Co. They were set to lower the amount
of radloactivity to which the people of Min-
nesota would be e

I find it surprising that guardians of the
public interest object to the imposition of
additional safeguards.

Let me emphasize that I do not object to
the concept of nuclear power or the peaceful
use of the atom. But I feel that both public
agencies and private enterprise have a duty
to build In every protective device available.

I am opposed to the dumping of radio-
active materials Into the Mississippl River
for any reason.,

I support the State of Minnesota's posi-
tion in this matter and believe that the State
should have the prerogative to maintain its
own restrictions as long as they are tighter
than those imposed by the AEC.

In another case involving pollution and
states rights, the State of California has been
permitted to establish Its own, more strin-
gent, standards relating to automobile ex-
haust control. With proliferation of nuclear
power installations, it is clear that extra ef-
fort must be made to shield our people and
environment.

This is no time for an exercise In the ar-
rogance of nuclear power. The nuclear field
remains o relatively new and hazardous one.
There is still so much unknown that caution
would appear to be a more prudent course
than fixed policy. The AEC standards should
not be sacrosanct. I see no reason why the
State of Minnesota should not be allowed to
strengthen the standards of the AEC for the
security of its people.

AN LSD TRAGEDY

Mr, MOSS. Mr. President, on February
14, Valentine Day, a tragic series of
events took place in and near my home
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State of Utah. On that day, a young
man, aged 19, a victim of LSD, drove to a
rest stop near Little America, Wyo., and
took his own life,

Before doing so, he left a message on a
tape recorder. His parents, in the hope
that his final words would help other
youngsters avoid the same mistake, have
released the contents of a portion of that
taped message,

On Saturday, February 21, the Salt
Lake Tribune printed an article which
includes the recorded message. So that
others may have an opportunity to read
this important message, I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in
the Recorp,

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

YouTrH's LasT Worns TELL TrAGEDY: HoORED
oN Acm: A TESTAMENT
(By Clark Lobb)

Last Saturday—Valentine's Day—Craig D.
Gardner, handsome 18-year-old postal
worker, got up early.

He went to his job at the Midvale Post
Office from 5 to 9 a.m.

About 9:30 that morning he visited briefly
with his mother, Mrs. Willlam J. (Mary)
Blain, 4445 W. 4805 South in EKearns,

Then he went to his apartment of one
week at 2174-3rd East and made a tape
recording.

After that he drove to a rest stop a mile
out of Little America, Wyo., and shot himself,

LEFT RECORDING BEHIND

But he left a message behind—the tape
recording.

His friend and roommate, Dave, found it
Saturday about 12:30 p.n.

And Priday his mother, his father, Don R.
Gardner, 5t. George, and Mr. Blain, released
the contents of a portion of that tape—a
dramatic account of what it means to get
“hooked"” on LSD.

They said they wanted to make the con-
tents of the tape public to help others who
are or might be consldering “fooling with
drugs.”

“We just hope to God it will help some-
body else,” Mr. Blain said.

BEQUEATHS WORLDLY GOODS

The tape, played at the boy's funeral, first
outlines his will. He methodically listed his
worldly goods—car, clothing, stereo, skis—
everything—and listed the names of those to
whom they should go.

There was a pause.

Then he turned to his dealings with LSD.
Here, word for word, is what he had to say:

“I can't think . . . can't think . . . can’t

“Well, about all I have to say ls—actually,
the real reason is that I really don't know—
(pause) I'l tell you one thing, Dave, and
anybody else who's listening, you ean
really get messed up on that stufl. (pause)
You might hear it sooner or later, Mom—I'm
sorry, Mom, Dad and Bill—I'm sorry that
your little boy has turned into an LSD
addict.

“‘poN'T ENOW WHAT'S REAL'

“It's bad news—it really is. I didn't think
it was when I was first it, but I've
been getting pretty stoned lately and you
just don't know what's real and what isn"t
real. You really don't.

“All I can say is, I had to find out by
myself—kind of a poor excuse, you know—
but I really shouldn't have taken any dope
at all—any acid (LSD)—and I shouldn’t
really have started off with any grass (mari-
juana) either. Of course, grass isn't bad—it's
the acld that got to me.

“But (pause) some things arise in every
day living that you just don't know if it's
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real or really what's happening and you're
lost,
“‘YOU DON'T ENOW WHERE'

“Tell you one thing—after you take so
much of that stuff, you just really don't know
where you're at sometimes, You don't know
where you're at. You don’t know if your
reasoning is correct. Because I'm no doctor—
I really don't know if I'm nuts or what I
mean, I don't think I am, but what I've heard
is that a person who thinks he's insane or
even screwed up or something would never
admit it to himself. That's what I've heard.

“Of course, this factor lies closely with the
idea I might be. It's possible—it really is
possible.

“I don't know myself, I wish I did. X could
go get some medical help but—I mean
mental health, excuse me—but I don’t think
that would really change things—not really,
(pause) It's tough. I don't know. I just don't
know if you do the right things or the
wrong things. It's hard to distinguish be-
tween right and wrong. It's hard to dis-
tinguith between real and wunreal and
whether you're actually going nuts or it's
just the drug (pause) or what.

PONDERED QUESTION

“I've pondered many nights on this
thought. I really don't know. (Laugh). I
really don't know what to say actually. I
don't have much to say other than
(pause)—oh, I don't know, I just don't feel
like moving on. (Pause),

“I have enough problems of my own with-
out even taking LSD to keep my mind bent.
Well, actually what acld dees is it intensifies
everything to & great extent. This probably
is what it did to me. I really don't know—I
really don’t. You think I'm kidding you, but
I really don't. Sometimes I'm not sure even
what I'm saying. (Pause).

“What'd I say? Yeah. Acid might have
intensified my feelings about myself. I was
screwed up enough without taking acid.
Probably just buried me more deeper in my
hole than I was before I started ‘tripping
out.” -

“I wish I could have come out all the way.
I did poke my head out once in awhile, but
just . . . my mind’s not ready—I don't know—
maybe I'm to take what my body has to
offer. %

“I don't think I've lived with my physi-
cal condition. For awhile—but I really can't
cope with it. I've lived with it, but I ecan’t
cope with it. (He had polio as a youngster
and it left one arm partially paralyzed.)

CAN'T FACE THINGS

“I don't know if this is right or wrong or
if people ever do cope with it. I don't know.,
There are so many things I don't know, that
I'm not sure of—a lot of things I can't face.
It's kind of a cowardly idea, isn't 1t? Yeah,
well that's what I've heard before—it's Kind
of a cowardly idea.

“My feelings are that what I want to do
at the time I do. It's just what I feel like at
the time.

“If you're listening to this, Dave, when you
get home—TI don't know if I'm going to leave
it here or not—but don't try to do anything
about it, because by the time you hear this,
I already be ‘wrote off."

“So just take it in stride and pull through
with what I've had to say.

“I really don't want to elaborate very much
on different subjects because I don't Enow
if I'm going to be revealing that I'm nuts
or what. I really wouldn't want anybody to
think more than they have to about me.

“All I know is m going to be in one hell
of & fix when I have to face the Big Man Up
in Heaven. I'm not saying that with disre-
spect—the Big Man. I'm just saying it be-
cause I felt like saying it. And it says In the
Bible that he who kills himself will not be
resurrected. Well, this Is the great punish-
ment that I'm bestowing upon myself not
only physically, but, from what I've read,
I'm going to be suffering eternally for this.
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S50 LONG TO WAIT

“But—actually, I thought I eould sit it out
through this short life span, you know, and
maybe just have enough courage to stay
alive until something bestows upon me that
I will die and that I will go up to Heaven. ..
well, in one of the kingdoms, anyway. And
walit for the big day. When the big day comes,
maybe I could have made a little bit better
of myself than if I had just copped out and
pulled the trigger. (pause)

“But life sometimes seems so long to walt.
All I'm actually doing is existing now. I'm
not trying to feel sorry for myself, but maybe
you talk to a psychological doctor, maybe I
am. I don't know.

“LI have thought it over many times and
there really isn't anything to live for. I don't
think there is. And I really don't think any-
one could convince me that there is—not me
anyway. We're talking about individual
feelings.

“Wow! I got my words all twisted up here.
I can hardly talk sometimes.

(long pause)

NO MORE TALKING

“I could actually sit here and jabber on
and jabber on about my troubles, but I'm
not going to because I just don't feel like it.
Everybody has problems you know. So I
won't talk any more about my problems.

“All I have to say is I'm not going to give
any sentimental speech here, if you know
what I mean.

“So I think I'll just close with a blank
statement—maybe kind of an idiotic state-
ment, but a lot of things are crazy.

“So I'll close with the statement that this
is Dexter Gardner speaking,

“I am slgning off. Thank you."”

The name “Dexter” was one the youth
had adopted himself. His middle initial, D,
was just that—a middle initial. He had no
middle name, family members explained.

SENATOR LEN JORDAN ON THE RE-
SPONSIBILITY OF STEWARDSHIP

Mr. HANSEN. Mr, President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr.
JorpaN) made some excellent remarks
recently at a breakfast meeting. I was
privileged to be present.

The Senator spoke on the subject “The
Responsibility of Stewardship” and pre-
sented some highly interesting views
concerning a subject most of us have
recognized as one requiring immediate
attention—the pollution of the environ-
ment of the United States and of the
world by man,

The Senator covered in his remarks
some pertinent examples of how man’s
world has arrived at its present state of
pollution and urged that all of us face
the responsibility of our stewardship to
protect those areas as yet unspoiled by
the advance of technology, and to im-
prove those already damaged.

I am certain that Senators will find
Senator Jorpan’s remarks well worth
reading.

I ask unanimous consent that they be
printed in the RECORD,

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

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF STEWARDSHIP
(By Senator LEN B. JORDAN)

Man's recent success in reaching the
moon—thus escaping for the first time the
confines of the planet earth—has, I am
sure, given all of us a new perspective on
man ang the universe. To begin with, it is
a marvelous tribute to our nation’s tech-
nology, The achievement of launching a ve-
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hicle from a moving earth, plotting its course
over millions of miles to a target which is
also moving, the moon, and landing within
a few hundred yards of a specified point is
awe-inspiring, particularly to those of us
who do not have a full understanding of
the techniques involved. Our awe has led
many of us to say, or at least to think, “If
we can do this, surely we can congquer the
difficult problems we face here on earth.”

Yet our success in landing on the moon
is a tribute to more than man's ability. It
is striking evidence of the precise order
which characterizes the universe in which
we live. Space travel is possible only because
man has discovered some of the laws gov=
erning the universe, which is a system so
precisely engineered as to make even the
most skeptical admit that it must be trace-
able to a Creator. The wonders of the sys-
tem are apparent, of course, not only in
space, but here on earth, where a remarkable
system of life and bhalance was long ago
established. Man's wonder at the rhythmic
cycles of this system is aptly expressed in
Ecclesiastes:

One generation passeth away, and another
generation cometh: but the earth abideth
for ever.

The sun also ariseth, and the sun goeth
down, and hasteth to his place where he
arose.

The wind goeth toward the south and
turneth about unto the north; it whirleth
about continually, and the wind returneth
again according to his circuits,

All the rivers run into the sea; yet the
sea is not full; unto the place from whence
the rivers come, thither they return again.—
Ecclesiastes 1:4

The last lines of this passage, charming
in their rhetoric and their economy of words,
describe beautifully the hydrologic cycle
which has sustained life through all of
history.

Yet it is only recently that man has begun
to fully appreciate just how complex, and
how delicately balanced, is God's design. We
are only now awakening to the incredible
complexity of the earth's ecology, the sys-
tem by which living organisms and the non-
living environment function togetaer as a
whole. In the past man has been blind to
his own utter dependency on the oceans,
forests and grasslands., He has not realized
that he is only a part of a vast web of
interacting organisms and processes, those
processes which allow the rivers to flow into
the seas and yet the seas not to be full.

Four hundred million years ago, our
earth’s atmosphere was enriched to its life-
supporting mixture of oxygen and other
gases. With uncanny precision, this mixture
was then maintained by plants, animals and
bacteria, which used and returned the gases
at equal rates. The process is governed by
distinet laws of life and balance which as-
sure that no single type of animal or plant
will proliferate and dominate the commu-
nity. By adding just one alien component to
this delicate balance, man can quite un-
knowingly ftrigger & series of dangerous
changes.

An interesting example of the dangers of
man's tampering with the system is the cam-
paign waged In South Africa against hip-
popotamuses. Deemed useless beasts, they
were shot on sight. Sometime later, an ago-
nizing liver and intestinal disease swept the
country., Though these two events were on
the surface entirely unrelated, it was finally
discovered that they were in fact tied to-
gether by one of nature’s intricate chains.
It seemed that without the hippos to keep
river silt in motion as they bathed and to
make natural irrigation channels, the rivers
silted up and periodic floods swept lower
adjacent lands. The altered conditions fa-
vored the proliferation of disease-carrying
snails, which in turn were responsible for the
epidemie.

We are learning more every day about
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man's assaults upon the system created to
sustain him. Scientists have reported that
just as people get hooked on drugs, so the
soll seems to become addicted to chemical
additives and loses its ability to fix its own
nitrogen. A respected geo-physicist has con-
cluded that man's activities have even upset
the interior condtions of the earth’'s crust.
It appears that wherever huge dams are
built, the earth starts shuddering, due to
the enormous weight of the water in the
reservoirs behind the dam.

The earth has a truly marvelous built-in
waste-disposal system, but man’'s activities
are now taxing the system’s limits. Modern
technology is pressuring nature with tens of
thousands of synthetic substances, many of
which almost totally resist decay—thus poi-
soning man's fellow creatures, to say nothing
of himself. The burden includes smog fumes,
aluminum cans that do not rust, inorganic
plastics that may last for decades, floating
oil that can change the thermal reflectivity
of oceans, and radioactive wastes whose tox-
icity lingers for literally hundreds of years.,
Most pollutants probably end up in the
oceans, and some fear that the oceans will
become so burdened with noxious wastes
that they will lose thelr vast power of self-
purification.

Some scientists are predicting that man's
activitles have already doomed life on earth.
We are warned that the earth is warming up
and that we can look forward to a melting of
the jcecaps and drowning of the world's
coastal cities; or that the planet is cooling
and we are headed for another ice age; or
that nitrogen build-up will eventually cause
light to be completely filtered out of the
atmosphere. But it is not only these sclence-
fiction type predictions that are frightening.
Some of the results of man's carelessness are
all too real and visible today. We feel shaken
when we read that several times each week
public schools in some of our major cities
forbid children to exercise lest they breathe
too deeply of the polluted air.

We can trace this environmental crisis to
a few deeply ingrained assumptions. We have
dedicated ourselves to the idea of infinite
growth, though we live on a finite planet. We
have assumed that nature Is endlessly boun-
tiful, that economic growth is worth any
effort. There is also the even more funda-
mental belief that nature exists primarily
for man to conguer. Many thinkers trace this
idea back to the passage in Genesis in which
God gave man “dominion over the fish of the
sea, and over the birds of the air, and over
the cattle, and over all the earth.” But I be-
lieve we are now coming to understand, if
we have not in the past, that our dominion
over nature involves not only the exercise of
power, but a tremendous responsibility as
well.

And yet, there is more: man is also abusing
nature through his sheer numbers. Unprece-
dented population growth during the past
few centuries is a key factor in today's en-
vironmental crisis. For human population
growth has suddenly become cancerous,

The following lines, written by a demog-
rapher about the life of Wolfgang Amadeus
Mozart, point out the revolution that has
caused this tremendous growth:

One of seven children, five of whom died
within six months of birth; Father of six
children, only two of whom lived six months.
Himself a survivor of scarlet fever, smallpox,
and lesser diseases. Only to die at the age of
35 years and ten months. From a cause not
diagnosable by the medical knowledge of his
time; Thus making his life demographically
typical of most of man’s history.

The fact that this account startles us today
is evidence of the revolution that rising
health standards and resulting low-level
death rates have brought about. The low-
level death rates which Europe required a
century and a half to achieve are now being
accomplished in the emerging nations in a
fifth of that time.

The human population in 6000 B.C. was
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about five million people, It had taken per-
haps one million years to get there from two
and a half million. Then the population be-
gan doubling every thousand years or so,
reaching 500 million about 1650 AD. Then
it doubled in some 200 years, reaching ane
billion around 1850. The next doubling took
only 80 years or so, with the population
reaching two billlon around 1930. And in
just 40 years we have almost completed the
next doubling, to four billlon people on the
face of the earth. The reduction in doubling
times is startling: 1,000,000 years, 1,000 years,
200 years, B0 years, 40 years.

To project the totals beyond the year
2000 becomes s0 demanding on the Imagina-
tion as to make the statistics almost incom-
prehensible. A child born today, lving on
into his 70's, would know a world of 15
billion. His grandson would share the planet
with 60 billion. In six and a half centuries
there would be one human being standing
on every square foot of land on earth. But
such projections, are, of course, unreal. They
will not come to pass because events will not
permit them to come to pass. And some are
predicting that these events will be dismal:
mass starvation, mass death due to lack of
oxygen, political chaos,

One of the laws of life and balance has
always been that predators are required to
hold the population within the limits of its
food supply. In the case of man, war, pesti-
lence, disease and famine have served this
function for millions of years. Now, however,
man has tipped the balance in his battle
against these predators. We are, guite na-
turally, not willing to forgo the blessings of
medical sclence for the sake of allowing the
natural order to prevall. Nor are we willing to
promote war as & means of keeping popula-
tion down. Committed as we are to the value
of the individual life, we must reject these
means and somehow find others. I regret
that I can offer no easy answers or solutions,
I can only say that we must face our di-
lemma squarely and be prepared to make
some difficult decisions, if we are to avert
the catastrophe that will otherwise result,

Colman McCarthy, in a recent article in
the Washington Post entitled "The Lack of
Reverence for Nature,” made the following
comments on man’s relationship to the
earth:

Man is only a recent visitor to the planet
earth. Compared to the billlons of years
that the primordlal forces worked in silence
in the vast canyons of cosmic space, he has
been here only an infinitesimal moment. The
prospect that he will pollute his species back
to oblivion is a huge tragedy, but perhaps
it is only part of a cycle, a ripple in the con-
tour of evolution, part of the pilgrimage of
living things that began with cells and
plants and only lately has included man.

The philosopher Whitehead saw the earth
as & “second-rate planet revolving around a
second-rate sun.” Despite this, the earth has
been a gracious host for the few moments
its most recent visitor—man—has been here.
But it has never guaranteed this species a
permanent place; and because man is doing
what no other species has ever done—quar-
reling with Nature—it appears that his pres-
ence on earth will be nothing more than a
brief guest appearance.

As I looked at the basketball-sized earth
through the TV cameras of the astronauts, I
was struck by how small the earth is, how
limited its preclous resources, and how cru-
cial it is that man exercise his authority
over this pinpoint in space wisely and well.
We cannot, of course, fathom God's inten-
tions in allowing man to develop a technology
that threatens the existence of life on earth.
In our zeal for progress we have even gone
so far as to split the atom, which surely is
the ultimate form of pollution. Maybe we
have already gone too far. But I would like
to believe that the success of our space ven-
tures is an omen—that we will continue dis-
covering the laws of nature which sustaln our

marvelous planet, and that we will learn to
live In harmony with them. Man’s dominion
over the earth is truly a marvelous chal-
lenge—to use the earth’s resources to pro-
vide the best possible life for all its in-
habitants, and at the same time to insure
that the system may endure.

I we are not to be the victims of our own
inventiveness In our “quarrel with nature,”
we must delay no longer in facing the re-
sponsibilities of our stewardship. Our gen-
eration must commit itself to wusing the
earth’s resources wisely, so that they may
be passed on to the next generation undi-
minished and unspoiled.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is

there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

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 the unfin-
ished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The BiLr CrLErx. A bill (S. 2548) to
amend the National School Lunch Act
and Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to
strengthen and improve the food service
programs provided for children under
such acts.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill,

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time not be
charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legisiative clerk pro-
ceeded fo 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. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to withdraw my amendment No. 514 at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 508

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 508 and ask that it
be reported in a slightly revised form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment in the
slightly revised form.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 21, beginning with line D, sirike
out all down through line 18, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“Sgc. 6. (&) The second sentence of section
9 of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1751) is amended by inserting 'not exceeding
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20 cents per meal' immediately after ‘or at a
reduced cost.”

“(b) Section 9 of the National School
Lunch Act is further amended by inserting
after the second sentence thereof two new
sentences as follows: ‘Such determinations
shall be made by local school authorities in
accordance with a publicly announced policy
and plan applied eguitably on the basis of
critieria which, as & minimum, shall include
the level of family income, including wel-
fare grants, the number in the family unit,
and the number of children in the family
unit attending school or service institutions;
but any child who is a member of a house-
hold which (1) is eligible to participate in a
Federal food stamp program or commodity
disiribution 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. Determination with re-
spect to the annual income any household
shall be made solely on the basis of an affi-
davit executed in such form as the Secretary
may prescribe by an adult member of such
household." "

On page 21, Iine 19, strike out “(b)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(c)™.

On page 22, line 3, strike out “(c)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(d)".

On page 22, line 12, strike out “(d)"™ and
insert in lieu thereof “ (e) ™.

On page 22, line 20, immediately after the
period insert the following: “The require-
ments of this section relating to the service
of meals without cost or at a reduced cost
shall apply to the Iunch program of any
school utilizing commodities donated under
any of the provisions of law referred to in
the preceding sentence.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. I gather that there is an
hour and a half on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. Three-quarters of an
hour to be controlled by me.

GENERAL EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT

Mr. President, I introduce at this fime
an amendment to the Agriculture Com-
mittee’s bill, which would specify that
the price to the child of a “reduced price”
Iunch could not exceed 20 cents and,
second, would establish uniform eli-
gibility standards under the National
School Lunch Act to assure that all chil-
dren from poor families receive free
Iunches.

All pupils from households eligible to
receive Food Stamps or commodities un-
der Federal programs or from families
with an equivalent annual income of
$4,000 or less for a family of four would
be eligible for free lunches.

This amendment differs from amend-
ment No. 508, which I filed last Friday,
only in that the eligibility requirement
applies solely to lunches and not, as in
the case of No. 508, to breakfasts as well.
This modification takes into account the
action by the Senate yesterday on the
amendment proposed by Senator KEn-
NEDY, which sought to establish eligibility
standards for free breakfasts,

My amendment would implement the
important recommendation of the recent
White House Conference on Food, Nu-
trition and Health, which called for a
“nationally determined standard of eli-
gibility for free and reduced price meals.”
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Mr. President, under present law,
which would be unchanged by the com-
mittee, the determination of eligibility
for free lunches is left by statute and by
U.S. Department of Agriculture regula-
tions solely to the discretion of individ-
ual schools. Testimony before the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs—of which I am the ranking mi-
nority member—has clearly underscored
the need for a national standard.

One witness, Miss Jean Fairfax, who
formerly was chairman of the interfaith
committee on school linch participa-
tion, which published “Their Daily
Bread,” a study of the school lunch pro-
gram, stated that the lack of uniform
procedures for determining eligibility
for free meals was one of the main prob-
lems affecting the rights and dignity of
poor children. Information which she
received from 40 State school lunch di-
rectors and community groups indicated
wide variances among the State defini-
tions of eligibility for free lunches. For
example, some States indicated that
being on welfare was sufficient evidence
of need; others indicated that it only
made a child eligible for consideration,
while still others provided no guidance
at all. Another witness stated there was
arbitrary administration of the free
lunch program on the part of principals
resulting in a variance from school to
school as to who is eligible depending
upon the prineipal’s interpretation of
school board policy.

My amendment would establish a na-
tional eligibility standard to assure that
all children from families with equiva-
lent income of $4,000 or less for a family
of four, or from households eligible to
receive food stamps or commeodities un-
der fed=aral programs, would receive free
lunches.

Mr, President, $4,000 is substantially
below the $6,000 level which the Bureau
of Labor Statistics has estimated is nec-
essary for a family of four to maintain
a “low standard of living,” and it is
slightly above the poverty index based
on an economy food plan, which even
the Department of Agriculture has ac-
knowledged is inadequate to provide a
proper diet. $4,000 was the eligibility
level adopted by the Senate last year in
the Senate-passed food stamp program.

As I noted, this amendment provides
that free lunches shall be made available
to those eligible under the food stamp
or commodity program. The alternative
of participation in food stamp or com-
modity programs is necessary because
there could be instances where a family
of four has an annual income which ex-
ceeds $4,000 but is still eligible to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program or
commodity program.

For example, in my State of New York,
a family of four will qualify for food
stamps if the annual income is less than
$4,200. This figure is above $4,000, but
family eligibility for the stamp program
would still allow their children to re-
ceive free meals. Furthermore, the De-
partment of Agricuture’s new food-stamp
program includes provisions for a stamp
allotment for a family of four with a
monthly income of up to $359.99, or over
$4,300 per year. Therefore even under
the Department’s schedule, there could
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be instances in which a family’s annual
income would exceed $4,000 and yet the
family still would be entitled to receive
an allotment of stamps.

This amendment would require all
schools which receive commodities for
lunch programs, but which do not par-
ticipate in the school lunch program,
to meet requirements set forth above.
For example, there are approximately
14,000 schools in the United States that
do not participate in the national school
lunch program but receive section 32 and
416 donated foods and special milk re-
imbursement. No requirement is imposed
on these schools for meal standards or
for providing meals to needy children at-
tending such schools. This provision
would require these 14,000 schools to
meet the same program requirements for
standards as mnational school Ilunch
schools.

For example, at the Los Angeles hear-
ings of the Select Committee on Nutri-
tion and Human Needs, which I chaired,
the director of the Los Angeles school
lunch program stated in his testimony:

Until passage of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966, no provision had been made to pro-
vide free or reduced-price meals to pupils on
a district-wide basis with district funds—a
private organization assumed that responsi-
bility.

The distriet did, however, receive com-
modities for its own lunch program. My
amendment would require schools in a
similar situation to meet the eligibility
requirement of free and reduced-price
lunches above if they were to receive any
commodities at all for their program un-
der the School Lunch Act.

The Department of Agriculture has in-
dicated in regulations issued on Octo-
ber 23, 1968, that free or reduced-price
meals should be provided to children
from any family certified as eligible for
assistance under the food stamp program
or the commodity distribution program.
My amendment seeks to firmly establish
the policy that any children from fami-
lies that qualify for food stamp programs
or commodity distribution programs
shall be eligible for free lunches.

Office of Education figures indicate
that there would be 9 million children
eligible at the $4,000 level. Based upon a
study by Rodney Leonard, former Ad-
ministrator of the Consumer and Mar-
keting Service of the Department of Ag-
riculture, and now a consultant to the
Children’s Foundation, only 3 million
children are receiving free or reduced-
cost lunches.

Mr. President, members of the Agri-
culture Committee may have different
estimates of the number of children who
would be entitled to free lunches under
the standard, but none I think would
question the ultimate goal of providing
free lunches to such persons. As Senator
DorLe stated yesterday, we first should
establish a priority of feeding children
under the school lunch program.

My amendment also would specify
that the price to the child of a “reduced
price” meal could not exceed 20 cents.
Children from families above the $4,000

level, but with insufficient resources to
pay the full 35 cents or 40 cents usually

charged, would still have a right to re-
ceive such reduced-price lunches under
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criteria established by the States and
schools. At present, no regulation 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 dis-
tricts that provide meals at a truly re-
duced price. Under the present system,
districts that served reduced-price meals
at only a trivial reduction—equal to the
cost of a regular-price meal in other
districts—are permitted to claim the
larger reimbursement for a free or re-
duced-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.

The respected study, “Their Daily
Bread,” has shown that the lower the
price, the higher the number of pupils
who buy the school lunch. In two schools
where the price was 20 cents, participa-
tion was 100 percent. At 25 cents, par-
ticipation drcas to near 80 percent, and
at 30 cents, it falls sharply to between 27
percent and 37 percent. Although this
study was conducted over 2 years ago, it
is even more valid today since the price
of school lunches has increased since
then.

Finally, my amendment also first,
would require—permit—a sworn affida-
vit, in such form as the Secretary pre-
seribed, to be the sole basis upon which
income is determined for eligibility for
free lunches; and, second, would make
the requirements of above-stated stand-
ards apply to those schools which do
not participate in the school lunch pro-
gram but receive Federal commodities.

The record is clear that the use of an
affidavit is needed and worthwhile: The
‘White House Conference on Food, Nu-
trition, and Health rcommended the use
of “a simple self-certification process
free from any humiliating or diserim-
inatory practices,” for child feeding pro-
grams; the Senate recognized this prin-
ciple by Including a provision for cer-
tification by affidavit for the food stamp
program in its food stamp bill; the Presi-
dent proposed that applicants for wel-
fare assistance be certified by simple
personal self-declaration, and the faet
that the city of New York is already
using the affidavit for over 100,000 wel-
fare recipients in the aged category and
hopes to expand this method of eligi-
bility determination to other publie-
assistance categories.

The Senate will be interested to know
that a demonstration project admin-
istering AFDC at social service centers
to test the use of formal declaration
statements showed that there was no sig-
nificant difference in eligibility find-
ings between the declaration eases and
the nondeclaration cases. I think that
the case for implementing such an affi-
davit system for determination of in-
come or food stamp or commodity par-
ticipation for receipt of free lunches is
very sound based upon the above data

alone.
It has often been stated that a hungry

child cannot learn. Let us act today
to put an end to the problem of hunger
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among our children. Let us act to feed
the millions of hungry children in this
Nation so that all of them will be able
to have full stomachs leading to full and
healthy minds. I feel that this amend-
ment will go a long way toward meeting
that objective.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the various parts of this
amendment may be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloc.

COMMITTEE ACTION ON S, 2548 COMMENDABLE

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, this is,
really, a sequel to the work which was
done yesterday. I would be remiss in my
duty to the Senate if I did not say
again—as a number of Senators said yes-
terday—that the bill of the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TaLmance), of which a
good deal is incorporated in S. 2548, is
itself a massive and major improvement
in respect to the school lunch program,

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield at that
point?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. I desire to express
my deep appreciation to the distin-
guished senior Senator from New York
for his generous personal reference to
me. The Senator, as I recall, testified
before the committee when we held
hearings on the matter on behalf of his
own and on behalf of other bills pend-
ing relating to the amendment. I am
grateful to the Senator for his com-
ments.

Mr, JAVITS. I thank the Senator. I
would not wish to detract from the
Senator’s fine efforts, but we think his
efforts are improved by the amend-
ment—and when I say “we,” I refer to
the group of Senators who have spon-
sored the amendments. I would not wish
to detract one whit from the sterling
job done by the Senator from Georgia
in committee or in the remotest way to
imply our unhappiness with it. On the
contrary, it is a fine job and materially
improves the program.

I consider Senator McGOVERN'S
amendment, considered and adopted yes-
terday, to be a material improvement in
S. 2548, He, too, tried in committee. I
would like to say that the committee
has performed most laudably; namely, it
analyzed in its report the amendments
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
McGoveERN), and my own bill, S. 2982.
That was commendable in that it actu-
ally put forth the reasons why it did not
include certain aspects of these provi-
sions in the bill.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
vield at that point, I should like to point
out that in executive session not only did
it take testimony in all the areas from
interested Senators and others, and from
the Senator from New York and the Sen-
ator from South Dakota and myself and
various other Senators, but also every
suggestion that was made by any Sen-
ator and any other witness, was con-
sidered in detail in executive session. The
department’s views were requested and
the matter was voted on by the commit-
tee in executive session.

Mr, JAVITS. I thank my colleague. I
might point out, too, that a good deal of
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what was asked by those measures got
into the bill, which I think is also laud-
able. For example, the committee set
aside 1 percent of the funds which are
available, to deal with something very
close to my heart; namely, the problem
of using the private enterprise system.

Mr. TALMADGE. I might point out,
if the Senator will yield, that I know he
was interested, in certain instances, in
private food vendors or caterers serving
food in schools that do not have facilities
for breakfast programs and school lunch-
room facilities. I think, as a result of the
legislation proposed by the Senator, and
as a result of the committee hearings and
inquiries, that the Department has is-
sued its order, that effective April 1,
private caterers will be able to serve
schools that do not have faecilities now.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is exactly
right. That is contained in the report,
and will figure in the discussion of the
next amendment which I have.

I also note with great approval the fol-
lowing committee actions; the require-
ment for the development of uniform
standards and procedures in respect to
school allocations, which was also dealt
with by the McGovern amendment yes-
terday; funds for training and educa-
tion; prohibiting overt identification of
children who are associated with the pro-
gram; recognition of the fact that low-
income individuals are available who can
be trained to administer and supervise
programs. I am pleased that the com-
mittee directs attention to the fact that
that should be done even if not exactly
as I proposed in my own lunch bill S.
2982,

Therefore, I certainly think that none
of us can complain on the one side, on
the part of those of us proposing amend-
ments to the bill, that they were not con-
sidered and, on the other side, as some-
times happens, there can be no com-
plaint that what we had in mind was not
fully submitted to and exposed to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
for approval or disapproval.

This has shown, in my judgment, the
very best of the Senate. What does re-
main, however, are honest differences of
opinion with respect to what should be
done.

My amendment, which I feel is key, re-
lates to the desirability of a national
standard—that is, a national minimum
standard. I hasten to point out that the
committee itself provided a sort of com-
promise on this subject. What it did was
to provide that determinations should be
made public.

The bill provides, on page 21, line 14:

Such determinations shall be made by lo=
cal 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, including welfare grants, the num-
ber in the family unit, and the number of
children in the family unit attending school
or service institutions.

FURTHER AND SPECIFIC REASONS FOR A NATIONAL
STANDARD OF £4,000

As I have stated, what my amendment
adds is essentially a basic national in-
come standard which shall not be less
than the $4,000 level.

The reason for the advantages and de-
sirabilities of a national standard are at-

February 24, 1970

tributable to the fact that we have had
considerable testimony, and the testi-
mony of a very considered report by the
interfaith group called the Committee
on School Lunch Participation in a pub-
lication called, Our Daily Bread, which
indicated that one of the three problems
with respect to the school lunch program
was the absence of a national standard.

There were wide variances in the
States’ definition of eligibility for free
or reduced price lunches. That was not
only true of the States, but the amend-
ment of the committee will precisely
make it true by districts as well. It seems
to me and my associates in this amend-
ment—the same group that sponsored
the amendments of yesterday—Senators
Cook, HarT, KENNEDY, MCGOVERN, Mox-
DALE, PELL, PERCY, and YARBOROUGH—that
a national standard is essential if we are
to put the school lunch program on a
basis of national fairness. A national
standard is also essential to realize the
objectives which have now been, in my
judgment, etched on the conscience of
the people of the United States, based
upon the findings of the Select Commit-
tee on Nutrition and Human Needs
chaired by the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGoveRN), of which T am the
ranking minority member,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Mc-
GoVERN in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional 10
minutes,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, as to the
propriety of the $4,000 minimum stand-
ard, I call the attention of the Senate to
the figures from the cost of living index
for the spring of 1969, which were pub-
lished recently, by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics.

I ask unanimous consent that the table
attached to that study together with the
material issued by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, dated December 1969, be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

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

THREE BUDGETS FOR AN UmsBAN FaMILY oOF
FouR PERSONS; PRELIMINARY SPRING 1989
CosT ESTIMATES

The Bureau of Labor Statlstics has devel-
oped a set of budgets which describes a speci-
fied manner of living at three levels for an
urban family of four persons—husband, wife,
13-year-old boy, and B8-year-old girl. These
budgets, described as Lower, Intermediate
and Higher, were first published in the re-
port. Three Standards of Living for an Urban
Family of Four Persons, Spring 1967 (Bulletin
1570-5), and in the April 1969 issue of the
Monthly Labor Review, Reprint No. 2611.
Preliminary estimates of the budget costs in
39 metropolitan areas, 4 reglonal classes of
nonmetropolitan areas, and urban U.S. are
now available for spring 1909.

The “food at home" costs in these budgets
are final estimates. For other consumption
costs, preliminary estimates were derived by
applylng price changes between spring 1967
and spring 1969, reported in the Consumer
Price Index, to the appropriate spring 1967
cost of each budget class of goods and serv-
ices. These estimates are preliminary be-
cause the Consumer Price Index reflects
prices paid for commodities and services pur-
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chased by urban wage earners and clerical Other costs and OASDHI were also updated Bulletin 1570-5 can be purchased from the
workers generally, without regard to their to 1969, but personal taxes were computed regional offices of the Bureau of Labor Sta-
family type and level of living. The final esti- from tax rates in effect for 1968. Pinal de- tistics and the Superintendent of Docu-
mates will utilize specific price data con- tailed estimates based on the complete re- ments, Washington, D.C. 20402, Price 1.
sidered more appropriate to each budget level pricing of the budgets In spring 1969 will be Monthly Labor Review Reprint No. 2611 Is
than is the Consumer Price Index. published in mid-1970. available upon regquest.

TABLE L.—ANNUAL COSTS OF A LOWER BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMILY,! SPRING 1969

Cost of family consumption
Clothing
and
Total = Trans- personal Medical Personal
Area budget * Food Hoosing? portation ¢ care care ® i faxes

Urban United States $1, 384 $484 1539
Metropolitan areas @__ 73 4 3 8 457 796 557
Nonmetropolitan areas 7 603

Northeast:

Hartiord, Conn.

Lancaster, Pa

Wew York-Northeastern New Jersey.

Philadelphia, Pa.-NJ___________

Pittsburgh, Pa__ . __ . _....

Portland, ﬁaine..............

Nonmetropolitan areas* ... ..o aeaas
North Central:

Cedar Rapids, lowa

Champaign-Urbana, Il.___.

Chicago, |IL-Northwestern In

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Ind

Cleveland, Chio. .

Dayton, Ohio. _.

Detroit, Mich. .

Green Bay, Wis__

Indianapolis, Ind

Kansas City, Mo.-Kans__

Milwaukee, Wis__________

Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn

St. Louis, Mo.-1ll

Wichita, Kans

“?:unmellupulitan areas’

Allants, Ga______________.
Austin, Tex_._.

Baltimore, Md_

Baton Rouge, La.
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Washington, M
Nonmetropolitan areas 7.
West:
Bakersfield, Calif - .o ...
Denver, Colo :
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif__
San Diego, Calif____._.___._
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif_
Seattle-Everett, Wash.

Nonmetropolitan areas .
Anchorage, Alaska. . i 2,2 A 719

* The family ists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home, an ewners and nonowners; all other metropolitan areas, 65 percent for automobile owners, 35 percent
B-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old Boy. . for S;. | P areas, 100 percent for automobile owners,

1 In addition to family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the total  # In total medical care, the average costs of medical i e were weighted by the following
cost of the budget includes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupational Eurlrnrtinns: 30 percent for families paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for families paying
expenses, and social security disabiti!,, and pl t p tion taxes. alf cost; 44 percent for families covered by noncontributory insurance plans (paid by employer).

3 Housing includes shelter, h hal tions, and b furnishis All families with the ¢ For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,

lower budget are assumed to be renters. . prepared by the Bureau of the Budget.
+ The f bile owners and nonowners are weighted by the following pro- 7 Places with populations of 2,500 to 50,000.
Iphia, 50 t for both automobil

verage costs o
portions of families: Boston, Chicago, New York, and Phil =

Note: B of fing, sums of individual items may not egual totals.

TABLE 2.—ANNUAL COSTS OF AN INTERMEDIATE BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMILY,! SPRING 1969

Cost of family consumption

Total
Area budget 2

g
g

Housing 3  partation ¢

Urban United States $10,077
Metropolitan areas®_ . 10,273
Nonmetropolitan areas
Northeast:
Boston, Mass_______________
Buffalo, N.Y_
Hartford, Conn._
Lancaster, Pa__..__.._.
New York-northeastern
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J
Pittsburgh, Pa_
Portland, Maine_____
Nonmetropolitan areas

See footnotes at end of table.
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Cost of family consumption

Clothing Ol_l;_;!r
an family

Total i Trans- personal consump-
Area budget * Housing?  portation ¢ care tion

North Central:
Cedar Rapids, lowa_ __ ... ... $10, 143
Champaign-Urbana, 1ll-._. 5 s 10, 200
Chicago, 11l.-northwestern Indiana.
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Ind___.
Cleveland, Ohio
Dayton, Ohio- .
Detroit, Mich. -
Green Bay, Wis_ .
Indianapolis, Ind.......
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans_ .
Milwaukee, Wis
Minneapolis-St. Paul,
St. Louis, Mo.-1li. ...
Wichita, Kans
iEOnﬂ\ef!Ol}nfltan an

Atlanta, Ga..
Austin, Tex..
Baltimore, Md
Baton Rouge, La
Dallas, Tex
Durham, N.C_.
Houston, Tex___
Nashville, Tenn_
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Seattle-Everett, Wash__

Honolulu, Hawaii. . ..
MNonmetropolitan areas *___.._.._ ..
Anchorage, Alaska.____________
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1 The family consists of an employe d, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home  Washington, with 1.4 million of population or more in 1960, 95 percent for automobile owners,
an !i-ye?ird-_atlgd g;n,#ami_la H-year-l:;l_d hoy.d e 5 L and 5 percent for nonowners; all other areas, 100 percent for automobile owners.

1n addition to family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the total 5 k ical i tabbad tall
cost of the budget incfudes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupational ﬁmln,:?nl:::"13%“::,":::{efa:h&r:‘{ﬁ:s;a;?:;’!‘gh I::‘:sdtmnlflins?r'anca; ;?porr,;nt I'ntbfvasl‘ifies ying

expenses, and social security, disability, and ployment p tion taxes. . i ]
% Housing includes shelter, househ 1 and 1 i costs of Al cost; 44 percent for families by ¥ plans (paid by employer).

P , an furnishings. The [l : ity i i 4 et .
:ILel:;?r ::fsf;‘vaishted by the following proportions: 25 percent for rental costs, 75 percent for home- pr:;:ll efjdhayhu'::dadumrﬁp;?ﬁ'u:’ﬂg::?_ﬁ edition of the ““Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,
¢ The average costs of automobile owners and nonowners are weighted by the following pro- 7 Places with populations of 2,500 to 50,000,
portions: Boston, Chicago, New York, and ?hnka:lelfhw, B0 percent for owners, 20 percent for i L
nonowners; Baltimore, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, St Louis, and Note: B of ding, sums of individual items may not equal totals.

TABLE 3.—ANNUAL COSTS OF A HIGHER BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMILY,! SPRING 1969

Cost of family consumption

Clothing Other
and family
Total " Trans- personal i consump- Personal
Area budget * Housing®  portation ¢ care i tion taxes

Urban United States___ A el S 4 $3,544 $1,215 31,609
Metropolitan areas®_. e eH 1,064 (] 3,677 1,214 1,628
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Northeast:

Buffalo, N.Y_.
Hartford, Conn. .

Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J_
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Nonmetropolitan areas 7. ... ... ...
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Total
budget ¢

Area

st:
Bakersfield, Calif._..._ -
Denver, C

San Diego, C

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif__
Seattie-Everett, Wash
Honolulu, Hawaii
Nanmelwpnh!an areas '
Anchorage, Alaska. ... ...

1The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home
ans -year- old girl, a 13-year-old boy.

2 |n addition to famil tion and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the total
cost of the budget lnclyudes allowances for gifts and cantnbulmns life insurance, o:cupatlonal
expenses, and social security, dlsahn!lly and P t' t tion taxes.

3Housing includes shelter, h ti fu and lodging out of home
city. The average costs of shelter are wenghied by lhe folrowmg pmpultlons 15 percent for rental
costs, 85 percent for homeowner costs.

4 All families were assumed fo be automobile owners.

i

TABLE 4.-

Total

$10,
2 sy 10,
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif____ 11,

i N St 4, 862 H
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Cost of family consumption

Clothing
and
personal
care

Other
family
consump-
tion

Trans- Personal

Medical
portation 4 5

Housing 3 care

451
457
187
005
600

8
4

S

03 P PR3 P = P

1
1
1
1,
1,
1,
1,

06!
0

094
079
119
073
148

P L 00 B3
—C e

505
1,032

P
o
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* In total medical care, the average costs of medical insurance were weighted by the following
proportions: 30 percent for families paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for families paying
hail cost; 44 percent for families covered by nunr.unmbu?ory insurance plan (paid by emn?uyer)

‘Fora delaared description see the 1967 edition of the “Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area,”
prepared by the Bureau of the Budgel.
7 Piaces with populations of 2,500 to 50,000.

Nole: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may nol equal tofals.

INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON A LOWER BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMILY,! SPRING 1989

JU.S. urban average cosl=100]

Total

Area budget ?

Urban United States_ .. 100
Metropolitan areas ®__
Nonmetropolitan areas *
Northeast:
Boston, Mass________.___.______
Buffalo, N.Y. ...
Hartford, Conn.
Lancaster Pa..
New York-Northeastern New Jersey
Phn]adelphla Pa.-New Jersey..

Nonmetropolitan areas " . ... . ..o
North Central:

Cedar Rapids, lowa

Champaign-Urbana, 11I_

Chicago, |IL.-Northwestern Indiana_ _

Cincinnati, Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana..

Cleveland, Ohio

Dayton, Dl_ua

Detroit, Mich_

Green Bay, Wis

Indianapalis, Ind

Kansas City, Mo.-Kans_.

Milwaukee, Wis

Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn..

St. Louis, Mo.-1li

uth:

Atlanta, Ga

Austin, Tex_.__
Baitimare, Md_ .
Baton Rouge, La

Dallas, Tex______
Durham, N.C

Houston, Tex.

Nashville, Ten

Orlando, Fla
\i\l"lshmg!nn D.C.-Md. \fa
Nonmetropolitan areas ™
West:
Bakersfield, Calif
Denver, Colo_. =
Los Angeles- Loug Beach “Calit
San Diego, Calif

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif_ .
Seattle-Everett, Wash...
Honolulu, Hawaii. _.
Nonmetropolitan areas
Anchorage, Alaska

Total

Cosl of famny coﬂsumpt!un
Other
family
consump-
tion

Clalhmg
and

Medical
care?

Personal
faxes

Trans-
portation 4

persunal
care

100
102
91

Housing ¢

100 100
101

93

106
102
110
98
102
100
98
101
96

100
102

100

109

101
105
104

167

1 The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home,
an 8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.

21n addition to family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the
total cost of the budget includes allowances for gifts and contubu!mns, life msulan:e uccupa-
tional expenses, and social security, disability, and i

3 Housing includes sheiter, household operations, and housefurmsh:ngs All Tamllres mlh the
lower budget are assumed to be renters.

4 The average costs of automobile owners and nonowners are weighted by the following propor-
tions of families: Boston, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia, 50 percent for both automobile

owners and ; 2ll other metropolitan areas, 65 percent for automobile owners, 35 per-
cent for nonowners; nunmetropnntan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners.
5 In total medical care, the average costs of medical insurance were weighted by the following
froporhons 30 percent for families paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for families paying
alf cost; 44 percent for families covered by noncontributory insurance plans (paid by employer).
¢ For a delailed description see the 1967 edition of the “Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas," prepared by the Bureau of the Budget.
7 Places with populations of 2,500 to 50,000,
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TABLE 5—INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON AN INTERMEDIATE BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMILY,! SPRING 1969
[U.S. urban average cost=100]

Cost of family consumption

Other
family
consump-
tion

Clothing
and
personal
care

Total
budget 2

Trans-
portation 4

Medical
care

Personal

Area taxes

Urban United States
Metropolitan areas 4
Nonmetropohitan areas Y. .. oo avo e sarecvmnnrsannas
Northeast:
Boston, Mass
Buffalo, N.Y. ..
Hartford, Conn
Lancastar, Pa-= - > o
New York-northeastern New lersey..
Philadelphia, Pa.-New Jersey
Pittsburgh, Pa
Partland, Maine
Monmetropolitan areas?
North Central:
Cedar Rapids, lowa
Champaign-Urbana, Il _..___..
Chicago, lll.-northwestern Indiana.
Cincinnati, Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana
Cieveland, Ohio.
Dayton, Ohio__..
Detroit, Mich =3
Green Bay, Wis =
Indianapolis, Ind ____.___.
Kansas City, Mo.-Kansas_ . _
Milwaukee, Wis_. ... .. .
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. _.

Total

Housing 2

100
102
gl

110
107
109

99

100
102
92

109
106
110
99
110
101
97
102
99

100
103
86

122
108
114
93
119
96
as
93

100
98
107

100

100
102
3

98
109

100
103
85

103
94
105
83
110
101
95
100
93

92
103

100
10
a7

122
120
106 102
99
106
100
100
102
94

103
100
101

106

Nonmetropolitan areas ™
South:
Atlanta, Ga. __
Austin, Tex
Baltimore, Md
Baton Rouge, La
Dallas, Tex.. ..
Durham, N.C
Houston, Tex. __
Nashville, Tenn
Orfando, Fla._____. &
Washington, D.C.-Maryland-Virginia. ...
Nonmetropolitan areas ! -
West:
Bakersfisld, Calil
Denver, Colo.
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calil. _
San Diego, Calif
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif
Seattie-Everetl, Wash______
Honoluly, Hawaii__.____
Nonmetropolitan areas *

Anchorage, Alaska. .

122 133

t The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed oulsida the home,
an 8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.

% 1n addition to lamily consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the table, the total
cost of the budget incrudes allowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance, occupational
expenses, and social security, disability, and unemployment compensation taxes,

* Housing includes shelter, household operations, and housefurnishings. The average costs of
shelter are weighted by the following proportions: 25 percent for rental costs, 75 percent for
homeowner costs.

¢ The average co:
portions: Boston,

kil

of aut owners and s are weighled by the following pro-
gn, Mew York, and Philadelphia, 80 percent for owners, 20 percent for

*1n total medical care, the average costs of medical insurance are weighled by the following
proportions: 30 percent for families paying full cost of insurance; 26 percent for ramilies paying
14 cost; 44 percent for families covered by noncontributory insurance plans (paid by smployer).
 For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of the “Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas,"" prepared by the Bureau of the Budgel.
T Places with populations of 2,500 {o 50,000,
nonowners, Baitimore, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, St. Lowis, and
Washington, with 1,400,000 of population or more in 1960, 95 percent for aulomobile owners, and
5 percent for nonowners; all other areas, 100 percent for automobile owners.

TABLE 6.—INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE COSTS BASED ON A HIGHER BUDGET FOR A 4-PERSON FAMILY,: SPRING 1969

Total
Area budget *

Wban Unitad States. . ... oo e
Metropolitan areas®_ _____.__. -
Nonmetropolilan areas 7... v e e e e
Northeast:

Boston, Mass___

Buffalo, N.Y____

Hartford, Conn. .

Lancaster, Pa_ . . o —eonas

New York-northeastern New Jersey

Phitadelphia, Pa.-New Jersey

Pitlsburgh, Pa. oo e e

Partland, Maine__ .. et

Nonmetropofitanareas 7 ... ... .. ..

Horth Central:

Cedar Rapids, lowa__._..........__.
.:hsmpar%n-urhana, | S e s
E€hicago, ll.-northwestern Indiana_ ___
Cincinnati, Ohio- Kentucky-Indiana
Cleveland, Ohio_
Dayton, Ohio...
Detroil, Mich.
Green Bay, Wis. _
Indianapolis, Ind. . i~
Kansas City, Mo.-Kansas
Milvwaukee, Wis 2
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn
St. Louis, Mo.-1llin
Wichita, Kans_.._.
Nenmelropolitan areas .

100
103
83

Cost of family consumption

Clothing
and
personal
care

Trans-
portation

Medical
care®

Personal
taxes

109
104
&3

Housing ¥

100
103
85

103
94

100 100
101
95

98
108
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Area

Cost of family consumption

Total

budget * Food

Housing 3

South:

R R e s o i e g A R s

Austin, Tex___

Baltimore, Md.. . .

Baton Rouge, La.

Datlas, Tex. ...

Durham, N.C__..

Houston, Tex.

Nashville, Ten

Orlando, Fla._

Washington, D,
Nonmetropolitan areas™.._____

si:
Bakorshield, Calil. . oot e

Denver, Colo._

Los Angeles—mng Beach “Calif
San Diego, Calif

San Francisco-Oakland, Cali
Seattle-Everett, Wash._
Honoluly, Hawaii_ .. _.
Nonmetmpnfntan area’
Anchorage, Alaska

1 The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home, an

8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.

2 In addition to family consumption and personal taxes shown separately in the Iahle the tutal
ib life ! P

porlation

Clothing
and
personal
care

Trans-

8
120 133

cost of the budget includes allowances for gifts and cont

expenses, and social security, :!;sah;m'v and unemployment compensation taxes.
d operations, house furnishings, and lodging out of home
city. The average costs of sheiler, are weighted by the following proportions: 15 percent for rental

3 Housing includes shelter, househol

costs, 85 percent for homeowner costs.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this deals
with the annual cost of a minimal budget
for a four-person family in the spring
of 1969. And since then we have had an
increase in living cost of about 6 percent.
This shows that at a minimum, every-
where in the Nation—rural and city
alike—we have a basic living cost which
runs at the very minimum 25 percent
plus above the $4,000 standard.

For example, in nonmetropolitan
areas, the fotal cost, the very basic
figure—and it is the lowest cost in the
chart—is $4,935 a year for this type fam-
ily. It is well above the $4,000 standard.

Mr. President, as I stated before, this
also costs out on the basis of the figures
used by the Department of Agriculture
on a low food budget, really the mini-
mum for decent existence, of $1,200 a
vear. And using the multiplying factor of
3, which is applied in these cases, for
total cost, the very minimum comes to
$3,600 a year without using the in-
creased costs which have been an in-
cident of the last year. That is the very
basic human living standard.

The argument is made that there are
different situations existing throughout
the country. I am the first to grant that
there are. However, I point out also that
none of them comes anywhere near the
$4,000 level, for which we contend. We
also have the recommendations with re-
spect to the school lunch program of the
Department of Agriculture and its rec-
ommendations—and I will read from
their statement—for determining eligi-
bility for free and reduced-price lunches
and other meals.

Mr. President, it will be recalled that
we ourselves wrote the minimal $4,000
standard into the food stamp program
before it left the Senate.

We have now written a $4,000 figure
into the aid to education, the elementary
and secondary education bill, which
passed here after a very considerable
struggle last week.

Mr. President, it seems to me, there-
fore, that the evidence is overwhelming
that, at long last, we seek some under-
pining, some concrete base, with respect
to eligibility throughout the country.
And this is in the very proper exercise of
Federal authority.

Mr. President, as to the impact of such
a standard at this time on the standard
which is generally used—roughly $3,-
000—there ave some 6.9 million chil-
dren in the country who ought tc have
the benefit of free lunch. But only about
3 million are being reached. We need to
set, our sites at a realistic figure—namely,
the $4,000 figure which would increase
eligibility by at least 5 millicn children.

Mr. President, it does not seem to me
that we are doing anything but what we
ought to do. In raising our sites, even
though we cannot by appropriations
meet the goal, at least it gives us a real
aspiration, instead of being limited in
both aspiration and reality to the ex-
igencies which we find in respect of ap-
propriations. In short, we are just kid-
ding ourselves when we provide free
lunch for half the children. They are
not the only ones who need free lunch.
We are merely providing free lunch for
one-third of the children who need it.

It seems to me that the one thing that
the Committee on Agriculture would
have done would have been to at least
set & eriteria for the country which would
satisfy the country and give them a real-
istic approach, instead of an artificial
approach as we are doing today. There is
an absence of a national standard.

Finally, with respect to the matter of
the affidavit, we show, that by the adop-
tion by the committee of the amendment
which is intended to prevent overt iden-
tification, it seems to me that we obtain
consistency. As I stated in my preceding
remarks we need the use of the affidavit
technique. It is just as invidious to have
identification of the family as it is to
have identification of the child. If we are

¢ All families were assumed to be automobile owners.
% In total medical care, the average costs of medical insur
Dwimrtwns 30 percent for families paying full cost ol insurance; 26 percent for
4 cost; 44 percent for families covered by non:nnlnhulory insurance plan (paid by em p!nyer)
i For a detailed description see the 1967 edition of the *“Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,”
prepared by the Bureau of the Budget.
T Places with populations of E.uhU to 50,000.

e were weigh bi, the f
amilies paylng

inhibiting identification for the child,
then it seems to me to be correlative that
we inhibit identification through the
case worker technique.

We know how this has been used to
discourage families from seeking free
and reduced-price Junches. In many in-
stances, the only way to get it was to sub-
mit to this kind of an investigation.

The criteria I have outlined in this
amendment gives us a floor which befits
the national dignity and the national
intention.

The general drift of the amendments
which have been proposed here has been
directed toward the end of maintaining
a floor upon which the program can then
rest—with plenty of room for innovation
above that. It seems to me that this
amendment is absolutely essential.

Before I conclude my remarks I would
like to make one other point about my
own State because so often when we de-
bate things here, because New York is a
most vital and active State, the question
is asked, “What is New York doing?”

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

NEW YORK STATE PERFORMANCE COMMENDED

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
like to indicate for the record what we
are doing. In New York, the proportion
of children getting free or reduced-price
meals comes very close to the optimum
figure for the Nation. It is estimated that
in the Nation 15 percent of the children
in schools in densely populated areas
should be eligible for free or reduced
price meals. New York attained 13 per-
cent in the last school year. Also, New
York serves thousands of children more
than the number of children who get the
benefits of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.
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We serve 417,000 free lunches against
405,000 of the children who benefit from
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act; and serve free lunches to 85
percent of those eligible under AFDC.
In New York City, very few schools lack
food service. We do not do as well in
Buffalo, however, and that is one of the
reasons for my very great interest in
using food purveyors because the situa-
tion can be materially improved in that
regard. In addition, I am pleased to say
that New York contributes more at the
State level than would be required by the
bill—$19 million more—and New York
City contributes $10 million locally for
free and reduced-price meals. I say that
about New York because we must first
look at ourselves in the mirror before we
try to bring about higher standards for
all.

NATIONAL AWARENESS

I conclude my argument for the
amendment as follows: The amendment
is really directed toward acceptance by
the Nation of its responsibility and
whether we can meet that responsibility
in respect of the actual money appropri-
ated. I was very interested to note yester-
day that relatively conservative members
who serve on the Committee on Appro-
priations felt we should have an open-
ended appropriation in respect of the
school lunch program rather than to
fix any figure, even a good figure such as
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HarT)
proposed.

We made that proposal because we be-
lieve it is necessary to fix an optimum
objective, We can only hope that those
who argued against it for the reason they
felt we should not limit ourselves will
have the same feeling when we come to
the appropriations and remember the
arguments they made which induced the
Senate by such a narrow margin to turn
down the Hart amendment. However, it
does indicate a disposition.

Again, I wish to pay fribute to the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr, Mc-
GoverN) who chairs the “Hunger Com-
mittee,” for having done what is prob-
ably the most effective thing which can
be done in a democracy: Arousing the
people to a great national deficiency, thus
animating currents designed to deal with
that deficiency. This is only one area but
the people of the United States were
appalled by the finding that there was
hunger and deprivation and much more
appalled to find that it was more preva-
lent among children than among adults.
This is the area in which we are legislat-
ing today. They were appalled and they
have taken many measures, including
revision of the food stamp program in
this body, in order to show their senti-
ments and views.

This is but a part of the whole reform
in these programs dealing with the most
basie of all approaches to problems. It
should be a matter of deep satisfaction
to our country that it knows how to
respond to a call of conscience. That is
what this is. The amendment which I
have proposed, along with colleagues, is
to add another aspect of implementation
to the weight of national conscience,
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which is represented by the findings of
the Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs.

Mr, President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr., TALMADGE, Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York would in effect make three
amendments which by unanimous con-
sent we would vote upon en bloc.

The principal change the Senator's
amendment would make is that a re-
duced-price lunch must not exceed 20
cents per child. The second amendment
would set up national standards which
would provide that a family of four
earning $4,000 or less would be entitled
to meals without cost. The third princi-
pal provision is that requirements of this
section relating to service of meals at
reduced cost shall apply to the school
lunch program of any school utilizing
commodities donated under any provi-
sions of law referred to in the preceding
sentence. That refers to private schools
to a great degree.

I will deal with the first amendment
first, which is that the cost of meals
should not exceed 20 cents per meal for
the cost of food. As the Senator pointed
out in his remarks, I had that in my bill
that the committee considered but they
decided by an overwhelming vote that it
should not be retained in the bill. The
reason therefor was that the Department,
in its report on the bill, advised the com-
mittee that this provision “imposes a re-
striction that many schools may not be
able to meet it until the time comes that
fully adequate funding from Federal,
State, and local sources is assured.”

The amendment—the MeGovern
amendment—would impose a restriction
even more difficult to meet since the
20 percent restriction would be consider-
ably lower than the 20-cent restriction.
The committee amendment seeks to im-
prove the program and provide betier
funding from Federal and State sources
so that the objective of this amendment
can be met. The committee did not want
to impose a restriction which could not
be met. Attempted enforcement of such
a restriction could result in the dropping
of the program in some areas, with the
consequent loss of its benefits.

I would point out also that if we have
a substantial number of meals served
with inadequate funding at not to ex-
ceed 20 cents, it would mean a much
larger percentage of the students who
may be entitled to a free lunch could
not get it at all.

The commitiee is opposed to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York. I regard it as another attempt
that would seriously and adversely affect
the bill reported by the committee by
establishing & nationwide eligibility
standard of $4,000 and by imposing im-
possible requirements on State govern-
ments and local school distriets. The
amendment would transform the sechool
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lunch program into a Washington wel-
fare handout.

The present amendment would ignore
all of the principles of Federal, State, and
local cooperation which have worked so
well in the school lunch program.

The junior Senator from South Dakota
stated yesterday that the school lunch
program has worked well, that it has
worked better than most Federal pro-
grams. Yet, the Senator from South
Dakota joins in the support of this
amendment which, together with amend-
ment numbered 512 approved yesterday,
would destroy the kind of school lunch
program that has been so successful.

The supporters of this amendment
propoese to ignore the experience of more
than 20 years of operating the national
school lunch program—they propose to
ignore the judgment of the members of
the Senate Agriculture Committee,
which gave thorough consideration to
this amendment—they propose to com-
pletely rewrite the school Iunch program
and change the basic philosophy of the
program on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, it is regrettable that
every time the Senate considers any
legislation dealing with the problem of
hunger in this country, we always get
involved in a contest to see who can offer
the most. No matter how generous the
Senate Agriculture Committee might be,
we are always faced with a number of
amendments which would sacrifice
sound administrative and legislative ex-
perience for unlimited promises of “pie
in the sky.”

Need I remind the Senate of our ex-
perience with the food stamp legisla-
tion last year? The Senate overrode its
Committee on Agriculture and approved
a tremendously expensive giveaway pro-
gram that has not a prayer of receiving
the approval of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

The folly of attempting to write com-
plex legislation on the Senate fioor is
illustrated by the fact that not even the
sponsors of amendment 511, to change
the breakfast program, knew what the
amendment said after the Senate had
finished with it yesterday.

The provision of amendment 508
which establishes a nationwide eligibil-
ity standard of $4,000 is the most objec-
tionable feature of all the amendments.
This provision requires that lunches be
served free to all children in all families
with incomes of less than $4,000 rather
than at a reduced price.

In a country as vast and individualistic
as ours, it seems foolish to impose uni-
form eligibility standards over the whole
Nation. Cost of living varies greatly ac-
cording fo the region of the country and
depending on whether the family is ur-
ban or rural.

There is a similar discrepancy in the
level of income. For example, 26.2 per-
cent of the families living in the North-
east have incomes of less than $4,000.
In the South, 46.5 percent of all families
have incomes of less than $4,000. In the
Nation as a whole, 36.3 percent of all
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families have Incomes of less than $4,000
per year.

If this amendment becomes law, about
one-third of the families in the United
States will be authorized free food at
Government expense,

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE, I yield to my col-
league from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator has pointed
to the distinction between rural areas
and the larger cities of this country. Can
the Senator give us an estimate as to how
many children in the large cities of this
country might be deprived of school
luniches if this $4,000 limitation remains?

Mr. TALMADGE. I believe it would be
quite a number, because I do not think
Congress would authorize and appropri-
ate sufficient funds to take care of the
entire needs, and there would be so many
eligible for free lunches that those in
the direst need would be severely re-
stricted. So I think the Senator’s amend-
ment would have an effect opposite to
what he seeks, which is to provide free
lunch to children who are in real need.

To show Senators something of the di-
versity of the program, I would assume
that a family living in a tall building in
New York City or Chicago or San Fran-
cisco or Philadelphia and which has a
$6,000 income would have an income that
would be extremely modest and the fam-
ily could be classified as poor; but a fam-
ily that lives on a dairy farm in Vermont
or in Georgia or in the Midwest, where
they raise hogs and chickens and have
cows and gardens and have an income
of $4,000, might be considered in their
neighborhood as being affluent.

That is the reason why it is wise
policy, in my judgment, to leave it to
the discretion of local officials to pre-
scribe standards and conditions. Then
when funds are appropriated by Con-
gress and they are allocated to the States
and various school districts, the money
can be directed to those who are in
need, rather than to try to paint a pie
in the sky for everybody.

Mr. ATIKEN. Would the Senator say
that adoption of the amendment would
mear the penalty would fall on children
in large cities and upon the taxpayers
of the Nation?

Mr. TALMADGE. I think that is cor-
rect.

Mr. AIKEN, We are used to having a
penalty on the taxpayers.

Mr. TALMADGE, That is true.

Mr, AIKEN. But with this limitation,
it would conceivably prevent many thou-
sands of deserving youngsters in our
cities from receiving a free school lunch.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the
Senator. The Senator’s criterion is based
solely on income, and not assets. So if
a man owned 300,000 shares of IBM
stoek, for example, from which the divi-
dend is less than 1 percent, he would
be entitled fo send his children to school
and then would be authorized, under this
amendment, to have them receive free
lunches, despite the fact that he had a
net worth of $300,000 or more.

Mr. ATKEN. Let me ask the Senator
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another question. Does he think it neces-
sary to have a new school lunch bill this
year, or should we let it go on the same
basis as the food stamp program is going
now?

Mr. TALMADGE. I would hope we
could get a bill passed without clutter-
ing it up, as we did the food stamp bill
last year, where it would get bogged
down in the House of Representatives.
As the Senator knows, we held hearings
and considered in detail all the amend-
ments in the committee bill. The people
who handle the school lunch programs in
the various States testified, and virtually
all they suggested was written into the
committee bill, If the bill becomes law,
if it passes the Senate and passes the
House of Representatives, and is signed
by the President, and if the Congress
appropriates the money, every child who
is economically deprived in this coun-
try will have adequate food. It was the
desire of the community to see that
no child who went to school hungry would
go home hungry.

Mr. AIKEN, The Senator from Georgia
is aware of the fact that the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry brought out
a food stamp bill which increased the
food stamp program approximately 400
percent over what is authorized today,
and yet there were those who preferred
to kill it, and conceivably have done so.

Can the Senator tell us how much the
bill on the school lunch program which
was brought out from the committee in-
creases the school lunch program over
the present provisions?

Mr. TALMADGE. According to the
best estimates the committee had, ap-
proximately 3!'2 million needy children
are being served under the nutrition
programs in the schools at the present
time. According to our best estimates,
about 6,600,000 children come from
needy families. In other words, we aimed
at a bill that would double the existing
programs, That is the bill pending before
the Senate at the present time.

As the Senator pointed out so effec-
tively, when the food stamp bill came
before the Senate, by an overwhelming
vote the Senate overloaded the commit-
tee hill, and it has been buried in the
House of Representatives ever since, I
hope that does not happen to the school
lunch program.

Mr. AIKEN. There is no indication
that the food stamp bill will come out
of the House in the near future, is there?

Mr. TALMADGE, I have heard of no
such indications.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator believe
the same would happen to the school
lunch program if we adopted all of the
pending amendments to the bill?

Mr. TALMADGE. I certainly believe
that is what the House would do. I be-
lieve the experience of the food stamp
bill is the best guide.

Mr. AIKEN. Has the Senator from
Georgia any idea why Members of this
body who profess to be strong for feeding
poor children insist on provisions that
would kill the bill?

Mr. TALMADGE. I do not. I wish I
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could answer the question, but I think
we ought to try to take a step toward a
bill that we hope can become law.

I thank the Senator for his contribu-
tion and his very effective work, over the
years, in the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, on the programs that are
now law.

A family which lives on a small farm
in the South and has no more than
$4,000 of monetary income may consider
itself to be fairly well off. The same ap-
plies for a small farmer in New England,
In many cases, these farm families pro-
duce most of their own food. Housing is
less expensive than in our giant cities,
and taxes are low. On the other hand, a
family living in New York City with an
income of $6,000 might be considered
poor. The Senator from Alaska has an
amendment pending in which he asks for
a 25-percent bonus simply because
Alaska has a very high cost of living.
That shows how diverse cost-of-living
standards are in this country; and I do
not think we ought to attempt to enact
one standard nationally that would be a
guide for all of the 50 States, for all fam-
ilies, regardless of where they dwell, re-
gardless of whether they are urban or
rural, and regardless of whether they
make most of their living on the farm or
whether they dwell in giant apartment
houses.

The cost of providing free lunches to
all children in families having incomes
of less than $4,000 would be fantastic. By
the Nutrition Committee’s estimate,
there are 8.4 million children in families
with annual incomes of less than $4,000.

The sponsors of this amendment esti-
mate that it would cost $817 million to
foot the bill. When you consider the
amount budgeted for free school lunches
under all Federal sources and all State
sources, there is still a tremendous fund-
ing gap. The sponsors of the amendment
estimate that the cost funding gap would
be $419.4 million.

The administration has not indicated a
willingness to spend this kind of money
on child nutrition. The agricultural
budget for 1971 includes an increase of
$133.3 million for child nutrition pro-
grams. However, the increase is a false
one, for the administration proposes to
eliminate the special milk program and
thus save $104 million. Therefore, the
real increase is only $29 million.

If the Senator from New York and the
Senator from South Dakota could guar-
antee that the additional $419 million
will become available, then it would not
deprive the children who are really poor
and undernourished of the meals that
they seek. If they cannot guarantee that
we are going to get this extra $419 mil-
lion, they ought to withdraw the amend-
ment, because it is going to make the
burden much greater on the children
who come from homes that need the
extra money, and will also drive many
States and districts out of the school
lunch program.

The Agriculture Committee gave thor-
ough consideration to amendments pro-
viding a national eligibility standard
when it considered the present bill. It
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rejected this amendment for reasons
that are aptly described in the commit-
tee report. I read from page 5 of the
report:

The objective of the Committee is to ex-
pand the school lunch program so that free or
reduced price lunches will be available to all
needy children. To accomplish this objective,
it will be necessary to secure maximum co-
operation on the state and local levels. Many
school districts do not participate in the
school lunch program at all. Many states
contribute no state revenues to the school
lunch program.

If the states and the local school districts
are required to meet the eligibility standards
of the McGovern amendment, and they are
not given the funding to do so, they will be
faced with tremendous administrative prob-
lems and a large funding gap. It is highly
likely that many states would choose not to
participate in the school lunch program at
all. Such problems would certainly discour-
age those large municipalities who do not
now participate from coming into the school
lunch program. Thus, the McGovern amend-
ment would have the result of denying ac-
cess to the school lunch programs to thou-
sands of needy children.

The last provision of the pending
amendment is a requirement that any
school which does not participate in the
regular school lunch program, which
utilizes donated commodities, be re-
quired to provide free and reduced-cost
lunches in the same manner as any
school which participates in programs
under the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act.

The Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that there are about 400,000 needy
children in schools which utilize donated
commodities without participating in the
regular school lunch program, Of course,
it will be necessary to bring all school
districts into the regular school lunch
program if we are to provide free and re-
duced price lunches for all needy chil-
dren.

The pending pill, S. 2548, already gives
the Secretary of Agriculture authority to
prescribe terms and conditions for the
utilization of donated commodities. If
Senators will turn to page 32 of the com-
mittee report, they will find the language
at the bottom of the page there, where
it is included in section 10. This provides
for flexible approach to those school dis-
tricts that are using donated commodi-
ties without placing an immediate re-
quirement on them. The practical effect
of amendment 508 would be to deny many
school districts any financial aid for
their school lunch programs. Rather than
immediately assume the burden of pro-
viding free lunches for all children from
families with incomes of less than $4,000,
these schools might prefer not to partic-
ipate in any kind of Federal school
lunch program.

The funding gap would be especially
harmful to private schools. Many of these
schools are in financial trouble already.
They would be required under amend-
ment 508 to immediately assume the bur-
den of providing free meals to all chil-
dren from families whose incomes are
less than $4,000, and if they were not
given enough Federal money to do so,
most of these schools would have no-
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where else to turn. Their only alternative
would be to withdraw from any kind of
Federal lunch assistance program.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield to the Sena-
ator from New York.

PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. JAVITS. The question of private
schools has been put up to me, also, and
to Senator McGoveErN and the other
members of the bipartisan coalition
which sponsored this amendment.

We are rather of a mind to amend our
proposal to deal with the nonprofit pri-
vate school question, and I am at liberty
to do it, because the yeas and nays have
not been ordered, but I did want the
Senator’s advice on the matter.

To be very frank with the Senator, I
am cognizant of the fact that this affects
a good many religious schools, and we
certainly want them to have the benefit
of school lunches. However, I am also
cognizant of the fact that it would affect
contrived private schools to avoid de-
segregation, but of course there are other
ways of reaching the latter.

Because we wish to be as collaborative
as we can about what we can agree on, if
the Senator feels—and I again presume
the Senator’s good will in all of this, be-
cause he is the man who has brought
about such great changes himself in this
bill—that on the private school question
it would be better to accommodate
them—and I would greatly appreciate
his opinion on that point—having con-
sulted with the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGovern), I would be pre-
pared to modify my amendment in order
to accommodate the nonprofit private
school problem.

Mr. TALMADGE. What does the Sen-
ator propose to do—to strike out the last
part of the amendment?

Mr. JAVITS. No, I propose to add a
proviso, as follows:

Provided, That none of the requirements
of this section shall apply to nonprofit pri-
vate schools which participate in the school
Iunch program under the provisions of sec-
tion 10 until such time as the Secretary cer-
tifies that sufficient funds from sources other
than children’s payments are available ta
enable such schools to meet these require-
ments.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have not had an
opportunity to study the Senator's pro-
posal, but I would point out to the Sen-
ator that I hold in my hand a letter
dated February 24, 1970, addressed to me
from the Office of Government Liaison,
U.S. Catholic Conference, in which they
strenuously object to the Senator's
amendment, and point out that some-
thing like 2,871 Catholic schools would
be affected by his amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GurNeYy in the chair). Is
objection?

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

(Mr,
there
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U.S. CarHOLIC CONFERENCE,
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT LIAIson,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1970.
Hon. HermaN E. TALMADGE,
Select Commitiee on Nutrition and Human
Needs, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR TALMADGE: Senate Amend-
ment No. 508, by Senator Javits and others,
offered as an amendment to your school
lunch bill, 5. 2548, seeks to impose a maxi-
mum price of 20 cents per meal for reduced
cost lunches and to require provision of free
lunches to all children in families with an
income equivalent to 4,000 or less for a
household of four persons as a condition for
schools to participate in the national school
lunch program. Unfortunately, Senator
Javits' amendment fails to make adequate
provision for the special circumstances faced
by 2871 private non-profit schools with
lunch programs in 26 states where the state
is not authorized by law to administer the
lunch program in non-public schools. As you
are aware, the school lunch program since
its Inception has made special provisions
for these schools under Section 10. This sec-
tion authorizes the Secretary to administer
the program for these schools and to dis-
burse Federal funds withheld from the State
allocations directly to the participating pri-
vate non-profit schools. These schools must
meet the State matehing requirements from
sources other than State and local tax
revenue.

Your bill, S. 2548, and H.R. 515, by Repre-
sentative Perkins, will require, over a period
of years, that State revenues other than chil-
dren's payments must be provided in in-
creasing amounts to pay a portion of the
cost of the school lunch program, including
the cost of providing free and reduced price
lunches. The same State legal prohibitions
which require Federal administration of the
program for non-public schools in 26 states
also prevent use of State and local publie
funds to pay a portion of the cost of the
lunch program in these non-public schools,
Thus, the non-public schools have had to
turn to the only source of non-Federal funds
available to them-—that is the revenue col-
lected from children who are able to pay for
their lunches. The rise in price of school
lunches in recent years has prompted many
children to drop out of the program and
has forced some non-public schools to dis-
continue the service. Unless some special
provisions is made, it is to be expected that
the additional financial requirements which
would be imposed by the Javits amendment
would accelerate this undesirable trend. The
non-public schools do not wish to leave the
program. They want to stay in and improve
their service. They agree with the objective
shared by yourself and Senator Javits to pro-
vide free and reduced price lunches for all
needy children. But, if they are to continue
in the program, they must have some assur-
ance that Federal funds will be forthcoming
to pay the additional cost which the require-
ments of Amendment No. 508 will impose.
Without such protection, the Javits amend-
ment eould force these particular schools
to price themselves and their children out
of the national school lunch programs. All
children would suffer—the poor as well as
those fortunate enough to be able to pay
for their Iunches.

In view of the serious nature of the threat
posed for these 2,871 schools, I would urge
the Senate to reject the Javits amendment
in its present form. I respectfully request
that you call this situation to the attention
of the Senate and that this letter be en-
tered in the Congressional Record in an ap-
propriate place.

Should the Senate decide to adopt the
Javits amendment to your bill, I would hope
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that a special provision could be included
{0 insure that the new requirements for free
and reduced price lunches would not apply
to those private non-profit schools in those
26 States covered by Section 10 of the School
Lunch Act until such time as the Secretary
of Agriculture is able to certify that sufficient
funds from sources other than children’s
payments are available to enable such
schools to meet the new requirements.

In closing, I would like to take this op-
portunity to commend you and those Sena-
tors who have assisted you in the develop-
ment of 5. 2648. The bill represents a com=
mendable advance toward a national goal of
an adequate diet for all children.

Respectfully,
James L. ROBINSON,
Director.

Private school programs administered by
USDA

Btate:
Delaware
Maine
Maryland
New Jersey--
Pennsylvania
West Virginia
Alabama
Florida

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, they
object to it very strenuously. There is no
way of telling how many other private
schools in existence—Protestant, Jew-
ish, Catholic, nondenominational, and so
forth—are involved. I think it is bad
practice for the Government to try to
intrude in their affairs and tell them
what they ought to do in their own
Iunch program.

Mr. JAVITS. I will say to the Senator
that I believe they had a hand in the
drawing of this particular provision. It
will enable the Senator to study it.

Mr. TALMADGE. May I look at it?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. TALMADGE, Has the Senator sub-
mitted it?

Mr. JAVITS. I am prepared to modify
my amendment accordingly, but I think
it would be desirable, before I actually
do so, to have the Senator’s staff look at
it.

Mr, TALMADGE. I will have the staff
look at it.

I ask the Senafor to turn to page 32
of the committee report, section 9, and
refer to the last paragraph thereof, in
italies:

The Secretary Is authorized to prescribe
terms and conditions respecting the use of
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commodities donated under section 33, under
section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949,
as amended, and under section T09 of the
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965, as amend-
ed, as will maximize the nutritional and
financial contributions of such donated com-
modities in such schools and institutions.

I think that gives the Secretary au-
thority to proftect the Government's
interest on donated commodities, and I
feel that that is as far as the Federal
Government ought to intrude in imposing
its will on any private school.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I think that our objec~
tive—if that provision looks all right to
the staff—would be to limit our desire to
the public school systems. There you have
taxing authorities and a different situa-
tion from the financial pressure upon the
private nonprofit schools. That issue, of
course, I am prepared to debate with the
Senator. But at least it will narrow the
issue to that point.

The Senator need be under no pressure
about it. I will be speaking again. The
Senator may look it over at his leisure. I
would understand that no concession is
involved in respect of the amendment.
Inasmuch as I think we a have common
purpose, the idea would be to get the
best expertise on how to deal with the
private school problem.

Mr, TALMADGE. I think the commit-
tee's report, as I read the Senator’'s pro-
posed modification, is substantially what
the Senator proposes for the private
schools.

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly.

Mr. TALMADGE. I see no necessity for
the Senator proposing this at all. I think
he could strike that part in its entirety
from his amendment.

Mr, JAVITS. If I struck that part, it
would eliminate the requirement upon
the public schools. I am not prepared to
do that, Therefore, I would have to
modify my amendment.

Mr. President, I modify my amend-
ment accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr., JAVITS. Mr., President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Unanimous consent, I
understand, is not required, because the
yveas and nays have not been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the modification.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the modification be dispensed with.

Mr. TALMADGE, This is the proposed
modification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the modification.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

At the end of the Javits amendment add:

“Provided, That none of the requirements
of this section shall apply to nonprofit private
schools which participate in the school lunch
program under the provisions of Section 10
until such time as the Secretary certifies that
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sufficient funds from sources other than
children’s payments are available to enable
such schools to meet these requirements.”

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, one
final word. If I may sum up the dif-
ference between the approach of the
committee and the approach of the
sponsors of the pending amendment, it
is the difference between persuasion and
force. It is the difference between our
traditional approach of Federal, State,
and local cooperation, and the idea that
the Federal Government is the great
provider.

I appeal to the Senate to reject this
attempt to promise more, and I urge
that we stick with the committee bill,
which offers lunch rather than rhetoric.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from South Da-
kota.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
from New York for yielding to me and
also for the generous remarks he made
about me a few moments ago. I wish to
reciprocate by commending the Senator
for the amendment that he brings be-
fore the Senate today.

I regard the amendment offered by
the senior Senator from New York as the
most important of the five amendments
that this bipartisan group of Senators
has presented to this bill. It is a matter
of great importance in terms of bring-
ing uniformity and some direction to an
otherwise good proposal offered by the
Senator from Georgia.

In reference to the comments made
earlier by the Senator from Vermont
and the Senator from Georgia, let me
just say that the passage of the food
stamp bill by the Senate last September,
which has now been tied up in the House
for some 6 or 7 months, in no way re-
flects on the judement of the U.S. Sen-
ate. The truth is that the House had
every legislative opportunity available to
it that it had before the passage of the
Senate food stamp bill. They had the
opportunity to modify that bill if they
felt the Senate had gone too far. They
had the opportunity to act on a bill of
their own.

But I think the fact is that a judg-
ment was made by the House Agriculture
Committee leadership that they wanted
to wait for the passage of the food stamp
bill until they could attach it to the
extension of a comprehensive agricul-
tural price support bill. That is the real
explanation for the failure of the other
body to act on food stamp legislation.

I want to lay that concern to rest here
and now. Nothing whatever that was
done by the Senate last fall has delayed
the passage of adequate food stamp leg-
islation, and we cannot use that excuse
to fail to do the best possible job of
passing a sound school lunch bill and
school breakfast bill in the Senate when
this matter is before us now.

The measure proposed by the Senator
from New York, which I am pleased to
cosponsor together with other Senators,
would in effect be consistent with the
action taken by the Senate with refer-




4504

ence to the food stamp legislation last
fall. At that time we said that families
with an income of $4,000 or less would
be eligible for food stamp assistance. We
are now applying the same criteria under
the Javits amendment to the school
Iunch program. We are providing a uni-
form standard in place of the presently
chaotic situation that exists not only
between the States but even within cer-
tain States. One of the common conclu-
sions that has been reached by just about
everyone who has looked carefully and
critically at our existing school lunch
programs across the country is the need
for some definite guidelines to provide
a basis for determining who shall get free
and reduced price lunches.

More than a year ago, in October of
1968, the Department of Agriculture it-
self recognized this need, and they sug-
gested certain guidelines to the States,
in an effort to assure some kind of uni-
formity not only between the States but
also within the States with reference to
the various school districts. But to date
little or nothing has been done to bring
any degree of order out of the present
shambles of guidelines in determining
what students will qualify for free or
reduced price lunches. That is the reason
it is important for the Senate to adopt
and write into law guidelines that will
determine, once and for all, what chil-
dren shall be eligible to receive lunches,
either on a free basis or on a reduced
price basis.

Second, it is equally important that in
this amendment we determine what we
mean by reduced price lunches at the
present time. I think the Senator from
Georgia would be inclined to agree with
this, that some of the States are exploit-
ing the opportunity to get additional
Federal funding for the reduced price
lunches by a nominal reduction of 1 to
3 cents on the price of lunch, and then
qualify for an additional Federal sub-
sidy, which penalizes those school dis-
tricts trying to do an honest and reason-
able job of offering a reduced price lunch.

What the Javits amendment proposes
is a 20 cent minimum, which was in the
original bill as offered by the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE).

It seems fo me that the amendment is
entirely reasonable. It does meet con-
gressional responsibility of providing
some guidelines to carry out the program
which we are authorizing.

I honestly hope that the amendment,
above all others, which have been pro-
posed, will be agreed to by the Senate.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr, President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CoOPER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HvucHEs in the chair). The Senator from
Kentucky is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am
sure that everyone in this body would
like very much to see the school lunch
program and the breakfast program ex-
tended to every needy child in this
country.

That is my position. I understand and
I honor the objectives of the Senator
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from New York. I would like it to be
noted that the issue we are talking
about—the amendment offered by the
Senator from New York and others—is
not a question among us as to whether we
favor additional free lunches for chil-
dren, or fewer free lunches, because that
would be an easy oversimplification.

We have to ask, What would be the
effect of the amendment? Well it actual-
1y, if put in operation, provide more help?
I do not think so. :

I have the appendix which was very
generously provided me by my friend
from New York, explaining his amend-
ment. As I understand it, the cost of the
amendment is based upon a total of 8.4
million needy children, at an average
cost of 60 cents a meal, which would to-
tal $817 million. Then, subtracting from
the $817, the amount provided in the
bill—$397.6 million—there is left a total
of $419.4 million which would be needed
to fund the program, if the amendment
of the Senator from New York is agreed
to.

My first question is this—Is there a
provision in the bill for $419.4 million?

Mr. JAVITS. There is an open-ended
provision there for appropriations. That
is what the Senate, as I understand it,
did yesterday in turning down the Hart
amendment which tried to fill up part of
the gap. So they have left this open, I
think this gap problem is a question of
what gap we are willing to show, whether
a realistic or an unrealistic gap. We have
a gap now, because 3 million children are
not under the program at all. Everyvone
admits they should be on it. The only
question is, shall we set the target at
6.9 million, or shall we set the target at
9 million?

Mr. COOPER. My first question has
been answered, and properly so, The bill
is open ended. If the Committee on Ap-
propriations would appropriate $419.4
million, it would close the gap.

My second question goes to partici-
pation by the States. Present law re-
quires, so far as the school lunch pro-
gram is concerned, for a matching basis
of 3 to 1, with the States required to
provide three times as much as the Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. JAVITS. Right. That is correct,
except for the new provision, which will
make the States put up 7 percent to 10
percent over a graduated period of that
State's contribution.

Mr, COOPER. I should like to direct
attention to factors which I believe
would make it much more difficult for
the poorer States to participate in the
program, if the Senator's amendment is
adopted.

As we know, the States are permitted
to meet their share of the cost either by
contributions from State and local reve-
nues or by cost to the schoolchildren ac-
cording to their ability to pay. As a
result of this procedure, States like mine,
and others, have been able to charge
children able to pay—and why should
they not be charged for a nutritious
meal if their parents are able fo pay?
These charges help to fund the cost
to children who are unable to pay.
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In many cases, children are not re-
quired to pay anything. In other cases,
they are required to pay as little as 5
based upon

cents a meal—or more,
ability to pay.

First, I believe that when a parent is
able to pay, he should pay the cost of
the meal. This may be just a general
expression. on my part, and without
available statistics at hand now, but
there are probably two chief areas in the
country where unfortunately many
needy children live. One area is in the
poorer States in the South. My State, for
example, has been pointed out for the
conditions which exist in eastern Ken-
tucky. Another area is in the great cities
of the country with their ghettos and
thousands of poor people.

Mr. President, in the poorer States, in
many areas of the South or border
States, the States have met their re-
sponsibilities. Any where from 55 per-
cent to 70 percent of their schoolchil-
dren receive lunches. It is 74 percent in
my State.

SBut States which have other cate-
gories of poor, such as in the great cities,
in the ghettos, they have not met their
responsibilities. The State of New York
has done better than most, but States
like Illinois and Pennsylvania hardly
have any school lunch program at all.

I want all to have the programs but
these States should assume their re-
sponsibilities in contributing to this pro-
gram and the children in those States
able to pay should do so.

In my judgment, through the pending
amendment, the States absolve them-
selves—the richest States in the coun-
try, from bearing a proper share of the
burden. Other States, like mine, would
be required to provide to well-to-do
children a 20-cent meal or less, and this
increases the cost to the States and the
Federal Government.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if I
may interject there, if there are not suffi-
cient funds in the program, it is going to
mean depriving a great many of the
poorer children who are most in need.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.

I applaud the Senator from New York
for his objective. I would like to see all
poor children fed without cost. I would
like to see the Congress provide money to
feed them all and give a good breakfast,
too. For, unless a meal is nutritious, it is
not the food the children require in years
that are formative in mind and body.

I say this with great respect to my
friend, that a program, if it is to reach
the children, must be looked at very care-
fully. We must ascertain and provide a
way to persuade the States who are able
to bear the burden, to help pay the cost
of the meals for needy children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp a statement showing the status
of the school lunch and breakfast pro-
grams in every State that bears out the
facts of the statements I have just made.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:
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TABLE PRESENTED BY RODNEY E. LEONARD, WHO WAS ADMINISTRATOR OF CONSUMER AND MARKETING SERVICES, USDA, 1967-69. PRIOR TO THAT, HE HELD OTHER POSTS IN
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes. I am desirous of bringing
about a vote at the earliest possible time.
As soon as we get enough Senators pres-
ent to get the yeas and nays, I think we
can proceed to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

STATES' PRIORITIES

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
heard with deep interest the views of the
Senator from Georgia and the Senator
from Kentucky. And I respect them both
fully. I should like to deal with those
views very briefly.

First, as to the views of the Senator
from Kentucky, I thoroughly agree with
him that people who can afford to pay
should pay. But I cannot agree with the
argument of the poor States because it
is a question of priorities in those States.

Unless the Senator from Kentucky can

Note: In the case of columns 3, 5,7, 9, and 11, percentages were figured by the simple division

indicated,

produce a chart for me, or produce it
for the Senate—he does not have to do
it for me—which shows that Kentucky
is striving to its maximum, based upon
intelligent priorities of which hungry
children would be the top, it seems to
me, and is doing its utmost in respect
of this program, I do not think that the
argument that remaining static at pres-
ent is the best they can do is a valid
argument.

Certainly we have seen it time and
again, If the carrot is big enough, they
will do a little more themselves and will
give higher priorities than otherwise.

I do not know exactly what Kentucky
is doing about its own tax system, It is
none of my business. But I would hazard
a guess that on the basis of progressive
income, it is a lot less onerous than is
the case in New York, Illinois, or other
such States.

It is a question of priority. Certainly
the children are entitled to the highest
priorities. And the poor States should
not hold back the march of progress for

the whole country unless there is a dem-
onstrated need for it.

As to the 20-cent figure, there is an
extraordinary variation shown through-
out the testimony as to the circum-
stances under which they have the so-
called reduced price meals throughout
the country. And we have had lots of
that testimony. There has been vietimi-
zation in regard to this. I do not neces-
sarily want to pick out the State of
Georgia, but it is an example, There was
testimony before the Agriculture Com-
mittee with respect to Richmond Coun-
ty, Ga., where it is said on page 247 of
the hearings report:

It 15 understood that free lunches are
granted only in cases of extreme emergency.
Parents with TV sets, telephones, automo-
biles, ete., should not request free lunches
unless dire circumstances have Slld(ienly
overtaken them.

They ask:

Would you be willing to let your children
do a small amount of work, such as picking
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up paper, as part payment for the lunches
they receive?

More important than that is the ques-
tion:

Are you willing for a committee from the
P.T.A. to visit your home to investigate this
application for free lunches?

I am not citing that as a horror story.
I am sure that there are other places in
other States that are much worse. I
would not be surprised to find an exam-
ple of this in my own State. And I am
frank to say that. None of us can claim
any kind of immunity.

I only point out that the absence of a
conerete base on which this program can
stand is a serious one. That is what we
are trying to restore.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGoverN) has pointed out—and he is
the fountainhead of knowledge concern-
ing this effort—that he considers this as
important as any amendment that we
are presenting to the Senate.

Finally, I would point out that we are
not approaching the optimum. Half the
children are not getting the lunches that
they need and should have. We have on
the present basis over 6 million children.
And over 3 million of them are being
served, but are being served on an un-
realistic standard that does not repre-
sent the need.

It seems to me that we must estab-
lish the need. If we cannot do it by ap-
propriations, we will of course take the
most needy first. But it is one thing to
be appropriating against a standard
which shows a 2 million gap and appro-
priating against a standard which shows
the true gap of more than 4 million. That
goes for every State.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to address myself to the main argu-
ment of the Senator from Georgia, which
is the diversity that he claims exists.
This argument was not challenged, and
it must be challenged.

Only 5 percent of the families of the
United States work on or have any-
thing to do with farming, That is all.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, I object to
that statement. Over 30 percent of the
population gainfully employed in the
United States depends on agriculture for
their living—producing, harvesting,
handling, and processing our food and
fiber. The figure is 30 percent.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I will not
in any way controvert my beloved col-
league, the senior Senator from Ver-
mont, because he is right. However, the
statement is not germane to the argu-
ment. The question is what is the cost
of living for those families. Of the 30
percent, 25 percent are engaged in
processing various types of agricultural
products and live in towns with popula-
tions of from 2,500 to 50,000. Their cost
of living—not certified by me, but cer-
tified by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
ties—is at the very minimum in the area
of $5,000 for a family of four.
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And the rural people, the people who,
because of cows, pigs, and vegetables,
may have a lower cost of living because
they get the benefit of the farm, is a
very small percentage of the population
of the United States.

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

Mr, JAVITS, I yield.

Mr, TALMADGE, Mr. President, the
Senator will agree with me that he will
find no farmers in New York City, but
he will find a great many farmers in
Missouri, Towa, and Georgia. That indi-
cates the diversity of our population and
the folly of trying to have national
standards.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized
for 2 minutes,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent at this time to mod-
ify my amendment.

The modification I proposed before
omitted some key words.

As modifled, my amendment would
read:

Provided, That none of the requirements
of this section in respect to the amount for
“reduced cost” meals and to eligibility for
meals without cost shall apply to nonprofit
private schools which participate in the
school lunch program under the provisions
of Section 10 until such time as the Secre-
tary certifies that sufficlent funds from
sources other than children's payments are
available to enable such schools to meet
these requirements.

Mr. TALMADGE., Mr. President, I have
no objection.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, to com-
plete the point, the fact is that the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics gives us a figure
which indicates the lowest possible
budget required in nonmetropolitan
areas—which is defined as places having
a population of from 2,500 to 50,000—the
lowest coneeivable cost analyzed here is
$3,945. There are families living on farms
who receive the benefits of produce from
the farm. They amount to a very small
proportion of the population. I honor
them and love them dearly. But I do not
think that is a criterion that ought to
control the situation, They would have
a lesser standard than in other areas.
Where we have to set a standard, and in
the overwhelming majority of the popu-
lation of the United States, the standard
is at least 25 percent below the actual
living cost on a low-budget average.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 1
additional minute.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
this is important when it comes to argu-
ing farm stability and when it comes to
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arguing questions of the stability of farm
prices and so forth.

The Senator from Vermont is correct.
There we deal with everybody depending
on the farm income. But we are not argu-
ing that. We are arguing the cost of liv-
ing as far as the country is concerned.

I respectfully submit that the Bureau
of Labor Statistics Index applies to the
overwhelming majority of families en-
gaged in what we call the agriculture
business—although it does not apply to
that low proportion of population—which
gets its income directly off the farm.

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, I wish to
speak on behalf of the amendment. The
only concern I have is that the $4,000
eligibility standard is going to be obso-
lete with the present rate of increases
in the cost of living of 5 percent or 6
percent a year. If there are communi-
ties or States where $4,000 is a little high,
I would anticipate that they will be com-
ing in and asking that the sum be made
$4,500 because $4,000 is not realistic in
a relatively short period of time,

The deep concern I have is with re-
spect to the reference to New York and
Illinois as rich States. That does not take
into account that they are also rich in
problems. A great many poor people mi-
grate to those States from the South:
perhaps it is because there is more op-
portunity, or that welfare is higher, or
perhaps someone down there gave them
a one-way bus ticket to take the problem
to another State.

Illinois has a State income tax, a State
property tax, and a State sales tax of 5
percent. We have every tax that one can
think of and we still do not have suffi-
cient funds to meet the needs of our
residents. The city of Chicago depends
primarily on property taxes and the
higher they get the more we drive in-
dustry out.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 2 additional min-
utes to the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. We drive industry out
and people lose jobs so that in Chicago
we are feeding 150,000 children who are
poor and hungry. A month ago the
schools that were recently opened needed
money for free and reduced price lunches
for 9,000 more children and we did not
have the money. The rate of progress of
150,000 being fed today has more than
doubled from a year ago. State and local
communities are doing the best they can,
but I do not think we can go further
with the resources available and the
problems we face in health institutions
and welfare programs. The kind of help
in this bill and amendment would be
needed. I think a uniform standard will
not jeopardize the program, It would in-
sure that all hungry, poor children
wherever they are will receive a free or
reduced price lunch.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield to me for one minute?




February 24, 1970

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I think
there is merit in the argument of the
Senators from Illinois and New York that
the amendment should not be a paro-
chial issue. I do not intend to do so, but
it is a fact that States with rather limited
resources have been trying to make the
school lunch program work by State and
local revenues and payment by students
able to pay. Seventy-five percent of the
schoolchildren in Eentucky have partic-
ipated, and throughout the South from
50 percent to 75 percent receive school
lunches.

Other States have not assumed their
responsibility. Now they come with an
amendment which would make it easier
for their States to afford the program
and which would force heavier costs on
the States which have been trying to do
a good job. That is the point I make. I
want a program that will reach every
truly poor child in the country but I do
not think it can be done by letting all the
rich and the middle-income people get
off with a 20-cent lunch, and by shifting a
heavier burden to the States which have
been meeting their responsibilities and
actually feeding most of the school-
children.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require,

The Senator from New York in arguing
for a nationwide standard brought out
similar problems a child may have in the
city of Augusta, Ga., to get a free or
reduced price lunch. I hold in my hand
statistics from people who make com-
parisons, the American School Service
Association. The statistics in this docu-
ment show that in Georgia, of the school-
children eligible for a free or reduced
price lunch, 77 percent of our students
participated. In the State of New York
the figure is 62 percent. So our standard
of performance in Georgia is 15 percent
better than it is in New York State.

The departmental views on this sub-
ject were quite persuasive, We were con-
sidering a question of whether or not to
have legislative mandate determine what
a reduced price lunch would be. The de-
partment felt the question of reduced
cost lunches is a matter of administrative
regulation and flexibility and not legis-
lative mandate. The department has al-
ready by regulation defined reduced cost
lunch as one which is 15 cents under the
regular price paid in the school, if that
price is over 25 cents; and if the regular
price is 25 cents or less, the reduced cost
lunch must be at least 10 cents under the
price. I think the department regulation
is better than writing in a standard be-
cause it lends itself to flexibility and
change.

In conclusion, the Senator from New
York would make every family eligible
for a free lunch if its earnings were
$4,000 a year or less. There are 8.4 million
such students in the United States. The
Senator admits it would cost $817 mil-
lion to try to carry out the provisions of
his amendment. Being realistic, I do not
think Congress is going to authorize that
sum of money this year or at any time
immediately. What would be the effect?
There would be all those who would be
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eligible and the funds would not be avail-
able. That would mean it would hit
hardest on those that the committee
and Congress want to help. It would be
foolhardy to pass legislation that we
know in the final analysis is going to
hurt people that we purport to help.

Mr. President, I hope the amendment is
rejected.

Mr, President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. I am ready to vote.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask for
1 minute on the bill. Will the Senator
from Georgia reserve the remainder of
his time?

Mr. TALMADGE. I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, to con-
clude the debate, the one point that needs
to be dealt with is that we are not going
to deprive poor children because we will
have these basic standards. I do not see
how that would operate because, natural-
ly, as they have up to now, they are going
to operate on the basis of the most needy
first. If that were true, what about the
present situation where there are inade-
quate appropriations to deal with 6 mil-
lion eligible schoolchildren and only 3
million are being cared for?

If my amendment is agreed to we
would have the right target to shoot at.

Mr. TALMADGE. It would not let local
authorities designate in that group be-
cause Congress would be acting.

Mr. JAVITS. I cannot agree with the
Senator, If under the definition of the
locality they have twice as many eligi-
ble as they are looking after they have
to do the right thing.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New York. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Connecti-
cut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GrAVEL), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. McCARTHY),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CrELLAN), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr., McGee), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McInTYRE), the Sena-
tor from Montana (Mr. MercarLr), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PeLL), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SparkMAN), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SpoNc), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. Syminceron), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Typings), and the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraveL), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr, McInTyYre), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) would
each vote “yea.”
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On this vote, the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Srong) is paired with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) .
If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote “yea"” and the Sena-
tor from Alabama would vote “nay.”

Mr, SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr, GRrIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr, SAxsBE) is
absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. Munpr) would
vote “nay."”

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 40, as follows:

[No. 55 Leg.]
YEAS—41

Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Hollings
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Magnuson
Mathias
McGovern
Montoya
Muskie
NAYS—40

Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan, N.C.
Long
Mansfield
Miller

NOT VOTING—19

McGee Sparkman
MciIntyre Spong
Metcalfl Symington
Mondale Tydings
Mundt Yarborough

Bayh
Elble
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case

Cook
Cranston
Eagleton
Fong
Goodell
Gore

Harris

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Schwelker
Scott
Stevens
Williams, N.J.
Young, Ohio

Moss

Murphy
Prouty
Russell
Smith, Maine
Smith, I11.
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del,
Young, N. Dak.

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Dominick

Church
Dodd
Gravel
Griffin
Eennedy
McCarthy Pell
McClellan Saxbe

So Mr, Javirs’ amendment (No. 508),
as modified, was agreed to.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the previous vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tlon is on agreeing to the motion to re-
consider,

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, what
is the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to reconsider the previous vote is
pending. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The question is debatable.

Mr, ALLEN. Is the question on a mo-
tion to table?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama move to table?

Mr. ALLEN. No; I ask for a yea-and-
nay vote on the motion to reconsider.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, is my
understanding correct that the pending
question is on the motion to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment was
agreed fo?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.
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Mr. TALMADGE. And that a yea vote
would be a vote to reconsider?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A yea
vote would be to reconsider, that is cor-
rect. The motion is debatable.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I do not
think it was the intention of the ma-
jority leader to have the gquestion de-
bated. I was not eligible to make such a
motion, but I moved to reconsider the
vote simply as a formality; therefore I
would ask unanimous consent to with-
draw the motion, so that it could be made
by an appropriate Senator, and a mo-
tion to table would be in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
majority leader had nothing to do with
the pending motion, but in view of the
fact that one of our colleagues was stuck
in an elevator, through no choice of his
own, and was out of breath when he ar-
rived here, I move to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed.

Mr. ATEEN. Is the question on a mo-
tion to lay on the table?

Mr. ALLEN. No, on the motion to re-
consider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the motion to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment (No. 508, as modified) of the Sena-
tor from New York was agreed to. On
this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr., BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Connec-
ticut (Mr. Doop), the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KennEpy), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Lowg), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr., McCarTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLEL-
1AN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGee), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MEercarr), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SepargmAN), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. Symmnceron), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. TybpInGs),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. Yar-
BOROUGH) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CrHUrRCH) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Utah (Mr,
Moss) would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SpArREMAN) is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) .
If present and voting, the Senator from
Alabama would vote “yea’” and the Sena-
tor from Texas would vote “nay.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Mounot) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr,
Baker) and the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GoLpwATER) are detained on offi-
cial business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. Muxpr) would vote
“yea.”
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The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 42, as follows:

[No. 56 Leg.]
YEAS—39

Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan, N.C.
Mansfield
Miller

NAYS—42

Hart
Hartke
Hatfleld
Hollings
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Magnuson
Mathias
MecGovern
Mondale Williams, N.J.
Montoya Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—19
McCarthy Saxbe
MecClellan Bparkman
Symington
Tydings
Yarborough

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cooper
Cotton
Curtls
Dole

Murphy
Prouty
Randolph
Russell
Smith, Maine
Smith, Il
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young, N, Dak.

Bavh
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cranston
Eagleton
Fong
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
Harris

Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Ribicofl
Schwelker
Scott
Stevens

Baker
Church
McGee
MecIntyre
Metcalfl
Moss
Mundt

Dodd
Goldwater
Griffin
EKennedy
Long

So the motion to reconsider was not
agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 509

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 509 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
EacLETON in the chair). The amendment
will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendment of the Senator from
New York is as follows:

On page 29, after line 6, Insert the follow-
ing:

“UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE FOOD SEEVICE
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

“‘Sgc. 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.

“!(g) The highest nutritional require-
ments prescribed by the Secretary for lunch
and breakfast means served under this Act
end the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, respec=
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tively, shall apply In the case of lunch and
breakfast meals contracted for by any school
under authority of this section.' "

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

PRIVATE FOOD MANAGEMENT COMPANIES

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, at this
time, I am withdrawing my second
amendment, No. 509, an amendment to
allow schools to utilize private food man-
agement companies in the provision of
nutritious meals to children in federally
assisted child feeding programs.

I first introduced this concept in my
omnibus hunger bill in August of last
year and reintroduced it in revised form
in my Child Nutrition Act of 1969, on
which the Committee on Agriculture
conducted hearings.

ADMINISTRATION'S INITIATIVE

Since that time, the administration
has taken the initiative in drafting reg-
ulations which reverse the policy pro-
hibiting food management companies
from entering child feeding programs.
I wish to commend Secretary Hardin for
doing what previous administrations had
for so long refused to do—utilize the ex-
pertise and competence of the private
food industry.

In an effort to ascertain whether the
new regulations would be in complete
harmony and accomplish the same pur-
poses as my amendment, I wrote a let-
ter of inquiry to Secretary Hardin.

Mr. President, based on that response,
I feel the new regulations will accom-
plish the same purposes as my amend-
ment, and I have the assurance of the De-
partment that the regulations will not
restrict schools from contracting with
such companies. Therefore my amend-
ment is no longer necessary.

The administration’s action, which has
been needed for so long, will help feed
many millions more children in such
cities throughout the Nation as Buffalo,
N.Y., where school officials have sent out
bids to private food companies asking
for help.

I am especially pleased that the ad-
ministration is taking steps to imple-
ment the recommendations of the White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition,
and Health calling for utilization of pri-
vate food companies.

Mr, President, the utilization of pri-
vate food management companies, in re-
spect to the school lunch program, has
been a matter of absorbing interest to
me for a long time, as this is a way in
which schools can have this program
without having the facilities themselves.

Many companies specialize in food
service to factories and similar public
establishments, and when I say “pub-
lic” I do not mean necessarily govern-
mentally owned, where the problem
arises.

The Department, in a letter to the
committee, said that it would change its
regulations as of April 1.

With respect to the matter of the food
service companies being brought into
this picture, my amendment nonetheless
was pressed because as stated before:
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one, we wanted to be sure that the ear-
liest possible date would obtain; see-
ond—a very important proposition—we
wanted to be sure that there would be
no conflict with the intent of my amend-
ment on the basis of agreement of the
department; and three, also that no
school would be penalized by losing any-
thing under the School Lunch program
because it was going to contract with a
private food management company.

I wishh to reiterate that the depart-
ment is fully satisfied on all points, as
expressed in a letter dated yesterday,
whieh I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp, as well as the
letter which I wrote to the Department
on the subject. I have given the letter
to the Senator in charge of the bill, and
he is satisfied.

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

U.8. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., February 20, 1970.
Hon, Crirrorp M. HARDIN,
Secretary, Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mz. SECRETARY: As you know the
Senate will consider S, 2548, the School
Lunch bill reported by the Agriculture Com-
mittee.

I intend to introduce an amendment to
that bill, which would allow private food
management companies to contract with
schools for the provision of nutritious meals
under Child Feeding Programs receiving fed-
eral assistance.

Recognizing that the Administration has
indicated an intention to issue new regula-
tions to permit private food companies to
provide meals, I would appreclate your ad-
vising me as to the present status of your
efforts and the extent to which the regu-
lations contemplated would accomplish the
intent of my amendment. I am particularly
interested in knowing whether under the
new regulations schools with contracts with
food management companies would receive
the same cash and commodity benefits as do
schools completely operating their own pro-
grams,

Sincerely,
Jacos K. Javrrs.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C.,, February 23, 1970.
Hon. Jacos K. Javrrs,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SEnaTOR Javrrs: Thank you for your
letter of February 20 regarding your amend-
ment to S. 2548 to allow private food man-
agement companies to serve child feeding
Programs.

As you point out in your letter the Ad-
ministration has indicated its intention to
utilize the capabllities of food management
companies in child feeding. This policy was
announced by Dr. Jean Mayer in his Decem=-
ber 24 White House press conference. Dr,
Mayer's announcement was the product of a
review of the long standing practice of ex=
cluding these companies. It was also re-
sponsive to legislative Initiatives including
the provisions of your own child feeding bill,

We will publish our proposed regulation
in the Federal Reglster on or before March 1.
It will allow all schools to contract with
food service management companies and con-
tinue to gualify for all the cash and com-
modity grants avallable to school adminis-
tered programs.

The regulation will elearly accomplish the
purposes of your amen b

Sincerely,
RricHARD LYNe,
Assistant Secretary.
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Mr, TALMADGE. If the Senator will
yield there, as the Senator knows, the
committee took action along with the
Senator’s insertion in the committee re-
port of another letter from the Depart-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that the
letter, beginning on page 8 of the com-
mittee report, signed by Edward J. Hek-
man, Administrator, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Foop AND NUTRITION SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., January 14, 1370,
Dr. J. W. EDGAR,
Commissioner of Education, State Education
Agency, Austin, Tezx.

Dear Dr. Epcar: This is to give you advance
notice of the Department of Agriculture's
intention to amend the regulations for the
child nutrition programs with respect to the
use of food service management companies,

We know you are aware of the great need
to expand the coverage of the child nutrition
programs to reach as many additional needy
children as possible and as quickly as pos-
sible. President Nixon and the delegates to
the recent White House Conference on Food,
Nutrition, and Health, have urged action to
make these programs a more effective de-
livery system in the drive to eliminate pov-
erty related hunger and malnutrition in this
country.

To help reach this goal, we have evaluated
all avallable resources that could make a
contribution, including the use of the skills
and capacities of food service management
companies,

Qur analysis leads to the conclusion that
there is no justification for the continued
across-the-board exclusion of food service
management companies in the operation of
the school lunch and other child nutrition
programs which are federally assisted by this
Department.

Accordingly, we will develop new regula-
tions establishing the policies and standards
under which food service companies may be
authorized to conduct food service in schools
and service institutions receiving Federal
food assistance.

Under this change in the Federal regula-
tions, State educational agencies would still
have the authority and discretion through
their own regulations to determine their poli-
cles with respect to the use of food service
management companies in schools.

The proposed changes in the regulations
will be forwarded as soon as possible for
your review. We are aiming for April 1 as the
target date on which the changes will become
effective.

Sincerely,
Epwarp J. HEEMAN,
Administrator.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS, I thank my colleague
from Georgia.

Also included was the message as spon-
sored with my colleague from New York
(Mr. GooperLr) on the school lunch pro-
gram. I express my gratification to the
committee and to the department, that
it is taken care of in this effective way.
The Senator from Georgia (Mr. Tar-
MmapGe), the cosponsors, and I, believe
that this should have a measurable and
helpful effect upon the totality of the
program.

Mr. TALMADGE. It would be ex-
tremely helpful in some of the large cities
that have no large food serving equip-
ment, or space. In the hearings, it was
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brought out that there were no equip-
ment, no cafeterias, or dining rooms in
some of the large metropolitan areas.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on that
very point, if the Senator will yield, in
Chicago, there are 50,000 ghetto children
who attend schoeols without facilities of
this kind. This amendment certainly
would facilitate providing them with a
needed meal. I think we should point out
that many times we hold conferences in
Washington and nothing ever comes of
them. This is not so with the White House
Conference on Food, Nutrition, and
Health. I think we have expeditiously
moved on the recommendations of the
Conference by this and other amend-
ments.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from Illinecis. The Senator is a conspon-
sor of this amendment and has expressed
the deepest interest and has helped work
on it. The letter from the Department of
Agriculture acknowledges the valuable
contribution of Dr. Jean Mayer who
planned the White House Conference on
Nutrition in bringing about this result.

On that basis, Mr, President, I with-
draw my amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

AMENDMENT NO. 514

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I eall
up my amendment No. 514 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

AmENDMENT No. 514

On page 22, lines 13 and 14, sirike out "‘a
new sentence as follows” and insert in lieu
thereof “the following”.

On page 22, line 20, immediately after the
period, insert the following: “Whenever the
amount of annual income of a family is pre-
scribed as part of the criteria for determin-
ing the eligibility of a child of such house-
hold to receive free or reduced-price lunches,
the amount of annual income preseribed by
such criteria shall be increased by 25 per
centum In the case of Hawalil and Alaska and
the amount apportioned to each state shall
be increased accordingly.”

On page 22, between lines 20 and 21, insert
a new subsection as follows:

‘“(e) Section 4(e) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771) Is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new sentence
as follows: ‘Whenever the amount of annual
income of a family is prescribed as part of
the criteria for determining eligibility of a
child of such household to receive free or
reduced-price meals, the amount of annual
income prescribed by such criteria shall be
inereased by 25 per centum in the case of
Hawall and Alaska and the amount appor-
tioned to each State shall be increased ac-
cordingly'.”

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. First, I should like to
make certain that the record is clear
that the amendment is cosponsored by
both Senators from Hawaii (Mr. Fowng
and Mr, INOUYE),
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We have previously recognized the
concept of the cost of living in Alaska
and I have pointed this out in many
ways.

For instance, military people who
serve in Alaska are paid overseas pay.
Government employees are paid 25 per-
cent in addition to the rate they would
be paid in the “South 48"—as we call
them. This is cost-of-living allowance
for Government employees. Many Gov-
ernment employees are on a wage hoard
scale. Even in the area of moving costs
for those displaced by Federal projects,
we increased the payment for moving
costs to recognize the extreme high cost
of living in my State and in Hawaii.

Our costs are 25 percent in excess of
any other State in the Union. The pend-
ing amendment merely seeks to recog-
nize this in terms of the children that
would be benefited by the programs.

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

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, hawing
just recently been in Alaska on the
occasion of the momentous opening of
the bids, I was shocked at the prices for
clothes, meals, for hotel rooms, lodging,
rent, and interest. Everything is sub-
stantially higher. Certainly in view of
that situation—and the same situation
also prevails in Hawaii—I know that the
Senator is seeking to put Alaska and
Hawaii on the same basis as the rest of
the country with his amendment.

The Senate has said that the $4,000
eligibility standard should be used. The
Senator is seeking to except Hawaii and
Alaska by increasing the standard and
thus put them on the same basis.

I support him and commend him for
pointing out the needs of his people.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator. There are 124,000 children
under the age of 18 in my State.

As the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota and the amendment
of the Senator from New York have been
adopted, thereby placing a $4,000 figure
in the bill, there would be 14,062 children
under the age of 18 who would be covered
by the bill, or approximately 11 percent
of the children of Alaska. In families
having a family income of under $5,000,
which would be the goal of the amend-
ment we have offered, there are 18,057
children or approximately 16 percent.
That would be close to the national
average of the effect of the bill as it has
been amended. The increase brought
about by raising the amount from $4,000
to $5,000 would be an inecrease of 38.4
percent in my State.

In the case of Hawali, there are
304,000 children under the age of 18. For
those in families with family incomes of
less than $4,000, there are 34,889 chi!-
dren under the age of 18. That is approxi-
mately 10 percent, almost exactly as is
the case in Alaska for those in families
with under $4,000 annual income.

In families having $5,000 annual in-
come or less, there are 52,722 children
under the age of 18.

I call particular attention to this. Al-
though the coverage of this amendment
is approximately the same as in Alaska—
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Hawaii would be 15 percent and Alaska
would be 16 percent. To raise that
amount from $4,000 to $5,000 would in-
crease the coverage in the case of the
children in Hawaii by 59.7 percent.

We are not seeking any special bene-
fit. We are merely saying that if we have
a figure of $4,000, it would not be effec-
tive because it would not cover the chil-
dren of people living in poverty. The bill
as it stands covers only those people
living in abject poverty.

The bill will not assist those in urban
areas with a high cost of living. This
amendment of ours is not something just
for the native people of my State. Most
of their family incomes do not equal
$4,000.

This is an amendment for Hawaii and
Alaska to make the school breakfasts
and lunches available to the schoolchil-
dren in the urban areas of Hawaii and
Alaska where the cost of living is the
highest in the Nation.

If the figure $4,000 remains, it would
be diseriminatory to the people of Alaska
and Hawaii.

Just as we provide Government em-
ployees with a cost-of-living allowance
and provide military people in Alaska
with a cost-of-living allowance, we
should recognize that a 25-percent actual
cost-of-living allowance should be in-
cluded in this program.

I feel very strongly about the matter.
I cannot see setting arbitrary limits in
bills such as this. The amount has been
agreed to. I support it. I understand fully
the reasons why it is necessary to have
the figure. However, in doing so, I would
hope that those who have supported the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota and the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New York will realize that in
supporting the amendment of the Sena-
tors from Hawaii and the Senators from
Alaska they have not done a disservice
to the people of my State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
objective of this amendment appears to
be to provide in both the school lunch
and school breakfast programs in Alaska
and Hawail for, first, income criteria for
free or reduced price lunches or break-
fasts 25 percent higher than other
States, and, second, a commensurate in-
crease in Federal funds apportioned to
Alaska and Hawaii.

The amendment appears to be defec-
tive in several respects.

First, the income criteria for free or
reduced price meals are required to be
fixed by local school authorities. This
amendment would thus require Alaskan
school authorities to fix the income re-
quirement 25 percent above the income
requirement fixed by Alaskan school au-
thorities. We do not see how this could
be done. The purpose of the amendment
probably is to substitute $5,000 for the
$4,000 minimum income criteria adopted
by the Senate yesterday for the school
breakfast program, and the similar
amendment adopted for the school lunch
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program today. But the amendment does
not do that.

Second, the amendment provides that
the amounts apportioned to Alaska and
Hawaii shall be increased “accordingly.”
This raises the following questions:

What funds are we talking about?
Section 4 funds for the regular school
lunch program, nonfood assistance funds,
section 11 funds for special assistance,
section 32 funds? The amendment is
probably directed in the case of the
school lunch program to section 11 funds,
but it does not so provide.

Then, if we determine what funds are
to be increased, how should they be in-
creased "accordingly” for Hawaii and
Alaska. Possibly the intent is to increase
them 25 percent. More probably the in-
tent is to use a $5,000 factor for Alaska
instead of the $4,000 factor adopted by
the Senate yesterday for the apportion-
ment of section 11 and school breakfast
programs, but the amendment does not
specify.

These income criteria are fixed by local
school districts and consequently may
vary from district to distriet. Alaska
might have a wide variety of income
standards, as might every other State,
with possibly two or more standards in
each district, one for free meals, and one
or more for reduced price meals. Alaskan
standards might be higher or lower than
Hawaiian standards. If New York au-
thorities were in a generous mood they
might fix standards above those for
either Alaska or Hawaii. The provision
for increasing the apportionment is com-
pletely ambiguous.

The commitiee is sympathetic with
this amendment. It underlines the fact
that conditions do vary from country
to city and from State to State. The com-~
mittee does not believe that it is feasible
or fair to fix a minimum that is appli-
cable in all areas regardless of conditions.

I am aware of the fact that the cost of
living is quite high in Alaska and in
Hawaii. But I am also equally aware of
the fact that the cost of living is quite
high in New York City and Chicago and
Detroit, perhaps higher than it is on a
farm in south Georgia or in a rural area
of Hawaii or Nebraska.

That shows the foolhardiness of try-
ing to legislate national standards.

Alaska and Hawaii are both members
of the Union. We make laws for all 50
States. We make laws to apply equally
and uniformly. I think it would be a great
mistake if the Senate were to set up
standards and then make exceptions and
name two States that have different
standards from the other 48 States. To
my mind, it might be a serious impair-
ment of the equal protection provision
of the law,

Mr. President, this is one common
country, indivisible, with liberty and jus-
tice, I hope, for all, We should have equal
appiication of the law for all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I un-
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derstand the position stated by the man-
ager of the bill, and I have great respect
for the Senator from Georgia. I remem-
ber so well sitting up in the gallery at the
time we sought statehood, and we did it
on the basis that we wanted to be treated
equally. But that is just my point. No
one—and I repeat, no one—can deny the
statistics. There is not a State in the
Union which has a greater cost of living
than ours, other than Hawaii. Under
those circumstances, when a figure of
$4,000 is submitted in a bill it is no dif-
ferent than writing in x dollars for the
salary of a Government employee or
writing in a figure of x dollars for a serv-
iceman. We recognize that those salaries
in Alaska and Hawaii do not provide
Government employees and servicemen
enough money on which to live.

Now, we are saying we should have
these programs to assist schoolchildren.
We want equality, and that is all—not
special benefits. In this connection, as far
as the coverage of this amendment, I
thought it was very specific. It states:

“Whenever the amount of annual income
of a family is prescribed as part of the cri~
teria for determining the eligibility of a child
of such household to receive free or reduced
price lunches, the amount of annual income
prescribed by such criteria shall be increased
by 25 per centum in the case of Hawall and
Alaska and the amount apportioned to each
state shall be increased accordingly.

That language is very plain. Whenever
the income of the family is to be used as
the criteria we would get recognition of
the fact that the cost of living is at least
25 percent higher.

I would be pleased to have the Senator
from Georgia to come to my State with
me as I go around and see the prices.
The Senator from Illinois was there. I
know that. He was in Anchorage. The
cost of living there is about 25 percent
higher

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

Mr, STEVENS. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have been to the
great State of Alaska. It is a great, beau-
tiful, growing, and dynamic State. I am
proud it is one of the 50 States in the
Union.

When we get into the question of
prices, they vary in all 50 States. I do
not know of another Federal program,
such as old age assistance, when we say
there shall be one price for New York
State, a different price for New Mexico,
a different price for Kansas, and a dif-
ferent price for Alaska, We have to legis-
late uniformly for all 50 States. It would
be unfair to pass a law for 49 States and
provide that the application of that law
be applied in a different manner for one
State.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr, President, I ap-
preciate the comments of the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia. I am
happy to hear that he has been to my
State. I was going to say I would like to
take the Senator to the places where the
cost of living exceeds the national aver-
age by 60 percent. We are just talking
about the amount by which the cost of
living exceeds the national average, and
that is the amount we pay Government
employees.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

In most OEO programs, the OEO al-

lowances are 25 percent higher for

Alaska. It has been recognized in the
poverty program that there are excep-
tions for Hawaii and Alaska if arbitrary
national limits are sef in terms of
eligibility.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. I did not favor that
amendment. Unfortunately, the Senator
from Alaska did.

Mr, STEVENS. The Senator is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. If that amendment
had not been agreed to the State of
Alaska would have the complete right
to make those determinations by the
local people in Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I appreciate the com-
ment of the Senator but it is not quite
the way I understand the situation. If
we are going to have emphasis on this
program, it is necessary that Alaska be
heard on the national scene, and I think
we should be. I am prepared to go home
and defend myself for having voted for
this program.

All we are doing is seeking equity under
this program and it is no different than
being under the poverty program of the
OEO, or the situation in connection with
Government employees or military em-
ployees.

As I told the Senator from Georgia
prior to the Senate convening today, a
young military man who serves in my
State, who comes from another State,
gets a cost of living allowance, but a
young man from Alaska who goes in the
military and serves in his State does not
get an allowance. We are used to dis-
crimination in some Federal laws and I
hope we will be able to eliminate some
of them. This is just a forerunner of dis-
cussions we hope to have in connection
with legislation the President has sub-
mifted in terms of setfing national
standards as far as the poverty level is
concerned.

I agree with the Senator from Georgia,
to a certain extent, that a fair level can-
not necessarily be set. But if there are to
be national levels in the law they should
be as fair as possible to the noncon-
tiguous States. I do not think the Senator
disagrees. We do not manufacture any
products. Only about 8 percent of our
agricultural products are grown in
Alaska. We import almost everything
from “‘outside,” from the Senator’s State
and other States. We are growing with
the new oil industry and we will be im-
proving more.

I am happy to have the support of the
Senators from Hawalii in connection with
this effort to get equity for our two
States.

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

Mr, STEVENS. I yield.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would
like to add to the presentation of the
Senator from Alaska by advising Sen-
ators that in the last determination by
the Department of Labor, the city of
Honolulu received the No. 1 rank-
ing in the cost of living in the United
States. If our present laws are permitted
to remain as is in terms of gualification,
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we will have approximatly 35,000 young
children qualifying.

Under the amendment of the Senator
from Alaska, the level would be much
more realistic and we would have an in-
crease of approximately 60 percent, rais«
ing the figure to 55 percent,

I think it would be unfortunate if the
present law were permitted to stand. It
would mean that in Alaska and Hawail
innocent children who had nothing to do
with beirg impoverished would have to
suffer from the high cost of living in our
States.

As noted by the Senator from Alaska,
the high cost of living in Hawaii is due
to high transportation costs, and our
distance from the mainland. The effect
would be to penalize those young people
because of the circumstances.

I commend the Senator for his lead-
ership and initiative in promoting and
sponsoring the pending amendment. I
hope the amendment of the Senator
from Alaska is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
yields time?

Do Senators yield back the remainder
of their time?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Hawaii asked to be
heard in connection with this matter,
and I would like to wait for him. How
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 35 minutes remaining.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, T sug-
gest the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. 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. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield
such time to the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. Fonc) as he may
desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I strongly
support this amendment, which would
add 25 percent to the amount of annual
income used in determining the eligi-
bility of a child in Hawaii or Alaska to
receive free or reduced price school
lunches.

Official Federal Government surveys
on costs of living in Hawalli and Alaska
since 1949 have consistently shown that
it costs between 15 percent to more than
25 percent more to live in these non-
contiguous States than it does to live in
an area like Washington, D.C. The last
survey of the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission regarding the cost of living
for Federal white-collar employees in
Hawaii and Alaska as compared to Wash-
ington, D.C. states:

On the basis of Washington equaling 100,
the new indexes were determined through
the 1868 survey to be 130.0 in Anchorage,
139.3 in Falirbanks, 1253 in Juneau, 115.4 in
Honolulu.

The U.S. Department of Labor earlier
this year, in recognition of Hawail's

Who
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higher cost of living increased the pov-
erty level income criteria for Hawaii by
15 percent. This increase has allowed
the State to more effectively assist lower
income families, providing them with
greater opportunities for upward mo-
bility. This move allowed the State to
offer assistance, through economic op-
portunity programs, to many more hun-
dreds of poverty income level families in
the State of Hawaii.

The increase from $3,000 to $4,000 in
the poverty income level for certain pro-
grams now in the bill is a step in the
right direction. However, the differential
in living costs and income between
Hawaii and the mainland United States
has existed for many years and con-
tinues. There is no reason to believe that
there will be a lessening of this differen-
tial, and it should be recognized and
allowed for in this measure.

The 2,800 miles of open ocean separat-
ing Hawaii from its sister States imposes
higher living costs for all of Hawaii’s
more than 700,000 people. These higher
costs are shared by all industry and con-
sumers in Hawaii, but the income levels
remain at a level in line with and in
many instances lower than those of the
citizens of the other States of the
Union.

This peculiar situation of high costs
with no comparable increases in family
income should be recognized when such
income is a criterion for eligibility in a
critical program such as this school
lunch program. To ignore this disparity
would place many of the schoolchildren
in Hawaii and Alaska who come from
lower income homes at a disadvantage
not intended by the Congress. They
would be denied participation in the
school lunch program in a degree that is
essential to their continued health and
well-being,

I believe this amendment would only
put back into law the spirit in which the
school lunch program was formulated as
it affects schoolchildren in Hawaii and
Alaska. It is only fair that the income
disparity be recognized and allowances
made for it in this essential Federal pro-
gram. I urge the adoption of amend-
ment 514.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back my time and get
to a vote, but first I would like to get a
few more Senators present on the floor
before I do so. Meanwhile, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll. The time will be charged
to the Senator from Georgia.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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, if the
Senator from Alaska is prepared to yield
back the remainder of his time and have
a voice vote, I am prepared to do so.

Mr, STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
just received word that the junior Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. GraveEL) is on his
way to the Chamber, if we could delay it
for just a few more minutes.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, under
those circumstances, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. 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. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back my time.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, is the
Senator prepared to vote?

Mr, STEVENS. Yes, I am prepared to
vote.

Mr. TALMADGE, Does the Senator
yield back the remainder of his time?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, I yield back the
remainder of my time. I move the adop-
tion of my amendment.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr., President, I yield
back the remainder of my time. I think
we can have a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Alaska.
[Putting the question.]

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr, Long), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc-
CarTHY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGee), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Sena-
tor from Montana (Mr, METCALF), the
Senator from Alabama (Mr, SPARKMAN),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. Sy-
MINGTON), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. Typincs), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr, CHURCH), is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SpaRKMAN), would vote “nay.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxsg)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr,
Baker) and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. Towger) are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. Munpr) would
vote “‘nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 45, as follows:
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YEAS—37

Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
Mondale
Montoya
Murphy
Muskie

NAYS—45

Eastland
Ellender
Allott Ervin
Anderson Fannin
Bayh Fulbright
Bennett Goldwater
Bible Goodell
Burdick Gore
Byrd, Va. Gurney
Byrd, W. Va. Hansen
Cannon Hartke
Cotton Holland
Cranston Jordan, N.C. Williams, Del.
Dole Jordan, Idaho Young, N. Dak.
Dominick MeClellan Young, Ohio

NOT VOTING—18

Long Saxbe
McCarthy Sparkman
McGee Symington
McIntyre Tower
Metcalf Tydings
Mundt Yarborough

Bellmon
Boggs
Brooke
Case
Cook
Cooper
Curtis

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Scott
Stevens
Williams, N.J.

Eagleton
Fong
Gravel
Hart
Hatfield
Hollings

Aiken
Allen

Miller
Moss
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Russell
Smith, Maine
Smith, 111,
Bpong
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond

Baker
Church
Dodd
Griffin
Harrls
Eennedy

So Mr, STevENS’ amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 515

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, yester-
day I submitted amendment No, 515, ac-
companied by certain remarks which ap-
pear in yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

This amendment is designed to deal
with what I regard to be a very serious
gap in this Nation's——

The PRESIDING OFFICER,. Has the
Senator called up his amendment?

Mr. MONDALE. I have not yet called
it up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. This amendment is
designed to deal with what I regard to
be a very serious inadequacy in our pres-
ent national effort to bring good nutri-
tion to those who do not now have if.

There has been ample testimony by
Dr. Lowell and top pediatricians and ex-
perts around the country that in the first
4 or 5 days of life the human mind and
the human body are most vulnerable to
malnutrition and that during this time
malnutrition can cause serious and per-
manent and physical and mental damage
that cannot be remedied in later life.
It is here that a failure to provide ade-
quate nutrition can make the difference
between a healthy mind and a healthy
body and a mangled human being unable
to achieve or even take care of himself
in adulthood.

The pending school lunch program,
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however, has been before us for several
days, and I recognize that the approach
embodied in this amendment is new, It
has not been subjected to hearings and
has not yet been the product of diseus-
sions in the Select Committee on Nutri-
tion and Human Needs.

Therefore, I rise to emphasize what I
regard to be the serious importance of
an effort in this field, but I do not propose
to raise it as an amendment at this time
nor to seek to attach it to this bill.

I ask the Senator from Georgia, the
floor manager of the bill, if he will yield
to me for a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Georgia yield to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota for a question?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delizhted to
vield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE, I have just indicated
that I do not intend to raise this amend-
ment on this measure. It is my under-
standing that the whole school lunch
program will come up for renewal in
1971.

Mr. TALMADGE, The breakfast pro-
gram will come up at that time, and the
committee chairman has promised full
hearings, and we would be delighted to
consider the Senator’s amendment at
that time.

I compliment the Senator for not pro-
posing the amendment at this time, be-
cause it was offered yesterday, and it
was never considered by the committee.
It is most far-reaching and comprehen-
sive, as the Senator knows, and even our
staff and the Department of Agriculture
have not been able to ascertain its full
import. But it will be given complete and
thorough consideration at the time the
Senate committee goes into this area
next year.

Mr, MONDALE, I agree with what the
Senator has just said.

As the Senator knows, the Committee
on Finance will shortly begin with the
President’s program that he calls the
family assistance program.

Mr. TALMADGE. If and when the
House sends us a bill.

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.

One element of that particular amend-
ment is a national system of day care
centers to take care of children while the
mothers are engaged in employment.
This gets into the question of what kind
of care those children are provided dur-
ing that period, and I hope that the
Committee on Finance will also give
some thought to the nutritional element,

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the
Senator.

As the Senator knows, a nonprofit or-
ganization is eligible for contribution of
commeodities at the present time, and in
certain instances I think it has done an
outstanding job. Certainly, day care
centers enable needy mothers to work,
and a nonprofit organization is entitled
to it under existing law. Certainly, it
should be looked into carefully, because
that is a laudable purpose and probably
should be expanded.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
for his comments.

I do not intend to call up this amend-
ment,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from EKentucky.

Mr. COOK. I wish to commend the
Senator from Minnesota for introducing
the amendment and making the Mem-
bers of the Senate aware of this.

The only point I should like to make
and get into the Recorp is that we did
have some testimony before our com-
mittee that rather disastrously showed
that of all the children who are born
today, medical science has determined
that approximately 5 percent will have
some mental deformity; that taking the
same group of children today and pro-
jecting them to the age of 5, their men-
tal problems will increase to 12 percent,
and that means that we, with all the re-
sources of this Nation, do far worse than
nature.

I just wanted to get this into the Rec-
orp, because I think it is one of the
things that is vitally important in regard
to the Select Commitee on Nutrition and
Human Needs, as to why it was allowed
to stay in existence. When we uncover
more such statistics and show the neces-
sity for a revitalization of parents in
this country to understand and assume
their responsibilities in true nutritional
soundness in the case of children be-
tween the ages of absolute infancy and
5 years, I believe we will have cured one
of the major problems in this Nation.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Senator.
I have served with him on the Nutri-
tional Committee, and I know of his keen
interst in this matter, and I compliment
him on it.

Mr. President, so far as I know, there
are no further amendments, so I think
third reading is now in order.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from Virginia, who
is a cosponsor of the bill.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, earlier to-
day we voted on amendment No. 508.
I reached the door of the Chamber just
as the regular order was called for. I
realize that the call for the order is com-
pletely within the rules of the Senate.
Nevertheless, I subsequently voted that
this matter be reconsidered, in the hope
that I would have an opportunity to vote
on that amendment, and I want to state
that to the Senate at this time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I corroborate the
fact that he was unavoidably delayed due
to technical difficulties over which he had
no control. He was entering the door of
the Chamber just at the time the Chair
was announcing the vote.

Mr, TALMADGE, Mr. President, the
Senator from Virginia is a cosponsor of
the pending bill. He and I have discussed
it many times. He delivered an excellent
speech last evening in its behalf, and I
know of his keen interest in this area.
I know that if he had not been unavoid-
ably detained, he would have been on
the floor at the time of the vote.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
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have directed the Sergeant at Arms to
discuss the condition of the elevators
with the Architect of the Capitol.

Mr, SPONG. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I rise to sup-
port S. 2548, a bill to amend the Nutri-
tional School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 as reported by the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. It is an excellent bill that
makes needed changes in our child nutri-
tion program. I am proud to be a co-
sponsor. I believe in both of these pro-
grams and I want to see them as adapt-
able and flexible as we can make them.
No American child should be handi-
capped in any way by lack of wholesome
nutrition. We have the national capacity
to produce or even to overproduce food.
We must provide distribution to our chil-
dren.

The bill is the product of extensive
hearings, Witnesses testified from the
widest possible range of expertise as to
how we can do a better job of reaching
children through the child nutrition pro-
grams. Expansion of these programs as a
delivery system is the quickest and most
direct route to improving nutrition
among children—with special emphasis
on getting at least one or two good meals
a day to our neediest children.

S. 2548 is a very comprehensive meas-
ure affecting a number of phases of pro-
gram operation and administration. The
committee is to be commended for what I
believe to be a really successful effort to
get to the basic problems and come up
with solutions.

There are several features of the bill
that I find particularly attractive:

First, For the first time we are asking
that the States, from their own resources,
provide some program money. The Na-
tional School Lunch Act has always had
a 3 to 1 matching requirement. The
States are supposed to be providing from
State and local sources $3 for every $1
they receive in Federal funds for the reg-
ular school lunch program. Aside from
State funds for administration, only a
handful of States have been providing
meney to help put that lunch on the
table. For many years now, States have
consistently more than met the matching
requirement primarily through the
counting of the children’s payments for
the lunch as a credit toward the match-
ing requirement,

Utah, T am happy to say, is one State
that does put a substantial sum of money
into the program. This school year we
are providing $1,737,857 in State school
Iunch funds—almost 6 cents a meal. This
does make a real difference. During the
1968-69 school year, 54 percent of Utah’s
schoclchildren participated in the lunch
program compared with a national aver-
age of 39 percent.

S. 2548 would require that States pro-
vide funds from State revenues toward
meeting the matching requirement. The
level of State revenue to be provided
would rise gradually until it constitutes
10 percent of the total matching require-
ment. No funds from children’s luncheon
payments or privately contributed funds
of any kind could be included in comput-
ing the 10 percent.
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Second. The proposed change in sec-
tion 11 of the National School Lunch Act
is really needed. At the present time,
special assistance—higher rates of re-
imbursement per meal from Federal
funds—is directed to schools drawing en-
rollment from low-income families. Now
the focus is to be shifted to the needy
child—the money will follow the child.
‘This will go far to help relieve the impact
on the paying child in schools that have
an economic mix of poor, near poor and
lower-middle-income children. Hereto-
fore, the child who pays for his lJunch
also had to help pay for the lunch served
to those in his school who could not af-
ford the full price. This left the school in
a real dilemma—price increases can
quickly drive the paying child out of the
program, leaving still less money to pro-
vide free meals for the poorest children.
Everyone loses. The proposed new section
11 makes real sense to me.

Third. The committee has done an ad-
mirable job incorporating some flexible
features that will permit testing of new
ideas and new approaches to group food
service for children; that will encourage
efforts to improve nutrition education
and training as an adjunct to the child
feeding programs; that will enable States
to use available funds where they are
most needed.

Mr. President, we have by no means
finished our task in child nutrition. The
passage of this bill will make compre-
hensive statutory reforms, provide more
adequate funding, and make the admin-
istrative changes necessary to help us
meet this unfinished task. S. 2548 incor-
porates the best advice, the best thinking
that has emerged from the intensive
serutiny of the child nutrition program
over the past several years.

Its passage will move us toward that
objective so eloguently expressed in the
early sixties by Secretary of Agriculture
Orville Freeman:

Never let it be sald of this decade that we
put 2 man on the moon but failed to put
food in the mouths of hungry children,

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I rise
in support of S. 2548, a bill which would
strengthen and improve our child feed-
ing program under the School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 19686.

I, of course, was pleased to have helped
spotlicht and stimulate the national
focus on the hunger issue. In 1967, when
the Poverty Subcommittee, on which_I
serve, was in Mississippi, we heard testi-
mony that people were “starving.” This
was shocking to me, and I am sure to
the American people. I immediately re-
sponded that if this were true, that an
emergency situation existed, and that we
should go directly to the President and
get him to provide immediate emer-
gency assistance. Well, the bureaucratic
buckpassing that ensued in the last ad-
ministration was unbelievable and is a
matter of public record.

Mr. President, I am so pleased that
such has not been the case under Pres-
ident Nixon's administration, President
Nixon, believing as I do, that with Amer-
ica's agriculture abundance, no family—
end perticularly no child—should go
hungry. The President’s action in this re-
gard shows his commitment to the cause
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of insuring proper food and nutrition to
all our people.

Last Friday, the Senate passed H.R.
11651, a bill to provide temporary emer-
gency assistance in order to provide nu-
tritious meals to needy children. This
bill, HR. 11651, amended the National
School Lunch Act and authorized the
Secretary of Agriculture to transfer up
to $30 million to section 32 funds to allow
California and other States to continue
to serve lunches for the last 4 months
of this school year.

Mr. James M. Hemphill, chief of the
Bureau of Food Services of the Depart-
ment of Education in California, has cor-
responded with me on the situation, and
has advised me that unless the Congress
acted, California would have “to cut back
on our programs.” According to Depart-
ment of Agriculture figures, California,
as of February 6, had requested $569,236
for additicnal funds for free or reduced-
price lunches, over amounts allocated for
fiscal year 1970. I am hopeful that the
passage of this emergency measure, HR.
11651, will provide California with the
needed assistance to move ahead.

The school lunch program began in
the 1940's and it has been of great value
in helping American children secure nu-
tritional lunches. That is why I am so
pleased to strongly support S. 2548, which
would strengthen and improve food serv-
ice programs for children under both the
National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966. S, 2548, the bill
being discussed in the Senate today,
would:

First. Provide for advanced appropri-
ations for child nutrition programs. As a
member of the Education Subcommittee,
I have been a supporter of the advanced
funding concept in our education pro-
grams. The present practice of passing
appropriations for a school year when the
school year is well underway—or in the
extreme example this year, when the
school year is drawing to a close—creates
administrative nightmares and certainly
is not conducive to good education plan-
ning and programs or to the wise use of
taxpayers’ funds.

Second. Authorize $25 million for fiscal
vear 1971, $33 million for fiscal year 1972,
$75 million for fiscal year 1973, and $10
million for each succeeding year there-
after for nonfood assistance. This pro-
vides largely for equipment to help
schools prepare and serve meals, One of
the findings of recent studies on the
school lunch program and other pro-
grams, as well as the committee’s hear-
ings on the subject, was that many
schools, particularly older schools in the
inner-city areas, lacked the cafeteria and
kitchen equipment necessary to serve
their youngsters. The thrust of these
changes is to see that these schools do
have the necessary equipment and to sce
that they have it as early as possible.
This accounts for the higher appropria-
tions in the earlier years so that the
equipment can be secured, and then, as
more and more schools secure the equip-
ment, it is envisioned that the program
will taper off.

Also a change is made under section
5 of the Child Nutrition Act to add an-
other factor in the formula so that one-
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half of the funds under section 5 will
be distributed on the basis of need for
nonfood assistance. The other half of the
funds under section 5 will continue to be
distributed, as in the past, namely, on
the basis of past participation and the
assistance-need rate which is based on
average per capita income in the vari-
ous States.

Third. Authorize 1 percent of the ap-
propriations under the National School
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act
to be used for nutrition training and ed-
ucation. In addition to providing the
necessary resources to feed our school
children, it is important that nutrition
education be included. Of course, this is
essential for the cafeteria supervisors and
workers, but it also is needed by the c¢hil-
dren themselves. For inculeating chil-
dren in good nutritional habits has the
immediate prospect of bringing about the
improvement of diets in the homes of
these children, and, of course, over the
long run of making these children bet-
ter parents and leaders subscquent to
their departure from the school system.

Fourth. Require that State matching
represent a portion of the local match-
ing requirement under the regular lunch
program. Under section 4 of the national
school hunch program, Federal grants
must be matched by three times as much
in local funds. The major part of these
local funds comes from children's pay-
ments for these lunches. For fiscal year
1972 and fiscal year 1973, States would
be required to provide at least 4 percent
of the State's total matching require-
ments from State funds, This percentage
increases 2 percent each succeeding year
until State revenues make up 10 percent
of the matehing requirements for 1978.
Thirteen States already provide more
than 10 percent matching, and I am
pleased that California is one of the
States meeting these requirements, This
is an important provision for it encour-
ages State participation. It not only has
the desirable effect of expanding the
funds available to feed youngsters, but
also, by taking advantage of the State’s
administrative abilities and leadership,
it would improve the program.

Fifth. Prohibit the public identifica-
tion of children who receive free or re-
duced-price lunches. Eligibility for free
or reduced-price lunches would be de-
termined by the local school authorities
but in accordance with publicly an-
nounced policy. Eligibility eriteria would
include the consideration of family in-
come, family size, and the number of
children in the school.

Sixth. Revise section 11 of the Na-
tional School Lunch Act so that special
assistance funds would go under a for-
mula that is derived from the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act,
which is based on the number of low-
income children.

Seventh. Extend the special assistance
program to all schools and change the
formula for apportioning these funds
under the special assistance program so
that all needy children have access to
the school lunch programs.

Eighth, Authorize the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, where there is a severe need,
to provide up to 80 percent of the op-
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erating cost, instead of the present re-
striction to food alone, to school lunch
programs under the special assistance
provisions of the bill.

Ninth. Authorize funds for special
demonstration projects to improve the
program methods and facilities.

Tenth. Finally, the bill would estab-
lish a 13-member National Advisory
Council on Child Nutrition to make con-
tinuing studies of the child nutrition
programs, so as to make certain they
are as effective as possible.

Mr, President, the Agriculture Com-
mittee has reported a good measure to
the full Senate. Senator TALmapce, the
subcommittee chairman, as well as Sen-
ator Aixew, the ranking Republican on
the committee, and Senator Doire and
other members of the committee, are to
be congratulated for their outstanding
work in connection with this measure.
This measure, I am convinced, will pro-
vide the administration with the tools
it needs to see that no American child
goes hungry. I certainly will support the
administration in this commitment and
in this effort, and I am confident that
this commitment, in cooperation with
all levels of government and all sectors
of our economy will be met.

Mr. President, I strongly urge enact-
ment of this program.

IMPROVED CHILD FEEDING PROGRAMS NEEDED

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the bill
we have before us, S. 2548, was closely and
fully considered by the Senate Agricul-
ture Committee. It has received a favor-
able report from that committee, and is
strongly supported by the Nixon admin-
istration. The bill is designed to strength-
en and improve the food service programs
provided for children, and it provides
many significant and desirable features
to help make the goal of eradicating hun-
ger in our school-age children a reality.

It is my opinion, however, that the bill
should have been passed in the form
recommended by the committee without
further amendments. The amendments
which have been adopted are unwise and
impractical. They impose requirements
that go too far toward a wholly Fed-
eral program, The child feeding programs
have always been a cooperative venture
between the Federal, State, and local
governments. Amendments that unduly
and unnecessarily weaken this coopera-
tion, for both funding and administra-
tion, are deplorable.

In balance, and after thoughtful con-
sideration, I have decided to support the
amended bill. The objectives and the im-
provements contained in the committee
bill are sound and outweigh the inad-
visable amendments.

President Nixon pledged in his special
hunger message to Congress to put an
“end to hunger in America.” The na-
tional school lunch program, together
with the child nutrition programs, offers
a balanced and sound approach to im-
proving the nutritional well-being of our
growing schoolchildren. However, many
children, particularly from poor families
and from poor areas, are not receiving
these benefits. To assist the President and
the Secretary of Agriculture in meet-
ing their commendable objective of end-
ing hunger, the expansion and improve-
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ment of these child feeding programs is
necessary.

The Agriculture Committee’s report on
this bill states that S. 2548 is designed to
reach all children, “particularly those
from poor economic areas whose need is
greatest.” That is certainly where the
problem of hungry children is most
severe. It has been estimated that 6.5
million children need a free or reduced
price lunch, but the Depariment of Ag-
riculture could reach only 3.5 million of
those children in fiscal 1969. More are
being reached during this current fiscal
year, but changes proposed in this bill
for the school Iunch and child nutrition
programs will more effectively insure that
all needy children in school may be pro-
vided with nourishing meals.

One of the objects of S. 2548 is to see
that the funds under the programs will
go wherever the poor children are. The
reported bill provides that special assist-
ance funds go to schools according to
their need for assistance in providing
free and reduced-price lunches. The bill
would authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture in circumstances of severe need,
where necessary to provide for an effec-
tive school lunch program, to authorize
assistance of up to 80 percent of pro-
gram operating costs, including prepara-
tion and serving costs. This provision is
needed because some areas are too poor
to support the program, even though
they receive substantial help for food
alone.

Mr. President, I am told that in recent
years the school lunch program alone
helped to feed about 20 million children
in nearly 76,000 schools in all parts of
the country. About 3.5 billion meals were
served annually through this program.
This is a magnificent accomplishment,
and deserves the highest of praise from
all thoughtful people concerned about
hunger and malnutrition. The 23-year
history of this program has shown it to
have been a commendable investment
in our Nation’s greatest asset—our chil-
dren. It has also been a model of Fed-
eral, State, and local cooperation.

The child nutrition programs, by pro-
viding for school breakfast programs,
preschool and summer recreation feed-
ing programs, have been a valuable addi-
tion to the Nation’s efforts to provide
nourishment to the needy children of
America. About 400,000 children were
reached last year in the summer recrea-
tion program, and about 100,000 chil-
dren were provided with meals in the
day-care program. These programs have
been very effective and helpful, but there
is much more that can be done.

Let us join in support of this bill to
continue the progress toward fulfilling
the intent of Congress when it passed the
National School Lunch Act in 19486, “to
safeguard the health and well-being of
the Nation’s children.” Let us join Pres-
ident Nixon in his goal of ending hunger.
Let us insure the necessary food and nu-
trition for our children to promote their
fullest mental and physical growth.

Mr, President, I urge my colleagues to
pass this bill, despite the objectionable
features which have been adopted on the
floor.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
for the third reading of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield back the re-
maining time.

Mr, TALMADGE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry be dis-
charged from the further consideration
of H.R. 515 and that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of H.R.
515.

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

The Lecrsrarive CLeErx. A bill (H.R.
515) to amend the National School Lunch
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
to clarify responsibilities relating to pro-
viding free and reduced-price meals and
preventing discrimination against chil-
dren, to revise program matching re-
quirements, to strengthen the nutrition
training and education benefits of the
program, and otherwise to strengthen the
food service programs for children in
schools and service institutions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee will be dis-
charged, and the Senate will proceed to
consider the bill.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that H.R. 515 be
amended by striking out all after the en-
acting clause and inserting the text of
S. 2548, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to strike
out all after the enacting clause of HR.
515 and to insert in lieu thereof the text
of 5. 2548 as agreed to by the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CranstoN in the chair). The question
now is on the engrossment of the amend-
ment and the third reading of H.R. 515.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill (H.R. 515) to be read
a third time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays on passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? On fhis ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Connecti-
cut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. Kenwepy), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr, LoNg), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. McCarTHY), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGee),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
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McIntyre), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MetrcaLr), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPAREMAN) , the Senator from
Maryland (Mr, TypinGs), and the Sena~
tor from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is absent on
cfficial business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Dopp), the Senator from Massa~-
chusetts (Mr. Kennepy), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Loxc), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. McCartHY), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGeE),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McInTYRE), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MeTrcaLr), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SParREMANR) , the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Typines), and the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) would
each vote “yea.”

Mr, SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr., GRIFFIN) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munot) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse),
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER),
is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MunpT) would
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 85,
nays 0, as follows:
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YEAS—85
Fulbright
Goldwater
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfleld
Holland
Hollings

Hruska
Hughes

Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Russell
Schweiker
Scott

Inouye Smith, Maine
Jackson Smith, N1,
Javits Spong
Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Jordan, Idaho Stevens
Magnuson Symington
Mansfield Talmadge
Mathias Thurmond
McClellan Williams, N.J,
McGovern Williams, Del.
Miller Young, N. Dak,
Mondale Young, Ohlo
Montoya

Moss

NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—15
MeCarthy
McGee
McIntyre

Metcalf
Mundt

So the bill (H.R. 515) was passed.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, T move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that 8. 2548 be in-
definitely postponed.

Bellmon
Bennett

Fannin
Fong

Church
Dodd

Griffin
Kennedy
Long
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, S. 2548 is indefinitely post-
poned.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I rise
to pay a well-deserved tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
Tarmapce), His management of the ex-
tremely important school lrnch measure
was a monumental task. Wrestling with
the complexities of providing proper food
and aid to needy schoolchildren of our
Nation is a matter of the greatest prior-
ity. There is not a single Member of this
body who understands better the prob-
lems involved with the administration of
such a program than Senator TALMADGE.
We appreciate very much his guidance
and his thoughtful views, his strong ef-
forts, and his great devotion.

Working closely with Senator TALMADGE
was the ranking minority member of the
Senate Agriculture Committee, the able
and distinguished senior Senator fro.a
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN). He, {oo, played
a major role in enlightening the Senate
regarding the ramifications of the meas-
ure and aided immensely in its expedi-
tious disposition. Senator Amxen brought
to us the benefit of his great knowledge
gained through the many years he has
overseen nos only the school lunch pro-
gram but the entire farm policy of the
United States.

The distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN) deserves spe-
cial commendation for urging so suc-
cessfully his own strong and sincere
views. He contributed greatly to the over-
all high quality of the debate and his
amendments exhibited a keen insight
into the problems of hungry schoolchil-
dren. He is to be congratulated.

The very able chairman of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee is also to be
commended for his contributions on this
measure. Because of his efforts both in
committee and on the floor, the Senate
backed the bill unanimously in its final
passage. Also assisting in explaining and
guiding the measure through the Senate
was the senior Senator from New York
(Mr. Javrrs). As always his incisive views
aided greatly the orderly discussion and
we are most grateful.

The Senate as a whole may be proud
of the manner in which it attended to
its duties in regard to this bill and I wish
to commend all who worked to make this
measure so successful.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I voted
for the school lunch program which just
passed the Senate. I did so with regret
as to some of the details included in the
bill.

I am impelled to vote for the bill for
two principal reasons.

First, I have always supported the
school lunch program. I think that
it is a fine program and that it should
be continued.

Second, the distinguished Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TaALMADGE) has spent
many months of work in an effort to im-
prove that program. Many details of his
work which will improve the program re-
main in the bill.

I want to make it very clear, however,
that my votes on the various amend-
ments agreed to on the floor of the Sen-
ate by very close votes express my con-
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victions as to those particular details
\bvgzich I regret have been placed in the

I would hope that the other body
would correct those details or that they
can be corrected in conference. And I
would very much hope that the bill not
become law or not go to the White House
in the form in which we originally passed
.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—APPROVAL OF A BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on February 20, 1970, the President
had approved and signed the act (S. 2214)
to exempt potatoes for processing from
marketing orders.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Office laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(For nominations received today, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE MANSION AND FOREIGN
EMBASSY PROTECTION FORCE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to the consideration of Calendar No. 652,
HR. 14944,

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

The LecistaTive CrLErk. A bill (H.R.
14944) to authorize an adequate force for
the protection of the Executive Mansion
and foreigm embassies, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as we
approach the consideration of HR. 14944,
I am grateful for the presence in the
Chamber of the able ranking minority
member of the Senate Public Works
Committee, the Senator from EKentucky
(Mr. Coorer). Later in the discussion of
this measure, we will have the chairman
of our Subcommitee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, the able Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Jorpan), with us.
He is temporarily absent from the Cham-
ber on other business.

I will proceed, as the chairman of the
Public Works Committee, to discuss the
measure prior to his returning to the
floor, at which time he and other mem-
bers of our commitee and other Members
of the Senate, as well, will have com-
ments on the measure.

The pending bill was reported from the
Committee on Public Works after it had
passed the House of Representatives by
a very substantial majority.

The legislation would amend chapter 3
of title 3 of the United States Code,
which authorizes a police force for the
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White House and the grounds thereof.
These amendments would change the
name of the force to the “Executive
Protective Service.”

The purpose of the legislation will be
to place the force under the direction of
the U.S. Secret Service.

It will also increase the scope of the
duties of the force to include protection
of foreign diplomatic missions located in
the metropolitan area of the District of
Columbia and such other areas of the
United States, its territories and pos-
sessions, as the President of the United
States, on a case-by-case basis, may
direct and will inerease the size of the
new executive protective service. This
inerease would go to 850 members.

I think it is important as we con-
sider this legislation to realize that the
responsibility for the security of for-
eign diplomatic mission is a Federal re-
sponsibility, Sometimes this is forgotten
as we discuss this question. The Presi-
dent of the United States, as a part of
his constitutional responsibility for the
conduct of this country’'s relations with
foreign governments, is responsible for
assuring to the duly accredited repre-
sentatives of foreign governments to the
United States the same security of per-
sons and property that the laws of this
Nation assure to our own citizens.

Also, under international law and
practice this protection is an obligation
of the Central Government. Protection
is afforded American embassies in for-
eign countries by the eentral government
in the countries in which our embassies
are located. We are certainly well aware
of the incidence of unrest and lawless-
ness whieh infects much of the world to-
day, including our own country, and
about which our distinguished majority
leader (Mr. MansrFIELD) spoke in such
moving language just a few days ago.

We are conscious of this problem and
we realize that the institutions which
were formerly relatively immune to such
criminal activities are, in a sense, the
focal point today for the disturbances,
demonstrations, and disruptiveness that
occurs. It occurs to our embassies in
other countries, and it is documented. It
occurs to embassies located in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I think there was a
time when embassies in the Nation's
Capital were, in a sense, almost to be
considered off limits by the criminal
element. In other words, they were
thought of, in a sense, as sacred ground,
but this is no longer true. So the criminal
tide advances upon the embassies as it
advances on the homes of persons living
in the Distriet of Columbia or the busi-
nesses of persons attempting to make a
gainful living through legitimate enter-
prise in the District of Columbia.

We have been informed—the Senator
from Kentucky and other Senators will
affirm this fact—that the Foreign Diplo-
matic Corps has repeatedly petitioned
the State Department and the Office of
the President for increased protection.
The reason they asked for this protec-
tion is, of course, because of the high
incidence of crime directed at foreign
embassies and the personnel of those em-
bassies. Because of this increase in the
crime rate and this current persistence
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of protest and violence, the President of
the United States has become increas-
ingly concerned as have other Govern-
mental officials.

In fact, the citizens of this country,
not only those who live in the District
of Columbia, but those living through-
out our respective States, are concerned
over the problem of security involving
foreign diplomatic missions and the pos-
sible adverse effect on our own foreign
relations which could result if the Fed-
eral Government of the United States
fails to discharge its obligation to pro-
vide adequate security for these missions.

At the present time there are 117 for-
eign missions in the immediate metro-
politan area of the District of Columbia.
At the present time the protection of
these missions is the responsibility of the
Metropolitan Police Department or the
other local police departments, if they
are located in nearby Maryland or
Virginia.

Due to the very heavy responsibility
and demands placed on the Metropolitan
Police force for protection of the gen-
eral publie, this police force apparently
is unable to provide the amount and type
of security that the foreign missions and
their personnel believe they should have.
It is not an easy problem, and it is not
one that has a solution ready made, but
it is one we attempt today by this legis-
lation to approach constructively. The
best answer, we believe, is a specially
trained force under the direction of a
Federal agency. This would be the U.S.
Secret Service. Thus the ambassadors
and other members of the missions would
be protected by the same force that gives
protection to the White House and its
environs, not only to the President of
the Republic but also to the members of
his family.

As I said in the beginning, the House
passed H.R. 14944 on December 18, 1969,
by a substantial majority. The vote was
394 for the measure we are now consid-
ering in the Senate and only seven votes
against it.

As I have indicated, it has been the
subject of very careful consideration
within the Committee on Public Works.
Initially consideration was through the
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, and then the full committee
reported the matter to the Senate and
recommends its passage.

That is all I want to say at the pres-
ent time in laying down the general pur-
poses of the legislation. Perhaps the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CoOPER)
might desire to join at this time, or per-
haps other Members of the Senate might
wish to speak. I know of the intense in-
terest of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youne), the ranking majority member of
the Committee on Public Works, on this
problem. Although there is some dis-
agreement, perhaps we can adjust
through amendment of otherwise some
of these difficulties and have a measure
we can pass tocay and bring to the desk
of the President for his signature.

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

Mr. RANDOLPH. T yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia has covered this
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subject very adequately and with his
usual competence. I would just emphasize
the point he made that the duty of pro-
tecting foreign missions and their per-
sonnel is the responsibility of the Federal
Government, and particularly of the
President. Congress has recognized this
grave responsibility of adhering to several
conventions. One of the latest was the
Vienna Convention on Consular Rela-
tions signed at Vienna urder date of
April 24, 1963, article 31, section 3, reads:

3. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 2
of this Article, the receiving State is under a
special duty to take all appropriate steps to
protect the consular premises against any
intrusion or damage and to prevent any dis-
turbance of the peace of the consular post or
impairment of its dignity.

This convention was ratified by the
Senate on October 22 last year.

An earlier convention approved by the
Senate is the Vienna Convention on Dip-
lomatic Relations of April 18, 1962,
Article 29 provides:

The person of a dlplomatic agent shall be
inviolable. He shall not be liable to any form
of arrest or detention. The receiving State
shall treat him with due respect and shall
take all appropriate steps to prevent any at-
tack on his person, freedom or dignity.

It is the Senate’s constitutional re-
sponsibility, because of its approval of
these conventions, to pledge the Govern-
ment of the United States to take what-
ever steps are necessarv to protect the
persons and property of diplomatic
agents, usually referred to as ambas-
sadors or ministers and, by later con-
ventions, consuls,

There is not only a responsibility to
protect the personnel of foreign mis-
sions—that is our primary responsibil-
ity by law, because a convention becomes
the law of the land—but we should also
do so to help assure and to insist that
Americans in diplomatic missions abroad
are properly protected.

Under the pending bill, the expanded
White House Police Force, which would
be renamed the Executive Protective
Service, would be recruited by the Secret
Service, and the command function
would be exercised by the Director of
the Secret Service. It would require the
recruitment of about 600 additional offi-
cers. The cost during the remainder of
this fiscal year would be $4.2 million, in-
cluding many initial and first-time only
costs, and for fiscal 1971 are estimated
at $9,950,000.

The measure does not in any way in-
terfere with the duties of the Metro-
politan Police. Its primary purpose is
that of security for the personnel of for-
eign missions. But this force would also
have security responsibility with respect
to the White House and buildings of the
Federal Government when required, as
well as for foreign missions and their
personnel.

In the presentation to the Public
Works Committee by the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Mr. Eugene T.
Rossides, and the Director of the Secret
Service, Mr. James J. Rowley, it was
pointed out that increasingly represent-
atives of foreizn governments who are
residents here were not being adequately
protected. There have been a large num-
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ber of burglaries, housebreakings, and
personal assaults on the personnel.

The police would not be reguired to
exercise the responsibility of the Metro-
politan Police if demonstrations or riots
should occur. That function would con-
tinue to reside with the Metropolitan
Police.

I think that, in general, supplements
the statement made by the distinguished
chairman of our committee (Mr, Ran-
poLpH) . I strongly support the bill, which
is an administration bill, and urge that
it be adopted.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I rise
to support H.R. 14944, and urge its
prompt approval.

For reasons that are pretty obvious,
there is an urgent need for this protec-
tion force which the President has re-
quested for the Executive Mansion and
the foreign embassies.

Every day we are confronted in the
press, on the radio, and even on TV with
evidence of this need.

The reasons were underscored in the
testimony of the Honorable Eugene T.
Rossides, Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury Department, before the Sub-
committee on Buildings and Grounds of
the Senate Public Works Committee.

Mr. Rossides said:

With the increase in the crime rate and
the current conditions of violence and pro-
test prevalling in our contemporary society,
the President has become Increasingly con-
cerned over the pmblem of securlty involv=-
ing foreign diplomatic missions and the
adverse effect on our foreign relatlons which
could result if the Federal Government fails
to discharge its obligation to provide ade-
quate security for these missions.

As Mr. Rossides added:

The ultimate responsibility for the secu-
rity of foreign diplomatic missions is a Fed-
eral responsibility.

Just as we expect our embassies and
missions abroad to be protected, so must
we provide protection for foreign em-
bassies and missions in this country and
our possessions.

The need for such protection was em-
phasized most strongly by Mr. James
J. Rowley, Director of the U.S. Secret
Service, in his testimony before the sub-
committee. Mr. Rowley said:

Current conditions are much different than
those of the past, as we all know. The inci-
dence of unrest and lawlessness which to-
day Infects our country, as well as others,
has spread to and finally engulfed many of
those institutions which were formerly rel-
atively immune from such activity.

Our newspapers graphically report, almost
on a daily basis, abuses of such entities as
churches, schools, colleges, and public offices.
During the past few years, and with increas-
ing frequency, criminal attacks have also
been directed toward foreign diplomatic mis-
slons located in the Greater Washington,
D.C. area, resulting in demands for adequate
protection from the diplomatic personnel
who have been victimized.

Mr. Rowley cited some disturbing fig-
ures regarding such attacks. He said:

For example, during calendar years 1967,
1968, and through December 2, 1869, a total
of 44 robberles and attempted robberies were
reported by forelgn embassies; 12 br
and enterings; two bombings; 39 threats of
violence which could lead to personal in-
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Jury or property damage to diplomatic per-
sonnel and property; and 16 separate acts of
vandalism.

Mr, President, the House recognized
the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ermment in this area and last Decem-
ber 18 approved the bill now pending
before the Senate by a vote of 394 to 7.

The Senate Public Works Committee
reported the House-passed bill with only
one dissenting view.

The distinguished Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Youne), as we heard, has taken the
position that the responsibility for pro-
tecting foreign embassies should be left
to the District police and that any addi-
tional police should be available for
the protection of all citizens

Now, we all share the Senator's con-
cern about the high incidence of crime
in the Nation's Capital and elsewhere in
the country. But with all due respect to
the Senator of Ohio, we are talking
about two different things here.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my able colleague yield to me at that
point?

Mr. GURNEY. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator from West Virginia
yield to me so that I may ask for the
yeas and nays?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
on the question of passage of this bill, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I think we ought to
ask for it on recommittal also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no motion to recommit pending.

Mr. GURNEY. As we all know, it is the
duty of the Washington police to protect
all persons from criminal acts. Under
this bill before the Senate the Executive
Protection Service will undertake to pro-
tect foreign embassies from ecriminals.
But its role will be more limited, and it
will work closely with the Metropolitan
Police Department at all times.

The bill would authorize 600 addi-
tional men for the protection force and
Senator Younc in a letter to other Sen-
ators has suggested no more than 351
would be required inasmuch as many
of the foreign embassies, as the Senator
says, are “clustered side by side.”

I would suggest that the task is some-
what greater. As Mr, Rowley pointed out
in his testimony before the Senate Sub-
committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, there are 117 diplomatic mis-
sions in the greater Washington area.
Of these, 16 to 24, he also noted, have
requested special protection.

In addition, I would point out, the
bill also would authorize the President
to use the service, on a case-by-case
basis, for the protection of foreign diplo-
matic missions located “in other areas in
the United States, its territories, and
possessions.”

In view of all this, the President’s re-
quest is quite modest in terms of man-
power.

But there is a more important consid-
eration involved in this matter. It is the
fact that the President has the duty to
keep our relations with foreign nations
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and their representatives on a proper
and meaningful plane.

One of the important ways we do this
is to treat their representatives as guests
in our country and to protect them from
violence. To do less would be to abdicate
our duty and risk strained relations with
other nations.

I am sure no one would like to see the
assassination in the streets of Washing-
ton the way the American Ambassador,
John Gordon Mien, was murdered in
Guatemala in 1968. Nor would we like
to see the Philippine Embassy in Wash-
ington firebombed as the American Em-
bassy in the Philippines was firebombed
on last February 18.

Mr. President, in this matter the
United States must set an example—we
must see that those who come here as
representatives of foreign countries have
the protection they need.

Mr. President, one other thing: We all
agree that we need better protection
against crime here in the District. The
President has proposed stronger anti-
crime measures for the District and the
Nation, but not one of more than a
dozen bills has crossed his desk. :

The protection service proposed in this
bill will give limited help in that direc-
tion by freeing District police from some
of their responsibilities—and fulfill our
responsibility in another important area
at the same time.

For this reason I strongly favor this
legislation.

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

Mr. GURNEY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I just happened to
come into the Chamber when the distin-
guished Senator from Florida said that
not one of the crime bills has crossed the
President’s desk., I think the RECORD
ought to be made clear that as far as the
Senate is concerned, all the crime bills
affecting the District of Columbia and
three or four other significant bills, in-
cluding the omnibus crime bill and the
drug control bill, have passed the Senate.

Mr. GURNEY. The majority leader is
certainly correct. The Senate has a much
better record of performance on these
bills than the other body.

AMENDMENT NO. 505

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
am opposed to this bill. I think it is a
bad bill. But before I proceed to any ex-
pression of my views, I call up my amend-
ment, No. 505, and ask that it be
reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEecistaTive CLErk. The Senator
from Ohio (Mr. YoUunG) proposes amend-
ments (No. 505), as follows:

On page 2, line 17, strike out “and".

On page 2, beginning with line 18, strike
out cown through line 22, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

(6) by striking out the last two sentences
of section 203(a);

(6) by amending section 203(b) to read as
follows:

“(b) Members of the Executive Protective
Service shall be recruited under the ecivil
service laws and regulations on a nationwide
basis. Members of such Service may also be
appointed from the members of the Metro-
politan Police force and the United States
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Park Police force from lists furnished by the
officers in charge of such forces. Whenever
any vacancy is created in the Metropolitan
Pollce force or the United States Park Police
force as the result of an appointment to the
Executive Protective Service, such vacancy
shall be filled in the manner provided by
law. In the period of time which follows
the date of enactment of this sentence and
precedes January 1, 1975, but not more than
thirty members of the Metropolitan Police
force may be appointed annually to the
Executive Protective Service.”

(7) by striking out section 205; and

{8) by striking out in section 206 “Mem-
bers appointed pursuant to section 2056 of
this title” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Members of the Executive Protective Service
not appointed from the Metropolitan Police
force or the United States Park Police force™.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio, Mr, President,
this is a very important remedial amend-
ment, The purpose is to set a limit fo
the number of transfers from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Police Force to the
proposed Fxecutive Protective Service
;should the pending bill be enacted into
aw.

This amendment should not be ob-
jected to by anyone. It would prevent
the stripping of the Metropolitan Police
Force. Members of the D.C, Police Force
might well say, “Well, if they are adding
600 more members to the special execu-
tive police force of fancy dans, that is a
very attractive assignment,” and a large
number of officers in the police force of
the District of Columbia might think
they would enjoy wearing those special
uniforms and having an easy life.

Mr. President, what we need in the Dis-
trict of Columbia is more tough cops.
We do not need this fancy executive
protective service, so-called. While I do
not wish to argue my amendment at
length because I hope it will be accepted
by the chairman of the committee, I say
there cannot be any valid argument
against it. If it is said that at the outset
some of the present police, intelligent,
good members of the present Metropoli-
tan Police Force, should be permitted to
enroll in this force, my amendment would
place the limit of such enrollments at 30
a year, so that we would not strip the
Metropolitan Police Force. I hope that
the chairman of the subcommitiee who
is handling the bill will see the merit of
my amendment and accept it.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I appreciate the Senator’s re-
marks and his amendment. I had not
had an opportunity to study it before I
came in, but I think it is a good amend-
ment, and we will accept it.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I shall
not object, but I would like to be heard.

I inquired of the Treasury Department
as to its purpose and methods in recruit-
ing such personnel. I have their answer,
which is, first, that the Secret Service
will utilize 74 field officers throughout
the country to accomplish this effort.
Then they make this statement:

The recruitment effort will not be directed
toward the police agencies of Washington,
D.C. The Secret Service 1s well aware of the
crime situation in our Nation's Capital, and
will do nothing to weaken this situation. In
addition, before an officer can transfer from
the Metropolitan Police or Park Police to the
Executive Protective Service, he must be re-
leased in writing by the organization. It is
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expected that practically all of the personnel
for the Executive Protective Service will be
recruited from our nationwide effort,

I thought I should place this informa-
tion in the Recorp to show that that is
the intention of the Secret Service. But I
have no objection to the amendment.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That
was the testimony that we received when
we held the hearings on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment (No. 505) of the Senator from
Ohio.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
wish to speak at some length on this bill.
I regard it as a bad bill. It had been my
intention to make a motion to recommit
the bill to the committee.

However, in view of the acceptance of
this amendment, I will not make the mo-
tion to recommit and cause us in the
Committee on Public Works to give ad-
ditional time to this matter. The bill
should be defeated, and I intend to be
heard in expressing opposition to it.

This bill was reported from the sub-
committee to the full committee follow-
ing a single 39-minute session of the
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds. This bill, if enacted, will cost
taxpayers at leact $10 million—more
than that, I would say—for the first
year.

In the 39-minute session of the Sub-
committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, two witnesses testified—Eu-
gene T. Rossides, Assistant Secretary for
Enforcement and Operation, U.S. Secret
Service, Treasury Department and
James J. Rowley, Director of the U.S.
Secret Service.

In my opinion, there is no justifica-
tion for the passage of this bill. On the
basis of that hearing and the brief de-
bate that I read in the Recorp that took
place in the House of Representatives,
there is no need for the proposed legis-
lation.

Advocates of the bill argue that we
must provide for other countries the
same protection they provide for our em-
bassies and personnel in their countries.
Think of that. They are arguing that
we must provide to the personnel and the
ambassadors of the 117 foreign missions
in Washington the same protection that
those countries are giving us.

Mr. President, our Ambassador to
Brazil was kidnaped and held as host-
age. Nothing like that has happened
here. What has happened here was that
the butler of the Italian Ambassador
while walking one afternoon a few doors
from the Embassy was assaulted by four
young hoodlums. I do not see how the
proposed special force of police in fancy
uniforms reminiscent of Napoleon's old
guard, could have prevented the butler of
the Italian Ambassador from that as-
sault. The butler was banged around a
little, but not seriously injured. A small
amount of money was taken from him.
The Ambassador in his wrath, wrote a
letter of protest to the State Depart-
ment, and it is in the record of our sub-
committee. In his letter he requested
continuous police protection for the
Italian Embassy. That was given as the
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reason for this proposed legislation—be-
cause the Italian Ambassador’s butler
was assaulted on the street, in broad
daylight, a few steps away from the Em-
bassy.

In Manila, in the Philippine Republie,
a nation that was created by the blood
and valor of American youth, our Em-
bassy was burned, stoned, and was partly
destroyed. A similar incident occurred in
Peru.

Let me say, as one who is opposed to
this bill, that very definitely we in the
United States have given far greater pro-
tection to the embassies in Washington
and to the ambassadors and representa~-
tives of these 117 nations than our em-
bassies and their staffs have received in
many other nations.

Advocates of the bill argue that we
must provide for other countries the
same protection they provide for our em-
bassies. We know what happened to our
Ambassador in Bragzil and to our Em-
bassy in Peru, where our Embassy was
ransacked, and in Tokyo, where the police
came out in hundreds to succeed in keep-
ing our Ambassador from being injured,
but where our Embassy has been very
badly damaged.

Mr. President, I am very happy to re-
port that no forelen ambassador to the
United States has been kidnaped, and
no embassies in the United States have
been ransacked. The fact is that those
now responsible—the Metropolitan Police
force—are providing the protection at
home that we expect overseas. The pro-
posals embodied in this measure would
not provide for better protection of for-
eign embassies or better law enforce-
ment. Indeed, they might frustrate and
complicate police protection for the em-
bassies and for all the citizens of the
District of Columbia.

Our Metropolitan Police force in the
District of Columbia is understaffed to a
very large extent—by 661 men at the
present time, as I understand.

I hold in my hand a few recent news-
paper items from Washington, D.C.,
papers. We had better be a little more
concerned about a 20-year-old secretary
of a U.S. Senator who was raped last
night. Of course, I shall not name the
fine young lady, nor the Senator. This
item is from today's Washington Post.
We are apparently doing nothing about
that in this proposed bill. We are not
leading a campaign to employ more tough
cops for the District of Columbia. No. We
are proposing now an elite force of spe-
cial “faney Dans.”

Here is another news item, ‘“Catholic
University Co-ed Slain.” It remains an
unsolved crime. I will advert again to
those very sad incidents later.

There is no justification for establish-
ing at this time what would amount to
an 850 man Praetorian guard, almost
one-fifth as large as the entire District
of Columbia police force. What we need
in the District of Columbia is to pay the
ordinary cops higher salaries, so that
young men will be interested in making a
career of law enforcement. Instead of
this special bill creating a praetorian
guard for the White House and then as-
signing them to the protection of the
embassies, we need in the District of
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Columbia judges of integrity, who have
backbone, to enforce the law and pro-
vide real punishment to those who are
found guilty. This, instead of those who
riot here being released on $25 cash bail,
never reappearing in court, or a judge
sentencing some culprit to 30 days in the
workhouse and then secretly, later on
the same day—as some of the judges
here have done, and I can name them—
changing that and granting them
probation.

The title given to this legislative pro-
posal is, in itself, a misnomer. The fact
is that, at the present time, there is no
evidence whatever to indicate that the
present ceiling of 250 members for the
White House police force is inadequate
to protect the Executive Mansion.

Mr. President, that is quite a good
sized number, so that, when visiting
potentates come to Washington, our
President can be happy, indeed, to see
these 250 men parading around in a
manner similar to that which must have
impressed him on his European trips. It
is high time, in this country, that we
quit aping royalty from the old world.

Of course, the District’s police force
should be increased. The sole reason for
the passage in the Senate of this pro-
posal is to provide new protective serv-
ices, so it is claimed, for foreign embassies
located in the metropolitan area of the
District of Columbia, and in such other
areas within the United States as the
President may direct on a case-by-case
basis.

Mr. President, Washington, D.C., is
the Federal City. Of course, it is the duty
of the police force of the District of Co-
lumbia to protect all citizens in the Fed-
eral City—visitors from all over the
world, and visitors from the 50 States
of the Union who come to this beautiful
city. They certainly are entitled to re-
ceive at least the same protection as the
butler in the Italian Embassy, whose
letter brought about the preparation of
this bill.

As the host government, the Federal
Government must take all reasonable
precautions necessary to assure the
safety of foreign diplomatic missions.

I think that we are doing that.

They are undoubtedly better protected
than secretaries to Senators and Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, and
the young ladies who are attending
Catholic University, and that 14-year-old
girl who was slain with an icepick and
thrown out of an automobile within
one-eighth of a mile of where I live.

Mr. President, I know all about the
disorders in our streets today, and the
dangers of walking them. I am very proud
to tell the Senate that I have in my
home a little 13-year-old girl whom we
have adopted. On some nights, when she
is home from boarding school, she baby-
sits a short distance down the street from
us at Colonel Barber’s house. Her baby-
sitting period ends at 10 o’clock at night.
I either walk down Manning Place North-
west toward MacArthur Boulevard to get
hes, or Colonel Barber himself brings
her home, because neither one of us
would permit her to be out alone at
night for even a few minutes.

The police force of the District of Co-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lumbia is understaffed at the present
time. But, no, we are not adding to them.
We are not seeking recruits for them. We
are coming in here to add 600 men to a
praetorian guard for the sole protection
of foreign missions.

When this matter was first discussed
in committee, it was stated that the cost
of each man would be $9,600 a year to
start. I asked a few questions and con-
ducted a cross-examination on that
point. I observed that there is a differ-
ence between starting salaries for a po-
liceman in the District of Columbia and
starting salaries for schoolteachers.
Teachers still get $7,000 a year. However,
they were talking about a $9,600 cost for
each member of this praetorian guard for
the White House.

I am glad that the amendment I of-
fered has been accepted, and that if the
bill is passed, it will mean that the Metro-
politan Police force will not be raided
to the extent of more than 30 men a year.
I think it will be unfortunate to lose even
30 a year.

I say that we have given much more
protection to embassies, to ambassadors,
and to those who work in the embassies
than we have been giving to visitors who
come to Washington from all over the
Nation and to those who live in the Capi-
tal City. I believe that an outrage would
be perpetrated if the pending bill is
passed.

Mr. President, throughout the years,
the District of Columbia police force has
had the primary responsibility for pro-
tecting the property of foreign missions
and individuals assigned to them. There
is really no evidence that it is now nec-
essary to create a special constabulary
for the purpose, unless one is so im-
pressed by the incident involving the but-
ler in the Italian Embassy being roughed
up and robbed in broad daylight. I do not
know how these fancy dans in the pro-
posed praetorian guard can prevent that
from oceurring in daylight.

Furthermore, passage of the bill would
grossly distort the proper priority of
crime control which the Distriet of Co-
lumbia needs.

Comparative crime statistics for the
3-year period 1967-69, between crimes
involving embassies and embassy per-
sonnel and District of Columbia eciti-
zens in general, certainly do not justify
providing a special police foree for the
protection of foreign missions.

Mr. President, I give you a few sta-
tistics. In that 3-year period, there were
44 robberies and attempted robberies, 12
burglaries or breakings and enterings,
and 39 threats of violence involving em-
bassies and embassy personnel. Not all
of these, by any means, occurred in or
near foreign missions themselves.

There have been 16 acts of vandalism
against embassies.

During the past 3 years, not one mur-
der or case of rape has occurred against
any embassy personnel.

Mr. President, I wish we could say that
about the secretaries of Senators. A few
vears back a very lovely secretary of for-
mer Senator Carlson, of Kansas, was as-
saulted and murdered very near the
Capitol. I do not think that much was
done following that incident. But the
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Italian Ambassador certainly does have
influence.

During the 3-year period in which 44
robberies of embassies and embassy
personel occurred, there have been 26,-
801 robberies in the District of Colum-
bia. That does not include attempts to
rob. It includes only robberies of citizens
of the District of Columbia or of Ameri-
can citizens or of foreign countries who
visit here. There have been 55,478 bur-
glaries, 573 murders, 691 rapes.

Instead of increasing our police force
and adding tough cops to our force as
needed, we are spending our time and
effort to create this additonal White
House praetorian guard of 600 men who
will stand at attention with a lot of
ruffies and flourishes whenever a foreign
potentate is visiting here.

Robberies and attempted robberies
against foreign missions and their per-
sonnel accounted for one-tenth of 1
percent of the total of such erimes in
the District of Columbia. The fact is that
the District of Columbia averages more
burglaries in each 5-hour period than
the number of crimes reported by the
foreign embassies in the last 3 years com-
bined.

According to the statistics for that
period, the average citizen of the District
of Columbia is more than eight times as
likley to be a victim of crime as is the
butler of any ambassador or any other
member of his staff. However, under the
pending bill, the foreign missions would
receive more than 25 times as much
police protection as the average citizen
of the District of Columbia in terms of
police per resident.

It is a fact that the District of Colum-
bia has one of the most serious crime
rates among the cities of the Nation. This
rate is rising rapidly. For the first 9
months of 1969, there was a 30 percent
overall increase of crime in the District
of Columbia, a 56 percent increase in
murders and nonnegligent manslaugh-
ter, and a 41.5 percent increase in rape.

President Nixon knows the situation
to be of such severity that in his state
of the Union message the President said:

I doubt if many Members of this Congress
who live more than a few blocks from here
would leave their cars in the Capitol garage
and walk home alone tonight.

The fact is that there have been several
instances of Senators and Representa-
tives being robbed and mugged.

A distinguished Senator was recently
assaulted as he was leaving his apart-
ment, However, we can let that incident
go hecause he knocked his assailant to
the ground. He later said that if he had
been in prime shape as a rancher in
Idaho, he would have knocked him un-
conscious. He apologized for not doing so.

The newspapers have now resorted to
reporting most crimes in the Distriet on
a box-score basis. They sometimes fill a
whole page of a daily newspaper. These
are crimes that at one time would have
been considered front-page news.

Many citizens of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia walk the streets in broad day-
light in fear. Few feel secure in their
homes. Members of Congress and their
secretaries have been robbed, beaten, and
raped within the past few months. With-
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in the past few months a teenager baby-
sitting for one of our colleagues was
raped. That is how violent crime is.

A boy of 4 years of age was stabbed
while looking for the baby bottle of his
baby sister. Little Randy Gibson was sent
for his baby sister's bottle. His mother
found the boy a little later staggering the
street, nude and assaulted. He died.

There are no facts to indicate that
crimes committed against foreign mis-
sions are more serious than those com-
mitted aganist citizens in general, or
that they even approach the severity of
the crimes being committed against the
citizens of the District of Columbia. In
fact, the evidence is to the contrary—
that any offenses of violence against any
embassy personnel are far less serious
than the crime committed day after
day on the streets of Washington.

The pending legislation does not, as
its proponents claim, assure to the duly
accredited representatives of foreign
governments to the United States the
same security of person and property
that the laws of this Nation assvre its
own citizens.

‘We have given them greater security in
Washington throughout the past years
than we have given our own citizens.
This bill will give them even added pro-
tection—for more than is given Ameri-
can citizens living in the District of
Columbia.

Now they are proposing to add 600 ad-
ditional police as a special force.

They will have a distinctive uniform.
Perhaps it will outdo the cap and the
braid on the uniform that we now have
for the White House Police.

This measure attempts to assure rep-
resentatives of foreigm governments
protection which is not assured residents
of the District of Columbia, any of the
visitors to the Nation's Capital, or the
families of Members of Congress.

We would give these embassy people
far more protection that we give our
own. It is high time we stop, look, and
listen and take care of American citizens.

Can we honestly say we have a spe-
cial obligation to protect foreign em-
bassies, but not the little children that
might be playing across the street from
those embassies? They are our children.
They are American children.

Can it be true that our responsibility
to those inside the Russian Embassy is
so much greater than our responsibility
to the American tourist who stays in one
of the hotels down the street? This bill
is really a ringing indictment of our
system of values. To approve it, it seems
to me, would be to say we cannot and
will not provide protection for the girls
who come here from all States in the
Union to attend fine universities in
Washington, D.C.

In nearly every one of these universi-
ties some coed has been assaulted in the
past 3 years. Some of those murders,
rapes, and assaults are unsolved to this
time. We must give these college girls
protection as well as the secretaries,
tourists, and all residents of and visitors
to the District of Columbia.

Less than 45 minutes has been given
in the subcommittee to the consideration
of this bill. That was on Thursday, De-
cember 18, 1969. The subcommittee met
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at 10:06 a.m. and at 10:45 a.m., accord~-
ing to the record, 39 minutes later, the
hearing was concluded.

As has been stated here, there was a
unanimous view in the subcommittee in
favor of the bill, except for one recal-
citrant, and I was the one who spoke out
questioning it.

In that session, Mr. Rossides, assist-
ant Secretary for Enforcement and Oper-
ation of the Treasury Department, and
James J. Rowley, Director of the U.S.
Secret Service, testified in favor of the
proposed bill. Neither the House Report
nor the Senate report accompanying the
bill contains a single communication
from any official of any of the depart-
ments or agencies of the Government
that really should be interested in what
is involved here.

The House of Representatives passed
this bill after a single hour of debate
which was marked by confusion of the
issues involved. This bill that is going
to cost our taxpayers $10 million the first
year was passed after 1 hour of debate,
in the other body. The cost of this 850-
man force was continually and drasti-
cally underestimated.

The distinguished Representative in
charge of the bill claimed the additional
600 men would cost only $1 million. That
figure has now gone up to $10 million.
That does not include additional bar-
racks and facilities that would be re-
quired.

The present barracks of the police
force of the District of Columbia would
not be good enough for any force like
this, because the men in the proposed
Executive Protective Service would be an

elite group. They are not law enforce-
ment officers. They are going to be decked

out like Princess Grace’s guard at
Monaco. As U.S. Secret Service Director
Mr. Rowley reported to us in the sub-
committee—

Our space requirements are vital to this
operation. We have to have a separate con=
trol center with proper communications,
squad room, and supply room, and garage.”

When we add all those things, the cost
of the proposed executive force will be
astronomical.

In our brief committee hearings, Mr.
Rossides introduced a letter from the
Ambassador of Italy saying—I cannot
say enough about this; this was the mo-
tivation for the bill—that at 1:30 p.m. on
a recent afternoon, not far from the
chancery of the embassy, an assault by
four unruly youngsters was perpetrated
on Guiseppe Corsini, his butler, who was
knocked down and robbed. He contended
he needed the presence of two policemen
in uniform at all times to scare off po-
tential assaulters on members of his staff.

This at a time when we daily read in
the Washington newspapers of assaults
on young women, including the slain
Catholic University coed, whose murder
is unsolved. I refer to various headlines
in newspapers I have on my desk: “Beat-
ing and Robbery”; “Boy of Four Slain”;
“Potomac Girl, 14, Slain With Icepick”;
“Boy, 9, Shot Dead.” “Teacher Muti-
lated.” I am reading from headlines in
recent newspapers. “Policeman Slain.”
That was a policeman from the District
of Columbia. It was not one of the super-
duper executive police strutting around.
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He was a cop, and no doubt he was a
tough cop. We need more of them, We do
not need more law—we need better law
enforcement.

Frankly, Mr. President, I am not at all
interested in an elite police force to pro-
tect embassies, to the exclusion of the
homes and businesses of the ordinary
residents of the District of Columbia.

Those of us who work here, whose jobs
bring us here from our States through-
out the Union, and who bring people fo
work for us, are not interested in an elite
police force to stand around the White
House yard or to parade in front of em-
bassies.

Mr, President, I am interested in law
enforcement. I have said before, that as
former chief criminal prosecuting attor-
ney of Cuyahoga County, Ohio, I be-
lieved then, and I believe now, that cer-
tain punishment, like a shadow, should
follow the commission of crime. I think
it is deplorable, disgraceful and indefen-
sible that here in the Capital City of our
country crime is rampant and often goes
unpunished. Instead of working hard to
add to our police force and to encourage
young men of intelligence to make law
enforcement in the District of Columbia
and other areas of the United States
their career, we are spending time talk-
ing about creating an elite police force.

In the bill, it is proposed that mem-
bers of that police force will wear a dis-
tinetive uniform. I assume it is contem-
plated that those outfits will exceed in
grandeur, in braid, in brass, and in all-
around glamor those braided white coats
that the White House Police are now
wearing. Too bad, though that President
Nixon discarded the Franco-Prussian
cap that aroused the risibilities of so
many millions of people. However, he has
not discarded the embellished white
coats that the White House police officers
wear.

If this bill goes through, I am won-
dering what the garb of the special Ex-
ecutive police who stroll around embas-
sies will be. Probably it will be even more
reminiscent of the chocolate soldiers in
the comic operas of past generations.
Perhaps the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN)
will remember the beautiful costume of
Prince Danilo in the Merry Widow. Per-
haps that is the sort of costume we are
going to have for this special force. Noth-
ing would surprise me along that line.

Very seriously, it is evident that Presi-
dent Nixon and those running things at
the White House are aping European
royalty. It is high time we tried to have
some austerity in this country. It is high
time that we looked back with pride to
James Madison and Benjamin Franklin
who dressed as ordinary American eciti-
zens in ordinary garb, in contrast to the
fanecy garb of royalty and their guards.

We might be able to accept this elite
corps, garbled with less restraint and in
poorer taste than ushers at the old-time
movie palaces, if they would be of genu-
ine value in law enforcement. But they
would not. In fact this new force might
well obstruct law enforcement.

The Assistant Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Mr. Rossides, testified before the
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds that—
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The protection to be provided the foreign
diplomatic missions will be preventive in
nature, not investigative. It is not contem-
plated that the Executive Protective Berv-
ice . . . will operate as a police force. It will
not assume the responsibility of the local
police department to enforce the laws relat-
ing to the protection of persons and property.

This division of authority between the
Executive Protective Service and the
Metropolitan Police Force certainly
leaves room for confusion. The distinc-
tion set forth by Mr. Rossides sounds
good, but how will it work in an indi-
vidual case? Where does one force go out
and the other come in?

The District of Columbia is already
faced with the problem of severely frag-
mented police protection. Seven differ-
ent police departments presently operate
in the Nation’s Capital. We have the
Metropolitan Police, the White House
Police, the Park Police, the Capitol
Police, the Zoo Police, the Supreme
Court Police, and the Airport Police.
Legislation has been considered in Con-
gress that would merge the first five de-
partments I mentioned under a single
commission.

In other words, there is legislation
pending in Congress to merge into one
entity the Metropolitan Police, the
White House Police, the Park Police, the
Capitol Police, and the Zoo Police. But,
Mr. President, that legislative proposal
is still buried in committee. Any shifting
of responsibility for protection of em-
bassies should be considered with that
type of legislation so that clear division
of authority can be assured. To shift the
responsibility, or part of the responsi-
bility, through the bill before us today

would assure only confusion.

Under the circumstances it would be
unconscionable to spend as much as $10
million of taxpayers’ money solely for
the attempted protection of a compara-

tively few individuals. Rather, there
should be a serious attempt to improve
law enforcement for all citizens of the
Distriet of Columbia as well as repre-
sentatives of foreign governments.

There is a need for more policemen
in the District of Columbia. There is a
need for more stringent law enforce-
ment. It would be a gross distortion of
priorities to ignore those needs and to
create a special police force solely for
the protection of foreign missions.

The same thing can be accomplished
by expanding the police force of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, by providing higher
salaries to attract better trained and
more capable policemen and in general
by upgrading the quality of law enforce-
ment in the District of Columbia.

This proposed bill, unfortunately, calls
for 600 additional policemen, not for the
District of Columbia, but for the so-
called Executive Protective Service, at
a time when the police force of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, with an authorized
strength of 4,625 men—which should be
expanded to 5,000 or 6,000—is under-
staffed by nearly a thousand men.

This bill will further aggravate an ex-
isting condition, if enacted into law, by
enticing qualified men away from the
District of Columbia police force into
the so-called Executive Protective
Service. I understand fhat some hun-
dreds of policemen of the District of
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Columbia, anticipating the passage of
the bill providing for this elite force have
made application for it. However, I am
glad that, by adoption of my amend-
ment, this will be cut down to a maxi-
mum limit of 30 each year. I regret that
we are making even that concession.

The best qualified and most capable
officers of the Metropolitan Police Force
would be attracted to the new foree for
the increased prestige and softer duties.
I imagine that the first 30 who will leave
the Metropolitan Police Force to be-
come members of this fancy, elite group
will be very intelligent, very worthy, and
important members of the District po-
lice force, further weakening that unit.

‘What we need over and above every-
thing else is increased salaries for law
enforcement officers—greatly increased
salaries—so that there will be some at-
traction for intelligent young men grad-
uating from high school to make law
enforcement their careers. We lack suf-
ficient enforcement officers in Washing-
ton now. It is unfortunate that the Dis-
trict police force is understaffed. Assist-
ant District of Columbia Police Chief
Pyles recently reported to a member of
my staff that the District of Columbia
Police Department will be trying to re-
cruit 1,500 men in the next 6 months.
He stated, “that is an almost impossible
task.” He further stated that he hated
to release one man from the present force
to the proposed Executive Protective
Service, but, of course, he cannot pre-
vent at least 30 of his best from going.

The pending bill, if passed, would make
the recruiting task of the Metropolitan
Police Force of the District much more
difficult and would lure away many
patrolmen and officers already on the
force. Those who seek to join the execu-
tive force and who are disappointed are
likely, it is feared, to seek to resign from
the police force and enter into some oth-
er duties. That would further weaken our
District police force.

As I have stated, there are only 117
diplomatic missions in the Greater Wash-
ington area. Even if policemen were to
be posted at each mission on 8-hour
shifts, on an around-the-clock basis, the
number required would not exceed 351.
Yet, the bill calls for twice that number
Oor more.

The fact is that more than half of the
117 foreign missions are located on ex-
actly four avenues in the District of Co-
lumbia, and they are broad, well-lighted
avenues, I refer to Massachusetts Ave-
nue, Connecticut Avenue, New Hamp-
shire Avenue, and 16th Street—the best
lighted areas of the District of Columbia,
the broadest and straightest of our ave-
nues, and the least likely to be afflicted
with erimes of violence of any places in
the Distriet of Columbia.

In one three-block stretch on Massa-
chusetts Avenue there are 17 embassies
and consular offices. Therefore, each
diplomatic mission could be provided
full-time protection, as I have said, with
551 policemen, and most probably with
no more than 250 policemen—not fancy
dressers who are just strutting around,
but 250 real, honest to God policemen
who could give more than ample protec-
tion to everyone of these embassies, to
their stafl members, and to their visitors.

The problem is not even of this dimen-
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sion. The fact is that only 16 to 24 dip-
lomatic missions have recently requested
special protection, That is the maxium
number—24 out of 117. Less than 25
percent have requested special protee-
tion. One hundred men could do that.

I take a dim view of solving the pro-
tection problems of foreign missions in
the manner proposed in this bill. I think
the proper way to go about it is to de-
mand and see to it that the police force
of the District of Columbia has armed
policemen around the clock guarding the
embassies.

That, in my view, is the manner in
which this problem should be ap-
proached and solved. Enactment of H.R.
14944 would actually hamper police pro-
tection in the District of Columbia. It
would be an insult to every citizens of
the District of Columbia and to all tax-
payers.

I may bring my remarks on this matter
to a conclusion, as I have kept the faith
with my colleague and friend who could
not return here until 4 p.m., and I note,
Mr. President, that it is 2 minutes to 4.
However, what I have said has not been
merely to hold the floor for a long time.

Recent issues of newspapers publish
such headlines as, “Teacher Murdered—
Sex Motive Probable.” “Potomac Girl
Slain With Ice Pick.” “Policeman in
Heroin Case Is Slain.”

And here we are, thinking about the
unfortunate butler to the Italian Ambas-
sador assaulted by four youngsters in
broad daylight. We seem to forget all
about the ravished and slain secretary of
a former great U.S. Senator from the
State of Kansas. Then there was the
secretary of another U.S. Senator who
just last night was brutally raped.

I think this is the most ill-advised bill
that we have given consideration to in
the Senate during the present session.
Enactment of the bill will actually
hamper all-around police protection in
the District of Columbia. I do not believe
it will be helpful to the embassies, or to
the members of their staffs.

What we should be doing today is in-
creasing the salaries of policemen in the
District of Columbia. We should be pro-
moting a campaign to get more good,
honest, tough cops to walk beats in the
city of Washington to protect our citizens
as well as visitors and those who work
in foreign missions.

Let us forget about the ruffles and
flourishes and the special, deluxe, super-
colossal, Executive Mansion police force,
merely for the protection of embassies.
It has been stated that we should give
the embassies here the same protection
that we require for our embassies abroad.
That leaves me cold when we read of the
destruction and vandalism perpetrated
on our embassy in Tokyo and our em-
bassy in Manila, the buildings being
practically destroyed, and when we know
that our Ambassador to Brazil was kid-
naped and held for ransom, Give them
the same protection? They are getting
100 percent better protection today with-
out spending this $10 million-plus.

Mr. President, I hope very much that
the bill will be defeated.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, Mr.
President, I am ready to vote.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I will
not delay passage of the bill but I do
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wish to ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp a letter from the
Treasury Department explaining the
proposal and answering some of the
questions raised by the distinguished
Senator from Ohio, and also a letter
from the Department of the State, ex-
plaining the responsibilities of the Fed-
eral Government to protect diplomatic
missions in this country.

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

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1970.
Hon. JoHN SHERMAN COOPER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENaTOR CoOPER: This Administration
has sponsored, by direction of President
Nixon, a bill to provide adequate protection
for foreign missions in this country, H.R.
14044,

Because of the importance of this matter,
and in response to your request for exposi-
tory and more definitive data In several areas
of this pending bill, T would like to stress
several salient points which this legisla-
tion contains.

Pirst, the protection to be provided the
foreign diplomatic missions will be preven-
tive in nature, not investigative, The Execu-
tive Protective Service will not operate as
a regular police force, and will not assume
the responsibility or jurisdiction of the
Metropolitan Police Department or Park
Police in enforcing laws relating to the pro-
tection of persons and property. The narrow-
ly restricted responsibility this proposed
legislation will grant to the Executive Pro-
tective Service is a security authority in
very limited areas—the Executive Mansion
and grounds, Presidential offices and foreign
diplomatic missions.

Further, the Executive Protective Service
will not assume the continuing responsibility
of local law enforcement in providing pro-
tection to foreign diplomatic personnel, con-
ducting criminal investigations involving
embassy employees, ete. Nor will the Execu-
tive Protective Service be capable of furnish-
ing officers in adequate numbers to control
serious demonstrations and like disturbances
in close proximity to foreign missions.

Second, the creation of the Executive Pro-
tective Service does not attempt to minimize
or ignore the crime situation in the District
of Columbia. But it does recognize the inter-
national situation which might develop by
this country’s failure to provide adequate
protection for foreign missions here. Our
national image and reputation suffers abroad
each time an embassy Is victimized.

It is important also to point out that if
the resources requested for the Executive
Protective Service are denled, this denial will
not automatically result in benefits to the
Metropolitan Police Department. The denial
would merely continue the vulnerability of
the foreign missions without a corresponding
improvement in the crime situation in the
District of Columbia. It should not be im-
plied that the men requested for the Execu-
tive Protective Service will seek employment
at the Metropolitan Police Department if the
Executive Protective Service legislation is de-
nied. Such an implication is entirely without
basis in fact.

Third, there is no resistance on the part of
the Metropolitan Police Department or Park
Police to the creation of the Executive Pro-
tective Service. The Metropolitan Police De-
partment recognizes that there will be col-
lateral benefits which will accrue to them,
by the establishment of the Executive Pro-
tective Service. The Metropolitan Police is
an enforcement and investigative agency pri-
marily. It is not protection oriented. The
training the Metropolitan Police Department
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receives, which including certain elements
of protection, is primarily investigative.

The Executive Protective Service functions
will be protective, not investigative. Its train-
ing will be primarily directed to that effort.
All of the resources of the Metropolitan Po-
lice are needed to contain and combat the
steady rising crime rate in the District of
Columbia. That fact is the exact reason the
foreign missions are being victimized today.
The Metropolitan Police Department is
straining to fulfill its mission to suppress
crime and they cannot adequately respond
to the requests for embassy protection.
Therefore, it will logically follow that the
Metropolitan Police Department manpower
commitments in the areas in which the Ex-
ecutive Protective Service will function can
be significantly reduced.

Finally, the officers of the Executive Pro-
tective Service will have the same, identical
work uniforms as now worn by the White
House Police, with the exception of differ-
ent badges and hat shields. Regarding the
ceremonial uniforms which were recently
acquired for some of the White House Police
officers, only 150 tunics have been purchased,
Not all of the Executive Protective Service
members will receive the ceremonial tunies,
and those who do will continue to wear their
regular uniform trousers with the tunics.

If I can be of any additional service to
you, please do not hesitate to ask.

Sincerely yours,
EUGENE T. ROSSIDES.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1970.
Hon. JoHN SHERMAN COOPER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR CooPeER: I am writing in
response to your inquiry regarding certain
features of H.R, 14944, a bill to authorize
an adequate force for the protection of the
Executive Mansion and foreign embassies,
and for other purposes. The proposed legis-
lation would authorize an expansion of the
present White House Police force, which
would be redesignated as the Executive Pro-
tective Service, and would authorize the
Service to protect foreign diplomatic mis-
sions in the metropolitan area of the District
of Columbia and such other areas the the
President may direct on a case-by-case basis,

The United States has long subscribed to
the view that a host government is obliged
to afford adequate protection to foreign
diplomats and embassies. The degree of pro-
tection afforded to the community at large
is not necessarily sufficient, Where warranted
by the circumstances, we have insisted upon
special protection against Intrusion and dis-
turbance for our own diplomatic missions
abroad and have demanded compensation for
damages resulting from instances of failure
to provide such protection.

The Congress has recognized the inter-
national duty to protect foreign diplomatic
missions in this country by enacting legis-
lation for that purpose. Federal statutes pro-
scribe assaults against ambassadors and
other public ministers (18 U, S.C. 211) and
prohibit the display of certain placards and
participation in demonstrations within 500
feet of an embassy or other building in
Washington used for public purposes by a
foreign government (D.C. Code § 22-1115),

In 1961, representatives of sixty-three gov-
ernments signed the Vienna Convention on
Diplomatic Relations. The Convention is now
in force among some ninety-one countries.
The Senate gave its advice and consent to
ratification in 1965 and the Convention’s
entry into force for the United States awaits
only the enactment of complementing legis-
lation which was recently submitted to the
Congress, Articles 22(2) and 29 of the Vienna
Convention express the established duty to
protect in the following manner:
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Article 22(2)—“The receiving State is
under a special duty to take all appropriate
steps to protect the premises of the mission
against any intrusion or damage and to pre-
vent any disturbance of the peace of the
mission or impairment of its dignity.”

Article 20—"The person of a diplomatic
agent shall be Inviolable. He shall not be
liable to any form of arrest or detention.
The receiving State shall treat him with due
respect and shall take all appropriate steps
to prevent any attack on his person, freedom
or dignity.”

The primary responsibility for protecting
the more than 100 diplomatic missions in the
District of Columbia has heretofore been
placed upon the Washington Metropolitan
Police Department. The Police Department,
within the limits of its available manpower,
has been most cooperative and effective In
endeavoring to perform essential protective
functions. However, public demand for police
services is increasing while at the same time
more and more threats and acts of violence
are being directed against diplomatic mis-
sions and their personnel. As a result, the
Police Department has been unable to re-
spond to some requests for protection of for-
eign embassies in advance of anticipated
hostlle acts. Moreover, when the police are
diverted to protective duties at embassies,
their ability to provide services to the rest
of the community is impaired accordingly.
The enactment of HR. 14944 would provide
the manpower resources needed to observe a
national responsibility of great importance.

Please feel free to call upon me if the
Department of State can furnish additional
information that would be of assistance to
you in connection with this or any other
matter,

Sincerely yours,
H. G. TorBERT, Jr.,
Acting Assistant Secretary for
gressional Relations.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have
enjoyed very much—as I always do—lis-
tening to the speech of the distinguished
Senator from Ohio (Mr, Young).

I agree wholeheartedly with that part
of his speech which describes lawless-
ness in the District of Columbia, and
the state of law enforcement here. I
agree that there should be more police-
men, and more judges, and that they
should be stricter in their enforcement
of the law. Conditions in the Nation’s
Capital today are a disgrace. However,
I think that is entirely outside the sub-
ject of the pending bill.

In the bill, we are dealing with our re-
sponsibilities under conventions which
we have entered into with other coun-
tries.

I must say the Senator from Ohio
spent a great deal of time discussing
the Italian Ambassador’s butler.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Because that
precipitated the preparation of the bill,
let me say to the Senator.

Mr. COOPER. I think it is true that
the Italian Ambassador, being one of the
senior ambassadors here, was speaking
not only for himself but also conveying
to the Department of State the problems
confronting the embassies. We do have
a responsibility to provide this protec-
tion.

By the same token, we hope that other
countries will provide betiter protection
for our embassies and representatives
abroad.

I would agree also that our embassies
and representatives abroad have been
outraged more than have the representa-
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tives of other countries here. I think, that
there may be a distinction because our
situation abroad has perhaps been more
dangerous—with riots and disturbances
expressing, unhappily, some anti-Ameri-
can feeling, which I do not believe that
we deserve. The instances to which the
Italian Ambassador referred have all
been purely criminal offenses.

The Senator referred again and again
to the wonderful old light operas, espe-
cially the Merry Widow and Prince
Danilo, but I am sure he is joking. I
know what a wonderful sense of humor
he has. But for those who may read the
Recorp who do not know the Senator
from Ohio as well as we do, and love him
as much as we do, let me say that the
additional policemen are not going to
wear those white uniforms. They will
wear the ordinary police uniform.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohlo, Is it not a fact
that those people who saw the pictures
of the policemen in their fancy new hats,
and their white coats and gold braid—
the praetorian guard for the White
House—had good reason to feel the same
as I do now? I was not merely joking
about the distinctive new uniform pro-
posed for the Executive Protective
Service.

Mr. COOPER. 1 cannot know their
feelings. I will say, and most directly,
that I do not believe President Nixon is
being influenced by the traditions and
trappings of Europe. I know that he is
determined to have an adequate guard
for the White House, for the Executive
Buildings, and for foreign missions.

I think it is very worthwhile work on
the part of the President.

I should like to close on that thought.
I have enjoyed the the comments of the
Senator from Ohio, as I am sure all of
gfll have, and support enactment of the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment of
the amendment and third reading of the
bill.

The amendment was ordered to he en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

‘The bill was read the third time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I shall
detain the Senate for only 3 or 4 minutes
before we vote on this important measure.

I do s0, as other Senators have done,
first to compliment the loyal opposition
to the measure, carried forward by the
Senator from Ohio.

I think it is good to have a well-rea-
soned discussion of the legislation and
the background of the measure to ex-
plain the varying viewpoints.

1 feel, however, that in concluding this
debate we would want to have it known
that the Senate has acted affirmatively
on all the legislative proposals that have
been brought before it to reduce the
criminal elements and to lower the law-
lessness which exists in the District of
Columbia.

Our action on a sheaf of bills indicates
the desire of the Senate to come to
grips with this subject which is now
pending before it. This is another im-
portant measure to join the others that
have passed the Senate.
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I underscore what has been said by
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Coorer) and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. JorpaN) and by other
Senators on the floor from time to time.

I make special reference to the very
remarkable and timely speech delivered
by our distinguished majorty leader (Mr.
MansFIELD) only a few days when he said,
in essence, that this is not a fit place in
which people are living these days.

My colleague, the able Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. Byrp) has taken this
forum from time to time to express him-
self on this subject. Many other Senators
have done the same, including the Sen-
ator who now speaks. I have attempted
to contribute to the focusing of atten-
tion on the excessive crime in the Dis-
frict of Coumbia and in the country as
a whole.

I repeat that the action taken by the
Senate on this measure will be another
indication of our desire to move af-
firmatively and purposefully toward the
goals which are very necessary to be
attained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is shall it pass? On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I an-
nounce that the Senator from Connecti-
cut (Mr. Dopp), the Senator from Louisi-
ana (Mr, ELLENDER), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HarRTKE), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. McCARTHY),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McINTYRE), the Senator from Montana
{Mr. MercAaLF), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPAREMAN), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr, YARBOROUGH) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CaurcH) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana (M.
EirLenpEr) and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dopp) would each vote
“yea.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GriFFIn) and
the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MarHIS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpr) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAxBE) is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr, MunpT) and the Sen-
tor from Texas (Mr. Tower) would
each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 84,
nays 1, as follows:
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YEAS—84
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston

Curtis
Dole

Dominlck
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater
Goodell
Gore
Gravel

Alken

Anderson
Baker
Bavh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
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Gurney
Hansen
Harrls
Hart
Hatfield
Holland
Hollings

MecClellan
McGee
McGovern
Miller
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
NAYS—1
Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—15
Eennedy Mundt
Mgathias
McCarthy
McIntyre
Metcalf Yarborough

So the bill (H.R. 14944) was passed.

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

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
delighted that the Senate has now com-
pleted action on the sixth and, as far as
I know, final anticrime measure re-
quested by the administration for the
District of Columbia.

The able and distinguished chairman
of the Senate Commititee on Rules and
Administration, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Jorpan) is to be com-
mended for his expert handling of the
proposal. It is designed to provide ade-
quate protection for the Executive Man-
sion and for foreign embassies, With its
adoption the Senate has again responded
to the need for crime fighting tools. We
may all be proud.

Our thanks go particularly to the
senior Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Coorer). His knowledgeable assistance
on the bill contributed greatly to its wide
acceptance and we are most grateful.

Expressing his always sincere views to
the Senate, the distinguished Senator
from Ohio (Mr. Younc) also contributed
a great deal to the debate. The Senate,
may I say, profited a great deal from his
views—always strong and most sincere.

The Senate worked expeditiously and
thoroughly on this proposal and I am
grateful to the entire body.

Randolph
Ribicoff

Smith, Maine
Smith, 111,
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Bymington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tydings
Williams, N.J,
Williams, Del,
Young, N. Dak.

Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield

Church
Dodd
Ellender
Griffin
Hartke

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States requesting the
withdrawal of the following treaty was
communicated to the Senate by Mr. Geis-
ler, one of his secretaries:

Executive B, 90th Congress, second ses-
sion—Protocol between the United States
of America and the United Mexican
States, signed at Mexico City on Decem-
ber 21, 1967, further modifying the
agreement concerning radio broadecasting
in the standard broadcast band signed
at Mexico City on January 29, 1957, as
amended.

The message was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, :
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations which were reported earlier to-
day by the Committee on the Judiciary
and which I understand have been
cleared all around.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider executive business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the first nomination.

FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Lyle S. Garlock, of Virginia, to
be a member of the Foreign Claims Set~
tlement Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination will be con-
sidered; and, without objection, it is con-
firmed.

US. ATTORNEY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Whitney North Seymour, Jr., of
New York, to be US. attorney for tle
southern district of New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to put a statement in
the REcorbp £ * this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

I am gratified that Whitney North Sey-
mour, Jr., is now confirmed as the new
United States Attorney for the Southern Dis~
trict of New York. Mr. Seymour comes from
& most distinguished family of lawyers in
my State and has distinguished himself and
his name as a lawyer and legislator in his
own right. Also his appointment puts him
in a position to carry on the most effective
work which his predecessor, Mr. Morganthau,
began, I have every confidence that Mr. Sey-
mour will be an outstanding United States
Attorney for the Southern District of New
York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination?

The nomination was confirmed.

U.S. CIRCUIT JUDGE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Malcolm R. Wilkey of New York,
to be a U.S. circuit judge for the Distriet
of Columbia ecircuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination will be con-
sidered; and, without objection, it is
confirmed.

U.S. MARSHAL

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of John L. Buck, of Pennsylvania,
to be U.S. marshal for the middle distriet
of Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination will be con-
sidered; and, without objection, it is
confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
that the President be immediately noti-
rt’lied of the confirmation of the nomina-

ons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
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objection, the President will be so noti-
fied.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate return to legis-
lative session.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

STATUS OF CRIME, OBSCENITY, AND
PORNOGRAPHY BILLS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, the Sen-
ate this afternoon passed the sixth bill
connected in some fashion with erime in
the District of Columbia, and that com-
pletes the total of all the requests made
by the President of the United States in
respect to the District of Columbia.

I just think that the people ought to
know that the Senate has faced up to its
responsibilities and has passed these bills,
all six of them; and I would hope those
bills would be effective in making the
streets of this Capital a little safer for all
concerned.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. May I say
they have not yet passed across the
President’s desk, but we passed them.

Mr. SCOTT. I was not raising the point.
I simply want to say that if we are going
to do anything about crime in the Dis-
triect of Columbia, this is one way to
start, and I am very pleased that these
measures have been passed.

I would like to ask the distinguished
majority leader if he knows anything
about the status of the bill or bills on
obscenity or pornography. I believe they
are still in committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. I understand
the committee of the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin) is going to start
hearings on the 3d of next month. I
would anticipate that the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE),
chairman of the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service, will start hearings
about that time, in accord with the
pledge which he made to the Senate
some weeks ago.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator.

May I inquire what is the next order
of business?

AIRPORT AND AIRWAYS DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1969

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
response to the question raised by the
distinguished minority leader, it is now
our intention to ask unanimous consent
that the Senate turn to the consideration
of calendar No. 701, H.R. 14465; that it
be laid before the Senate and made
the pending business. I make that re-
quest.

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

The LecisrLaTIvE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
14465) to provide for the expansior. and
improvement of the Nation's airport and
airway system for the imposition of
airport and airway user charges, and for
other purposes.
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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
keen reported from the Commitiee on
Commerce with amendments.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, there will
be no further votes today.

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr, Presidentf, sev-
eral Senators have asked as to how many
amendments there will be. I do not know
how many amendments will be offered
to the bill, but I know there will be three
or four very important amendments on
which I am sure we will have votes to-
morrow. I wanted the Recorp fo show
that.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
delighted that the manager of the bill,
the chairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee, is present. I hope that at least
we could have the groundwork laid, be-
cause we are coming in at 10 e’clock
tomorrow morning.

GENOCIDE CONVENTION—WHAT
ARE WE AFRAID OF?

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes-
terday the move toward ratification of
the Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
was slowed in Atlanta when the American
Bar Association’s house of delegates
failed to endorse the convention. This
refusal must be recognized in spite of
the fact that its standing committee of
world order under law and three of its
sections urged the house of delegates to
support ratification—the section of crim-
inal law, the section of international and
comparative law, and the section of in-
dividual rights and responsibilities.

I was very disappointed and disturbed
by the ABA’s inability to act positively
on the Genocide Convention and I fail to
understand the ABA’s reluctance to en-
dorse an international convention which
has the full support of the President of
the United States, his Secretary of State,
and his Attorney General.

But though I deeply regret that the
ABA’s house of delegates did not act
positively on the convention, I am heart-
ened by the fact that the vote was very
close—it lost by four votes—and many
individual members of the association
strongly favored ratification.

What are the objections to endorse-
ment of the Genocide Convention? Pres-
ident Nixon, in his message urging Sen-
ate ratification last week, said America’s
refusal to adopt the convention was mis-
understood in the world and harmed her
interests, a point repeatedly stressed in
the delegzates’ debate.

Opponents, however, bring up the ar-
gument that the Black Panthers are
charging Federal officials and police with
genocide. It is also argued that Commu-
nist and other countries could use the
pact to charge our American servicemen
in Vietnam with genocide and bring them
before alien trial courts.

‘What are we afraid of?

Not to act to ratify this convention
gives credence to the ridiculous allega-
tion that we are practicing genocide in
Vietnam or elsewhere.
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Let us get at the truth.

I urge the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee to hold hearings on the Gen-
ocide Convention to decide this Nation's
stand on genocide once and for all. I am
confident that if open hearings were held
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, the thoughts of those distin-
guished members of the ABA who favor
ratification—including ABA president,
Bernard Segal—together with support-
ing testimony from the Secretary of
State, the Attorney General, our repre-
sentative on the United Nations Human
Rights Commission, former Attorney
General Nicholas Katzenbach, and others
would be so convincing and powerful as
to overcome any hesitation based on a
misinterpretation of constitutional or in-
ternational law that opponents may
have.

Mr. President, I am now in the process
of gathering the statements and argu-
ments made at the annual meeting of the
American Bar Association. In the near
future, I intend to make a full statement
refuting the arguments made against
ratification of this convention.

We cannot afford to delay any longer.
The United States must accept the
opportunity and the obligation to lead
the great struggle for human rights.
President Nixon has called on us to do
this. It is not up to the House. It is not
up to the President. It is up to the
Senate. It is up to us. If we fail, history
will be our final judge and mankind will
be the victim.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE U.S. MILITARY
ACADEMY
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLimoN in the chair). The Chair, on
behalf of the Vice President, pursuant to
Public Law 84-1028, appoints the follow-
ing Senators to the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Military Academy: CawnnoN,
McGee, HoLrings, and PEARSON.
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE U.S. NAVAL
ACADEMY
The Chair, on behalf of the Vice Presi-
dent, pursuant to Public Law 80-816,
appoints the following Senators to the
Board of Visitors to the U.S. Naval
Academy: BIBLE, SronNG, Arrorr, and
SCHWEIKER.
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE U.5. AIR FORCE
ACADEMY
The Chair, on behalf of the Vice Presi-
dent, pursuant to Public Law 84-1028,
appoints the following Senators to the
Board of Visitors to the U.S. Air Force
Academy: PasTore, Moss, Boees, and
DOMINICK,

AIRPORT AND AIRWAYS DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1969

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 14465) to
provide for the expansion and improve-
ment of the Nation’s airport and airway
system, for the imposition of airport and
airway user charges, and for other pur-

POSses.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I am
very pleased today that the Senate is
beginning consideration of what I con-
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sider one of the most important pieces
of legislation before the Congress this
year, the Airport and Airways Develop-
ment Act.

Mr. President, there has probably not
been any matter more important involv-
ing aviation before this body since the
enactment of the Federal Aviation Act
12 years ago. At that time the distin-
guished former Senator from Oklahoma,
Mr. Monroney and I completely rewrote
U.S. aviation law.

The airport and airways bill now be-
fore us is the product of 3 years of ex-
tensive and exhaustive study and review
by the Senate Commerce Committee,
May I say also that our colleagues in the
House of Representatives have had sim-
ilar experience in dealing with the prob-
lem.

In faet, in my memory no other leg-
islation has been the object of such in-
tensive examination and research prior
to a committee recommendation. We
discussed all the merits of the matter,
we listened to all amendments, and the
committee, after long deliberation, wrote
this bill. T am pleased to note that
throughout development of the legisla-
tion before us today the committee
worked in a splendidly cordial and non-
partisan fashion with each member’'s
only concern being the development of a
strong and responsive program to deal
with the explosive growth of the Na-
tion’s air transportation and the result-
ing saturation of its strained and out-
dated airport and airways facilities.

Mr. President, one of the most notable
aspects of our Nation’s prosperity in this
decade has been the surging growth of
its civil aviation. Travel by both commer-
cial airlines and privately owned aircraft
has increased to an extent that has
astonished all but the most optimistic
forecasters. In the past 7 years, for ex-
ample, the number of passengers carried
by the scheduled airlines of the United
States has increased from 62 million to
153 million. These airlines have put in
service 1,300 new jet aircraft in this pe-
riod—aireraft which account for approx-
imately 163 billion seat-miles of passen-
ger service annusally. The assets of the
airlines have nearly tripled—from $3.8
billion in 1961 to $11 billion in 1968, and
the figures for 1969 will probably show
an increase in growth in the same ratio.

The statistics on general aviation—
that is, private aircraft—during this pe-
riod are equally impressive. The fleet of
aircraft, for example, has grown from
77,000 to 124,000. In 1968, these aircraft
were flown 23 million hours. At present,
more than 690,000 men and women of
this country have qualified to fly aircraft.

This remarkable growth is tangible
evidence of the value placed by the peo-
ple of the country on the efficiency and
convenience of air transportation for
both business and personal pursuits. It is
testimony also to the vision, initiative,
skills, and industry of the men and wom-
en of civil aviation in both industry and
Government. The Nation's extensive and
technically sophisticated airway and air-
port system is the finest in the world.
Civil aviation in the United States is
the envy of all foreign aviation enthu-
siasts.

All who travel by air are aware, how-
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ever, that the great increases in air traffic
in recent years have brought their prob-
lems. Congestion at the large airports of
our metropolitan areas is one of these
problems. It is a nagging, troublesome
problem which is becoming more exten-
sive and severe. The capacity of the Na-
tion’s system of public airports has not
increased at the rate demanded by the
air traffic. Aireraft, and the air travelers
seated in them, are being delayed all too
frequently at the busier airports because
of insufficient runways, taxiways, ramps,
and gate positions. Air travelers are be-
ing delayed additionally, and are ex-
periencing more inconvenience and dis-
comfort during peak periods of travel,
because of inadequate facilities and serv-
ices for ticket handling, baggage han-
dling, access to the airport, and parking
cars at the airport. The Federal Avia-
tion Administration estimates that air-
craft delays at airports are costing the
airlines in excess of $§100 million a year—
and the delays and costs are increasing.
Added to that, of course, is what we call
stacking up in the air, when too many
planes arrive at a destination at the same
time, and they cannof all land. No dol-
lar value can be placed on the time lost
by the air travelers in the delays, incon-
venience, and discomfort associated with
airport congestion.

On the other hand, many of the Na-
tion’s smaller communities have been
unable to participate fully in the growth
of civil aviation, and to enjoy the eco-
nomic and social benefits which air
transportation brings, because of inade-
quate airport services for general avia-
tion and airline aircraft. Many of these
communities have no airports, and others
have airports which are too small.

The problem of congestion, serious and
costly as it is, must be rated below the
problem of maintaining the safety of air-
craft and air travelers in the Nation’s
airspace. The safety record of air trans-
portation in the United States, is excel-
lent.

No one, however, is satisfied that the
record of air safety is as good as it should
be. Death in an accident will always be
an intolerable event. The great growth
in air traffic has brought new anxiety
about the maintenance of safety. It isnot
only more aircraft in the airspace which
add to the problem. The new aircraft are
generally faster and larger—and the mix
of large and small, fast and relatively
slow, aircraft is becoming more com-
plex.

However, I might say here, Mr. Presi-
dent, that larger aircraft, when consid-
ering safety, may improve the safety
record because, instead of having two
aireraft in the air trying to come in, the
one large aircraft can often carry the
same number of passengers as two and
this enhances safety by having fewer air-
craft flying. But handling these giant
jets after they land is still a confusing
and perplexing problem.

Safety is as much an airspace problem
as an airport problem—particularly in
the terminal area airspace during the
departure and arrival of aircraft. To the
extent that the airways system is respon-
sible as distinct from other elements af-
fecting safety—it is a problem of insuffi-
cient and technologically inadequate fa-
cilities of the Federal airways system—in
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brief, a lack of capaecity for air traffic
control and air navigation.

Mr. President, the outline I have pre-
sented of the problems with which we are
faced at the present time indicafes a
troubled future, unless we do something
about it.

However, the growth in air transpor-
tation, impressive as it has been, is not
now standing still. Unless we act im-
mediately, the problems about which I
have been speaking—and I can stand
here all afternoon and list them—will be-
come even more acute as the press of
more passengers and more airplanes be-
comes felt on our outdated and inade-
quate airport and airways system.

These. then, are the challenges with
which the Commerce Committee and the
Finance Committee sought to deal in
providing a new Federal program to cope
with the Nation’s unrelenting desire to
travel by air.

The bill before us today follows in
principle the precedent set by Congress
in 1956 in enacting the Federal Highway
Act. That legislation has since become
recognized as a landmark in demonstrat-
ing Federal assistance in meeting the
transportation needs of the people of the
United States.

This bill will establish an airport air-
ways trust fund quite similar to the now
familiar highway trust fund, the reve-
nues from which are intended to finance
the capital investment in airports and
airways facilities so critically needed to
keep pace with the growth in aviation
and to provide for the maintenance and
operation and related activities of the
Federal Airways System.

The aviation trust fund will derive its
moneys from two sources. First, users of
the system are being asked to contribute
a greater share of financial support for
the required investment in the form of
new and increased user charges or taxes.
Second, general tax revenues will be ap-
propriated to the trust fund primarily
to continue to finance the operation and
maintenance of the air traffic control
system. I am confident that in later
years the general revenue appropriations
needed to augment user charge revenues
will decline as the wusers shoulder the
greater financial portion of the needs of
the system, as do the users of the high-
ways today. However, at the outset, the
proposed legislation provides that most
of the user-charge-derived trust fund
revenues will be earmarked or specifically
alloeated for the capital improvements in
the system for which the user is being
taxed.

Mr. President, the program before us is
a 10-year commitment to fund airport
and airways facilifies development at a
level consistent with the estimates of
needs presented to the Commerce Com-
mittee in testimony spanning 2 years.
The bill earmarks for new facilities, both
airways and airports, no less than $5.5
billion over the 10-year period, or $550
million per year. The remainder of the
trust fund revenues to be derived from
user charges, or approximately $4 billion
over the next 10 years, will be spent for
the necessary expenses of operating and
maintaining the air traffic control sys-
tem. Of course, general revenue appro-
piations will continue to be necessary
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to partially finance these activities but
at a gradually diminishing level.

After a thorough study, the committee
concluded that if a program is to be re-
sponsive to the long-range needs of the
system and to the necessarily protracted
period over which aviation planning
must be made, a program of more than
several years would be required.

One of the most glaring deficiencies of
the current Federal airport aid program
is that it provides assistance or assur-
ance of assistance only 1 year at a time.
Such a start-and-stop program does not
provide a sound blueprint for progress.
On the contrary, it tends to disrupt and
discourage planning, resulting in spo-
radic development and piecemeal plan-
ning. Testimony before the committee
strongly indicated that a long-term pro-
gram providing Federal assurances of
airport development aid is required. The
committee, after long hearings and
lengthy meetings, rejected industry pro-
posals calling for a 20- to 30-year com-
mitment of funds and likewise rejected
the administration’s proposal to commit
airport development funds for only 2
years. The committee believes that a 10-
year commitment to airport develop-
ment grants does not bind the Federal
Government to extremely long-rangu
obligations, but does allow for a sound
foundation for planning and develop-
ment eonsistent with the pressing needs
of the coming decade.

As in the past, airport development
grants will be made to airport spon-
sors—States, counties, cities, port dis-
tricts, and so forth—on a 50-50 match-
inz basis, provided that such govern-
ment bodies submit a plan for develop-
ment to be approved by the Secretary of
Transportation.

Grants for aid will be apportioned un-
der terms of a mew formula which as-
sures that one-third of the grant money
available will go to projects which have
the greatest need as measured by the
number of annual passenger enplane-
ments at such airports. One-third of the
available grant funds will be appor-
tioned to projects in the States, with
projects in each State receiving a guar-
anteed share according to the State's
size and population under the area-pop-
ulation formula.

I see in the Chamber the Senator from
Florida (Mr. GurnNeY) who is interested
in this matter,

The actual grants will be alleccated to
projects in the States, and will be ap-
portioned among projects, in many cases,
as the State wishes. A few States have
airport authorities. In many others, the
airports are operated by the cities or the
counties or an aviation district or a port
district.

In other words, the grants ultimafely
will be given to the authorities who run
the airports—there are five or six in-
stances in which the State will be the
authority.

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

Mr, MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. On this important
point to which the distinguished chair-
man has made reference—he also has
referred to the interest of the junior
Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY)—
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I should like to emphasize what Senator
Macwuson has very well said:

That we keep here a certain flexibility
which is necessary, because we faced this
problem in the original Federal Ald Highway
Act of the fortles.

Mr.
correet.

Mr. RANDOLPH, At that time there
was an effort to channel ail the moneys
through the State agencies, and this was
defeated.

If a local airport authority, at any
political subdivision level, wishes {0 move
forward with a project, it receives funds
often from the State to supplement the
moneys that are raised locally. It receives
the Federal Aviation Agency money.

In the State of West Virginia and 12
other States, it might now receive funds
from the Federal program under the Ap-
palachian Regional Act. There are many
sources of money for the program.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Or different sources
of income which the local pecple might
provide for.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Absolutely.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Without regard to
Federal Assistance

Mr. RANDOLPH. In other words, an
airport authority can come directly to
the Federal Aviation Agency and request
a program to be approved, stating the
reasons for their belief that the run-
ways need to be lengthened, that cer-
tain obstructions need to be taken down
in order to make the aircraft moving in
and out of the airport safer in flights at
a particular point.

In other words, we allow the political
subdivision, whatever that may be, to
come directly to the Federal Government.
Is that correct?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct in
many cases. Of course, that is only the
just due of local governments because I
would think that 90 percent of the air-
ports have been developed not by the
States but by the city, the county, or the
port district; by the loeal people.

Mr. RANDOLPH. We would have, per-
haps, delayed airport programs 5 or 10
years, if we had relied upon the States in
this case, because it is where people live
that we now have air transportation. We
have, of course, a need everywhere. But
in earlier days, it was where the move-
ment of people and products was in-
volved, In large areas of States, there was
no need, as the people saw it, for the
development of an important airport
projeet, including terminal facilities for
cargo and passengers,

Mr. MAGNUSON, Well, many States
did not welcome the responsibility for
that, because a State legislature is com-
posed, like Congress, of many people; and
in those days, when aviation began to
grow, the legislatures did not deem it
appropriate to use State moneys to de-
velop airports.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Take Michigan, for
example. There would not have been,
under the citizens of Michigan, who were
involved, funds to appropriate for the
development of even an airport in the
greater metropolitan area of Detroit, be-
cause essentially the State was rural in
its representation.

Mr. MAGNUSON. As to financing air-
port development, certainly the local port
authority could raise the money for

MAGNUSON. The Senator is
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bonds, but the State did not want to be-
come involved. They did not want the
responsibility.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Let me add at this
point, to what has been discussed here,
that in the Federal Aid Airport Act in
the 1940’s, we had to deal with this prob-
lem, because then it was raised, as it is
now being raised again.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield at that
point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bayu in the chair), Does the Senator
from Washington yield to the Senator
from Florida?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY, I have listened to this
colloquy with great interest. Certainly
it is true that we do need flexibility in
the bill, so far as the moneys are con-
cerned that go to airports for the grant-
ing, the planning, and for other things,
too. I want to explain my amendment
later. The Senator from Washington
knows that I intend to offer the amend-
ment.

Let me point out that it is in exactly
the spirit of flexibility that I am offering
my amendment. There is a great deal of
money in the bill for the planning of air-
ports. My recollection is that it is $150
million,

My amendment would earmark or add
$25 million, at only $5 million per year,
which would go, however, to States that
have agencies that do plan airports on
a statewide basis. This in no way would
affect the situation in Washington. The
Senator is perhaps concerned with, and
more familiar with, the fact that they
do not have a State agency but deal di-
rectly from airport to Federal Govern-
ment. It has no effect on that at all.
But what it does do in the States that
do have planning agencies—as a matter
of fact, 27 do, more than hali——

Mr., MAGNUSON, About half, as I
understand it, yes.

Mr. GURNEY. A great many of the
State planning agencies get into this
business on a statewide basis. I am one
Senator—and I know others, too—who
feels that we need to look more to state-
wide planning coordination now than
perhaps city by city.

I would like to make one other obser-
vation, because this is of considerable
importance to the history of airport aid.
There was an exchange and colloquy
between the distinguished chairman of
the committee, the Senator from Wash-
ington, and the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Public Works, the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
DOLPH), over the fact that cities were
early in the airport game. That is true,
but I should like to point out that, long
before the cities got into the airport
game, the State was there. Actually,
originally, so far as planning for airports
is concerned, it was done on a State basis.

Mr. MAGNUSON. In Florida?

Mr. GURNEY. Yes. As a matter of
fact, in Florida. For 10 years prior to
the Federal Airport Act, during the pe-
riod 1935 to 1945, we in our State in-
creased our State funds for airport de-
velopment from $20,000 in 1935 to as
miuch as $2 million in 1945, which point
I make for the reason that the cities got
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such an impetus—I guess I would bet-
ter express it that way—in the airport
business, because after World War II
there were many surplus airports that
the Army and the Air Force had devel-
oped during the war. The Airport Act of
1946 was designed especially to take care
of surplus airports and give them to the
cities. That is how the cities got into the
business. But, long before that, the States
were also in the business, and long be-
fore that, the Federal Government.

Mr. MAGNTUSON. In some States.

Mr. GURNEY. I will not say all, but in
the history of airports, the States were
in the business long before the cities,
and long before that, the Federal Gov-
ernment.

My amendment does not in any way
intend to limit the flexibility of the Sen-
ator’s bill, which is a fine bill and de-
serves the support of the Senate. But
it would give, as I see it, a little more
flexibility.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, I appreciate
that. Of course, these problems are some-
times related to size. Consider a State
like Rhode Island. It could have a State
system of airports but a State like Cali-
fornia would go broke trying to finance
and operate the airports they have there

In my State of Washington, and in
Oregon, the States did not want that re-
sponsibility. I appreciate that after
World War II, there were many surplus
airports, of which Florida had many——

Mr. GURNEY. They did, indeed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. During World War
II, I was around Florida as a result of
being in the service. I know that one
could fall out of an airplane anywhere in
Florida and land on a military field. In
California, the situation was about the
same. But many of the airports there
have heen developed by separate au-
thorities. They are sometimes called air-
port authorities and are like school dis-
tricts. The mechanisms vary all over
the country. Then in some of the Western
States, like North Dakota, Wyoming,
South Dakota, or Montana, the State
would not have anything to do with de-
veloping an airport. The responsibility
was left up to the city or the county. That
is the way airport facilities developed.
We want the flexibility in this program
so that those communities can expand
their airports with Federal matching
funds. I am concerned, because as the
Senator and I talked earlier today, I do
not want to mix up the local communi-
ties’ ability to sell bonds.

Mr. GURNEY. I certainly agree with
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
merce Committee. Indeed, we would not
want to do that. I am well aware of the
fact that most financing is done that
way, either through the airport author-
ity—we have one at home in my own
county of Orange, Fla—hy the cities, or
by the flotation of bonds. No one would
want to change that scheme of financing.
Let me make this point again, because it
is interesting: Besides the principal fi-
nancing of airports, that is done by, as
was pointed out, authorities and cities.
It is also true, though, that the States in
fiscal 1970 will put $180 million into air-
ports in this country. So what I am say-
ing is that under the amendment I am
going to propose, it will encourage the
States to get into planning and will also
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encourage the States to get into finane-
ing, so that we will have more flexibility
so far as the money is concerned.

We have the city, the Federal, and also
the input by the States. I would hope that
the amendment I am going to offer—I
think it will—will encourage the States
to get into the business of financing.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There are some com-
munities which do not want the States
to get into airport financing.

Mr. GURNEY. The amendment I will
introduce——

Mr. MAGNUSON. These communities
do not want to be running down to the
State capital with hat in hand to get a
program approved so that they can sell
bonds; a development program into
which they have put blood, sweat, and
tears. As I say, to each his own.

Here is what my committee said on
that point—on page 37 of the commit-
tee report No. 91-565:

The Committee believes that the 23 States
which do not mow have so-called “channel-
ing laws" should not be forced to adopt
them in order to qualify for Federal finan-
cial assistance. The Committee finds that the
decision whether to adopt such policies in
the States should be made on the merits
in each State and should not be compelled
by Federal law. While State channeling of
Federal funds has worked exceedingly well in
some States, it must also be said that
equally satisfactory results have been
achieved In States in which airport spon-
sors, in developing alrports, deal directly
with the Federal government.

The provisions of Section 212 of 8. 2437
would tend to upset the well-established and
harmonious precedent of allowing the indi-
vidual States to determine this matter in the
way which seems most appropriate in that
State without the Federal Government seek-
ing to impose one view over the other by
withholding Federal funds from States
which don't comply with the channeling re-
quirements,

Therefore, under this bill the States will
be eligible to receive planning grants under
Section 203 without having to meet any
Federal requirement other than that the
State, or its agency, be authorized by law to
engage In alrport system planning.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, the
Senator is correct. And I would not
quarrel with that statement at all. I
think it is eminently fair,

I point out that the amendment I will
offer to determine eligibility would pro-
vide only $5 million each year and would
encourage those who want to go into the
business of statewide planning.

Mr. MAGNUSON. But it would not, in
effect, compel statewide channeling of
Federal funds.

Mr. GURNEY. No, indeed not.

Mr., MAGNUSON. Mr, President, as I
saild before, one-third of the amounts
set aside for grants is to go to airports
with the greatest number of passenger
enplanements. The second third goes to
projects in the States under the area/
population formula. Finally, one-third
of the grant money will be available to
be expended at the discretion of the Sec-
retary on projects he feels most worthy
and most needy without regard to loca-
tion.

This would be an attempt to deter-
mine the overall system needs, particu-
larly as they relate to air safety, and use
the funds accordingly, The Secrefary
could put this money where he deems it
most worthy and most needed.
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In addition to the $270 million ear-
marked for annual grants fo air carrier
and reliever airports, this bill sets aside
and earmarks at least $30 million an-
nually, exclusively for the development
of general aviation airports.

The purpose of that, of course, is that
general aviation is growing by leaps and
bounds. It is growing faster than com-
mercial aviation. The number of pilots
licensed is 690,000, The number will con-
tinue to grow.

Congestion in the major airports is
sometimes caused by a mix of the large
and the small aircraft. Many of us have
been in airports to see big jet passenger
planes, lined up and waiting, together
with one little Cessna lined up to go with
them, too. All airplanes now have a right
to use the airport.

The ideal arrangement would be to
have general aviation conduct its oper-
ations from its own airports away from
the major airecarrier airports. One place
in the United States that has provided
excellent facilities for general aviation is
the Twin Cities. There all of the com-
mercial planes land at the hub airport,
but around the periphery of the com-
munity are situated a number of gen-
eral aviation airports.

The idea is to see if that can be done
elsewhere. What we are trying to do is
to set aside funds for the development
of general aviation airports.

It is amazing to realize how many pri-
vately owned airports there are in the
United States. I have not the figure, but
I will have it placed in the REcorb.

These airports have encouraged a lot
of general aviation flying.

An ideal situation exists in my State
in the Spokane area where the com-
munity has built two airports; one
for commercial and the other for gen-
eral aviation.

The provisions of this bill provide that
grants for airport development may, at
the Secretary's discretion, be made for
periods of longer than 1 year. I know
there will be some discussion about that.
But I do not see how we can develop
these airports whether general aviation,
or commercial; whether they are run by
the city, county, or State, and do the
kind of job that needs to be done unless
they can plan on Federal assistance for
more than a year’s time.

So the Secretary can do that. He is
authorized to enter into contracts, if he
deems it advisable, with airport sponsors
to provide assistance for periods of up to
5 years.

That provision will not pose too much
of a problem for the Congress because
this is a trust fund program. There will
be no annual appropriation process for
airport aid funds, as we have known it
in the past. We thought that provision
was advisable.

While this authority to enter into ob-
ligations for periods of longer than 1
yvear is similar to provisions in the urban
mass transit bill recently approved by
the Senate, the committee believes that
only user-charge-derived trust fund rev-
enues and not general revenues should be
obligated for periods of longer than 1
year.

This, then, Mr. President, is a brief,
if not all-encompassing, summary of the
major features of the bill before us.
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I would suggest that my colleagues
consult the committee’s report, 91-565,
which contains a concise summary and
section-by-section analysis of the pro-
gram which will be helpful in under-
standing the details of this legislation.

Mr. President, I would like to stress
again the pride with which we on the
Commerce Committee view this legisla-
tion. Never before have the many issues
involved been studied and discussed so
thoroughly. Rarely has our committee
produced a recommendation which has
had such widespread support and en-
dorsement from our members, Republi-
can and Democrat alike. The bill was
worked out following many months of
hearings, staff consultations, informal
discussions, and executive sessions of the
committee and represents our studied
judgment of priorities and needs. The
committee bill, I believe, is in the form
best suited to achieving our objectives,
and aside from several technical amend-
ments, it is my view that the bill does not
require amendment in any but minor
form.

We cannot please everyone or make
everyone satisfied, but we surely have
reduced to a minimum the controversy
involved, I think. There may be some
amendments offered on the floor, but I
hope they will not be striking at the
heart and the goal of the bill.

The bill is suplorted wholeheartedly
by my colleagues on the Commerce
Committee and would not have been
possible without the hard work and
dedication of several of my fellow
Senators in particular. Notably the
Senator from New Hampshire and
ranking Republican on the committee,
Senator Corron; my distinguished vice
chairman of the Aviation Subcommit-
tee, the Senator from Nevada; my
friend, the Senator from Kansas, Sena-
tor PearsoN, and the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. BARer). The Senate owes a
great deal to these colleagues without
whom this bill would not be before us
today.

I might also mention the name of the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE)
without whose support the bill would not
be before us today.

This measure is long an overdue pro-
gram to meet a growing problem. I do not
think anyone can point a finger at any-
one else and say, “We were not aware
something like this would be needed,”
because even the most optimistic people
in aviation never had any idea that avia-
tion would grow the way it has.

Coming from an area that does man-
ufacture airplanes of some note, I realize
that the technology in aircraft develop-
ment is startling and hard to believe.
We think this bill is aimed at this prob-
lem and in the decade ahead it will help
solve the problems, and we will continue
to Have the best air system in the world.
I think the Secretary and those others
who are going to be in charge of this
matter are going to have to consider en-
vironmental factors of new airport fa-
cilities because no matter where it is de-
cided to build an airport someone is not
going to like it. The same thing is true
with respeet to roads, bridges or any-
thing else.

I think the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, whoever he may be, during this
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development period is going to have a
tough job and we are giving him the
financial tools to work with. The ques-
tion is going to be asked, “How much
is this program going to bring in in user
taxes the first year?” Our best estimate
is that it will be more than $600 million.

But in addition we are appropriating,
this year, over $1 billion for FAA and its
air control work.

It is fair that those people who use
the airlines and the airways, whether it
be general aviation, commercial passen-
gers or air cargo, help meet the chal-
lenge.

This bill is not perfect in every single
feature, but in the main it has been en-
dorsed by nearly everyone that we know
is involved, from the Government to the
airlines, Sometimes some segments of the
aviation industry are not happy. In the
Committee on Commerce, I have always
found that if there is a bill in the trans-
portation field in which the railroads
want to strike out one section, the truck-
ers want to add a section, and the inland
waterways want to eliminate three words,
and the airlines want further hearings,
it is a pretty good bill.

It is a bill which we tried to work out
in an objective manner. I must say there
was less opposition last year than before.
Everyone said, “Yes, we cannot all have
our own way.” Of course, in the trans-
portation business—air, rail, and truck-
ing—they all want a fair adavntage; they
cannot all have a fair advantage,

I hope the Senate will consider the bill
favorably. I know we will have some
amendments but I know they are not
amendments which are offered to try to
injure the objectives and the goals but
merely are offered to change methods of
procedure on which there may be some
disagreement.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, HR.
14465 is a fine bill and deserves the sup-
port of the Senate. The distinguished
Senator from Washington, the chairman
of the committee, and his entire commit-
tee deserve credit for reporting the bill.

However, there is one aspect of the bill
which needs a small change. I believe
planning for airports on a statewide basis
needs encouragement and I intend to
offer an amendment at the appropriate
time which would seek to accomplish
that purpose. I wish to take this time to
explain the amendment briefly.

My amendment would provide $25 mil-
lion over 5 years, or $5 million a year,
for grants by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for the purpose of carrying out
airport planning on a statewide basis
and for airport development on a sys-
tematic State basis.

This amendment has the support of
several cosponsors in the Senate: Sena-
tors Fanwnin, SmitH of Illinois, McGOVERN,
Packwoon, Percy, Proury, CoOK,
BrookE, BoGGs, GRAVEL, HART, HANSEN,
and Towker. It has the support of the ad-
ministration, the National Governors’
Conference, and the National Association
of State Aviation Officials. Many Gov-
ernors have communicated their support
to me.

Thirty-three States already have legis-
lation establishing State responsibility
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for Federal aid to airport programs.
Twenty-seven States provide for chan-
neling airport grants in ald through the
State.

This amendment would encourage sys-
tematic planning for airports on a state-
wide basis. In my view it is long overdue.
Air transportation is too big and too
important to deal with on a city-by-city
basis. This amendment would encourage
coordination between State and local
governments. We have this coordination
in highway construction, urban mass
transit, waterway and harbor develop-
ment, law enforcement, housing, pollu-
tion control, education, welfare, and
health.

What is unique or different about
aviation to except it from State plan-
ning and coordination?

The amendment will help local air-
ports to get State aid which they need
badly—both money and technical and
engineering assistance., States put $180
million in airports in fiscal 1970.

Moreover, the Federal Government un-
der this concept could have 50 State
agencies to work with on Federal aid
instead of hundreds of individual air-
ports.

In closing, I am sure some argument
will be made that there is no need for
State agency planning, that the concept
of individual airports working with
Uncle Sam is good enough.

I have pointed out that over haif the
States have such airport eentral plan-
ning and coeordination. But further, the
States were in this business long before
Federal Government. Cifies and the Fed-
eral Government got into the act be-
cause of surplus World War II airport
disposal. The States long ago were doing
and are doing a fine job. In short, in this
day of burgeoning air travel we need
more and not less airport planning and
coordination. My amendment specifically
encourages just that.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment (No. 516) be
printed in the Recorp.

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

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, is as follows:

On page 80, between lines 20 and 21,
insert the following:

“STATE AGENCIES
“AUTHORIZATION TO MAKE GRANTS

“Sec. 212, (a) In accordance with such
terms and conditions as he may prescribe,
the Secretary may make grants to agencies
designated by the States for the purpose of
assisting those agencies in carrylng out the
functions contained in subsection (b) of this
section.

“FUNCTIONS OF AGENCIES

“(b) A State agency shall not be ellgible
to receive a grant under subsection (a) of
this section unless it is empowered to—

“(1) act as the agent of sponsors located
in the State;

“(2) accept in behalf of the sponsors and
disburse to them all payments made pur-
suant to agreements under section 209;

*(8) acquire by purchase, gift, devise, lease,
condemnation, or otherwise, any property,
real or personal, or any interest therein, in-
cluding easements, necessary to establish or
develop airports;

“(4) engage in airport systems planning
on a statewlde basis; and

*“(5) undertake airport development, or
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provide financial assistance to public agen-
cles within the State for carrying it out.
“AMOUNT OF GRANTS

“{c) The total funds obligated for grants
under this section may not exceed $25,000,-
000, and the amount obligated in any one
fiscal year may not exceed $5,000,000.

“APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS

“{d) The funds made available each fiscal
year for the purposes of making grants under
this section shall be apportioned among the
States, one-half in the proportion which the
population of each State bears to the total
population of all the States, and one-half in
the proportion which the area of each State
bears to the total area of all the States, ex-
cept that (1) not more than 10 per centum
‘of the funds made avallable under this sec-
tion in any fiscal year may be apportioned
to any State, and (2) the total of the amount
of any reductions in State apportionments
for any fiscal year pursuant to clause (1)
shall be available to the Becretary for the
purpose of increasing, subject to the limita-
tion in such clause (1), apportionments for
such year to such other States under this
section as he determines will best carry out
the purpose of this section. Any amount ap-
portioned to a State which is not obligated
by grant agreement at the expiration of the
fiscal year for which it was so apportioned
shall be added to the discretionary fund
established by subsection (b) of section 205,
and be available for use for the purposes
stated in paragraph (1) of section 204 (a).

“DEFINITION OF TERMS

“(e) As used in this section, "‘State’ means
a State of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Guam. For the
purposes of this section, the terms ‘popula-
tion' and ‘area’ shall have the definitions
given to such terms by section 205."

On pages 80 through 86, redesignate sec-
tions 212 through 217 as sections 213 through
218, respectively.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish to
say that while I am not a member of
the Committee on Commerce, I was glad
to hear part of the speech of the Senator
from Washington. Throughout the years
he has had charge of many important
pieces of legislation—legislation which
affected the entire country.

The Senator from Washington always
does so in a very unassuming, modest
way. I read that the late President Ken-
nedy in talking about those who had
great influence, said that when he was a
Member of the Senate, the Senator from
Washington would make a speech in a
very modest way, somebody would ask
him questions, he would be self-deprecat-
ing, but then they turned around and
gave him whatever he asked for.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish that had been
true.

RECOMMENDATIONS BY SECRE-
TARY OF TRANSPORTATION. AND
BY GOVERNMENT OF DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA ON PROPOSED DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA HIGHWAYS

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, while it
is late in the day and I know the Sen-
ate is ready to adjourn, I would like very
much to place in the Recorp a letter from
the Secretary of Transportation to the
Cong.ess, containing his report and rec-
ommendations with respect to certain
projects on the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem proposed for the District of Colum-
bia. I may say, in introducing this sub-
ject, that my interest grows out of the
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fact that in 1968, when we were consid-
ering the biennial Federal-Aid Highway
Act, the House inserted in the bill and
in the report of its managers language
purporting to describe the precise loca-
tion of the Interstate System within the
District of Columbia. I opposed the pro-
vision because I thought it in contradic-
tion of the law, at that time at least, and
because I thought it bad precedent for
the Congress to try to lay down a high-
way system for any State or for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, My statement today
expresses my continued interest in this
matter, and the letter of the Secretary
presents the latest development follow-
ing the 1968 provision,

Mr. President, today the government
of the District of Columbia and the Sec-
retary of Transportation are sending to
the Congress a report of their recom-
mendations with respect to certain proj-
ects on the Interstate System, as required
by section 23(c) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1968. That subsection
reads as follows:

(c) The government of the District of Co-
lumbila and the Secretary of Transportation
shall study those projects on the Interstate
System set forth in “The 1968 Interstate
System Cost Estimate”, House Document
Numbered 159, Ninetieth Congress, within
the District of Columbia which are not speci-
fied in subsection (b) and shall report to
Congress not later than 18 months after the
date of enactment of this section their rec-
ommendations with respect to such projects
including any recommended alternative
routes or plans, and if no such recommenda~-
tions are submitted within such 18-month
period then the Secretary of Transportation
and the government of the District of Co-
lumbia shall construct such routes, as soon
as possible thereafter, as required by sub-
section (a) of this section.

The report and restudy is the result of
work and consideration by the agencies
of local and Federal Governments, the
city council which conducted seven ses-
sions of hearings on the Highway Depart-
ment’s recommendations, one of which
lasted into the early hours of the morn-
ing, deliberation by the mayor and the
Secretary of Transportation. I do not
know what the Secretary and Mayor
Washington are going to recommend, but
I believe that the report will reflect the
desire and determination of the people
and government of the District of Co-
lumbia to make decisions for the future
of their city, just as the actions taken
since the passage of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1968, by and large, have
reflected that spirit.

As ranking minority member of the
Senate Committee on Public Works, I
was a member of the Senate-House con-
ference on the Highway Act in 1968. I
opposed the section in the House bill
which purported to reqguire the District
of Columbia to construct a highway sys-
tem specified in the report of the man-
agers on the part of the House. Mr.
President, I request permission at this
time to insert in the Recorp the original
language of section 23 as it was passed
by the House of Representatives in their
version of the Federal-Aid Highway Act
of 1968,

There being no objection, the language
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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(a) Chapter 3 of Title 23 of the United
States Code is amended by inserting immedi-
ately following section 312 the following new
section:

“313. INTERSTATE ROUTES 1IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA,

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, or any court decision, or administrative
decision to the contrary, the Secretary of
Transportation and the Government of the
District of Columbia shall, as soon as possi-
ble after the enactment of this section, con-
struct all routes on the Interstate System
within the District of Columbia as set forth
in the Document entitled ‘1968 Estimate of
the Cost of Completion of the National Sys-
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways in
the District of Columbia' submitted to the
Congress by the Secretary of Transportation
with, and as part of, ‘The 1968 Interstate
System Cost Estimate’ printed as House Doc-
ument Numbered 199, Ninetieth Congress.
Such construction shall be carried out in
accordance with all other applicable provi-
sions of this title.”

Mr. COOPER. In the conference, we
were successful in achieving some com-
promise in this language—a compromise
which, among other things, directed the
report forwarded to Congress today. But
it was because of section 23, among other
provisions, that I would not sign the
conference report, spoke against the pro-
vision in the Senate, and voted against
the conference report. I opposed the idea
of Congress asserting the authority to
attempt to lay down a road system in the
Distriet of Columbia, or any State or city
in the United States, and as I said in the
Senate at that time such action was
dangerous because they create precedents
which are contrary to the procedures
provided by statute. Section 23, despite
the representations that appear to have
been made about it, is far from clear on
its face and, I believe, is of doubtful
validity and efficacy. In fact, President
Johnson stated upon signing the High-
way Act, that he could do so only be-
cause of the clause in section 23 stating
that construction “shall be carried out
in accordance with all applicable provi-
sions of title 23 of the United States
Code.”

Mr. President, I would like to read
from parts of the President’s message on
signing the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1968 and ask unanimous consent to in-
clude the entire statement in the REcorp
at the close of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 23, 1968, President Johnson said:

By far the most objectionable feature of
this bill is the requirement that the District
of Columbia Government and the Secretary
of Transportation construct all interstate
routes passing within the District as soon as
possible—with the District required to com-
mence work on four specific projects within
30 days. These provisions are inconsistent
with a basic tenet of sound urban develop-
ment—to permit the local government and
the people affected to participate meaning-
fully in planning their transportation sys-
tem,

Under the Constitution, the Congress does
possess special and unigque responsibilities—
different, from its powers over the fifty
States—to legislate for the Nation's Capital.
The desire of the Congress to move forward
with the construction of a highway system to
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serve the Washington area is understandable.
But it is vitally important that these roads
be constructed in accordance with proper
planning and engineering concepts and with
minimum disruption of the lives of the Dis-
trict citizens.

Fortunately, the Congress has called for
construction only in accordance with the
applicable provisions of the Federal high-
way law.

If the authority of the Executive Branch
were not so preserved, I would have no choice
but to veto this bill as an infringement of
basic principles of good government and
Executive responsibility.

The City Couneil in August of last year
passed a resolution to comply with sec-
tion 23, a section of law I would again re-
mind my colleagues is of disputed inter-
pretation and is currently the subject of
litigation pending before the court of
appeals. Despite that action, the House
of Representatives wrote into the rev-
enue bill for the District of Columbia
provisions which could have held the
city’s revenues and the development of
the rapid rail transit system virtual hos-
tage to the proposed highway projects.
That section was generated, in my view,
by the same intention as that of the
House in drafting section 23 of the 1968
Highway Act.

A week ago the City Council, after
studying the recommendations of the
District of Columbia Department of
Highways and Traffie, and after conduct-
ing extensive hearings, adopted a plan
for the north leg of the inner loop and the
south leg, and excluded the North Cen-
tral Freeway from the overall highway
plan. The plan, which is much like that
adopted by the Council in December of
1968, has been supported by many groups
from all segments representative of the
District of Columbia. Opposition to the
North Central Freeway was voiced
throughout the hearings, not only from
those who live in the path of the con-
struction, but also from experts in the
fields of engineering, city planning,
architecture, air pollution, and from
citizens of Montgomery County, includ-
ing a m=mber of their county council.

The testimony given at the hearings on
the issue is very persuasive and I would
recommend that members of this body,
particularly my colleagues who sit on the
Public Works Committee and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee, take the
opportunity to review it, for increasingly
the problems of environmental change,
and the social consequences of transpor-
tation development in urban areas, are
touching all of us.

I have yet to see the formal report of
the government of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia, but I do have the report of the
Secretary of Transportation before me.
I ask, Mr. President, for unanimous per-
mission to have it included in the REec-
orp at the close of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the Sec-
retary recommends the Council’s adopted
plan for the south leg. He recommends
that the north leg be studied as pro-
posed by the Distriet government, al-
though he would not limit that study to
the alternatives spelled out in the Gov-
ernment’s recommendation, And he rec-
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ommends that the North Central Free-
way be given further study, rather than
dropped altogether. That study, the Sec-
retary believes, should be carried out with
five objectives in mind, in order to se-
cure a well-considered and long-range
solution. Those objectives are: First,
“meaningful” citizen and community in-
volvement; second, comprehensive land
use and environmental planning coordi-
nation; third, continued discussions with
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development on relocation and replace-
ment housing; fourth, making the best
use of the rail corridor for its joint de-
velopment as a highway and rapid tran-
sit eorridor; and fifth, clarification of
the present uncertainty which has devel-
oped in Maryland about connecting
routes.

I applaud the report of the Secretary,
the goals it embraces, and its general di-
rection and tone. I am concerned about
the interpretation which was given to
section 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1968, in the second paragraph of
the Secretary’s report, The Secretary ap-
pears to interpret the language of sub-
section (b) of section 23 as mandating
the construction of the segments speci-
fied in the bill. The language of the act
says “commence work” and construction
has gone forward on all segments speci-
fied, all of which are uncontroversial,
except for the Three Sisters Bridge. It
is the action to construct the Three Sis-
ters Bridge taken under this language
which is currently being challenged in
court on grounds that the construction is
proceeding contrary to the applicable
provisions of title 23 of the United States
Code as specified in section 23.

Mr. President, the issue of freeways in
the District of Columbia is entering a
new phase with the submission of these
reports to the Congress. I hope that as
they are received and considered by this
body and the House of Representatives
we recall the principles of self-determi-
nation and democratic government which
are the foundations of our Nation's
greatness.

ExHIBIT 1
STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON,
AvcusT 23, 1968
After careful consideration, I have signed
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968.

In this review I have weighed the bill's
positive and progressive features against its
shortcomings, the range of Executive actions
we might take to ease some of its burdens,
and the time yet remaining in this session
for the Congress to correct its drawbacks,

In many respects this is the most impor-
tant highway authorization bill since the
start of the Interstate Program over a decade
ago. It authorizes funds to carry the pro-
gram through 1974, enough to assure the
construction of many thousands of miles of
roads, These highways can forge new links
to more of our cities, serve America's grow-
ing transportation needs, and open up new
avenues of convenience to millions of eiti-
zens. This measure also deals more effectively
and more humanely than any previous meas-
ure with a modern dilemma—the problems
created by road construction in or through
our cities. It shows in these provisions more
of a concern for our citizens than for con-
crete:

Families—particularly the poor—who are
displaced from their homes by highway proj-
ects—will receive the assistance they need in
moving to other dwellings.
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Authority to acquire new rights of way in
advance can help assure that highways in
the future will be better planned, less costly,
and cause the least possible disruption to
local residents and businesses.

Funds to institute innovative measures to
improve traffic flows will mean less conges-
tion In city streets.

A new test program providing fringe park-
ing away from crowded business districts
will further improve the movement of traffic.

Highway planners will be required to con-
sider social and environmental factors in
determining the location of wurban high-
ways—thus preserving many neighborhoods
from the bulldozer and the wrecking ball,

More effective equal employment oppor-
tunity in the highway construction industry
will bring jobs to Americans of all races.

Unfortunately, these forward-looking pro-
vislons do not stand alone in this bill. There
are other sections which I belleve to be un-
fortunate, ill-considered, and a set-back to
the cause of conservation. I urge the Con-
gress to move promptly to correct them. The
bill as it now stands will:

Seriously weaken the ploneering effort to
beautify America’s highways by depriving
that effort of the funds it needs, and by di-
luting the billboard removal provisions of
the present Act.

Removing the protection we have given in
the past to many park lands that should be
preserved for the families and children of
America.

Extend the Iinterstate system by 1,500
miles without any serious study of the type
of major highway program we will need after
we complete the present system in 1974.

By far the most objectionable feature in
this bill is the requirement that the Dis-
triet of Columbia Government and the Sec-
retary of Transportation construct all inter-
state routes passing within the District as
soon as possible—with the District required
to commence work on four specific projects
within 30 days. These provisions are incon-
sistent with a basic tenet of sound urban
development—to permit the local govern-
ment and the people affected to participate
meanginfully in planning their transporta-
tion system.

Under the Constitution, the Congress does
possess special and unique responsibilities—
different from its powers over the fifty
states—to legislate for the Nation's Capital.
The desire of the Congress to move forward
with the construction of a highway system
to serve the Washington area 1s understand-
able, But it is vitally important that these
roads be constructed in accordance with
proper planning and engineering concepts
and with minimum disruption of the lives
of District citizens.

Fortunately, the Congress has called for
construction only in accordance with the ap-
plicable provisions of the Federal highway
law.

If the authority of the Executive Branch
were not so preserved, I would have no choice
but to veto this bill as an infringement of
basic principles of good government and Ex-
ecutive responsibility.

I am advised that under Federal highway
law the BSecretary of Transportation is re-
quired to approve construction only when:

Funds are avallable.

All rights of way can be obtained.

These projects are shown to be appro=
priate links in a comprehensive transporta-
tion plan for the District.

Other requirements of sound highway con-
struction are met.

I have therefore directed the Secretary of
Transportation promptly to convene the
representatives of all interested Ezecutive
Agencies to support the Government of the
Distriet of Columbdia in developing a com-
prehensive plan for a D.C. highway system.

This plan should:
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Promote the rapid movement of trafic in
the metropolitan area.

Protect the people and nelghborhoods af-
fected by the new roads.

Recognize the clty's needs for expanded
parking facilities.

I have asked the Secretary of Transporta-
tion and the Mayor of the District of Colum-
bia to make certain that the plan is devel-
oped in sufficient time to have portions under
coniract prior fo January 1, 1969.

Earlier this year the Congress directed me
to reduce expenditures by $6 billlon and new
obligations by $18 billion. This was not a
responsibility I sought. While I appreclate
the sense of the Congress—as expressed in
this bill—that Federal moneys not be with-
held from the highway program, I must still
exercise the responsibility to carry out these
stringent economy measures. All government
programs are being scrutinized with care.
Highway projects will not be immune from
this study, and funds will be provided or
withheld in accordance with the need to
comply with the Congressional mandate to
cut $6 billion from the federal budget.

I believe the good in this bill outweighs
the bad. I believe that the progressive steps
we are taking here will permit us to im-
prove the highway program in urban areas,
and make it more responsive to the needs of
the people who live there. I hope that the
Congress will assist the Executive Branch
in moving further in this direction, and in
amending the undesirable features of this
bill.

ExmmiT 2

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., February 22, 1970.
Hon. Srmmo T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresmeENT: I submit herewith
the report and recommendations required of
the Secretary of Transportation by subsec-
tion 23(c) of the Federal-Ald Highway Act
of 1968 regarding completion of the Inter-
state Highway System in the District of
Columbia. This submission is within the
limit of time specified in the Act.

Under the law, this report is concerned
with the three freeway projects—South leg,
North leg, and North Central—which were
included in the 1968 Interstate System Cost
Estimate for the District of Columbia but
which were not specified in the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1968 for immediate construc-
tion.

The development of this report began with
the preparation of professional studies by
the Department of Highways and Traflic of
the District of Columbia on each of these
segments of the system. These studies and
related recommendations were the subject
of public hearings before the City Counecil
of the District of Columbia at which all
points of view were afforded opportunity to
be heard, including those from adjoining
jurisdictions in Maryland. Following the
hearings, the City Council unanimously
adopted formal Ffecommendations and alter-
natives, and the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia has endorsed them. These
recommendations and alternatives are being
submitted separately by the District Govern-
ment.

In my opinion, the recommendations of the
Government of the District of Columbia re-
flect a determined effort to comply with the
requirements of the Congress ag well as to
remain sensitive to the expressed concerns
of the citizen groups of the District of
Columbia, It is necessary to remember in
this connection that the time available for
preparation of studies and for Government
action was considerably reduced by the prac-
tical necessity last year to resolve the con=-
troversy concerning the relationship of rapid
transit and highways In a balanced trans-
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portation program for the metropolitan area.
Yet the completed freeway network reflected
in the District Government's recommenda~
tions includes in mileage over 73 percent of
the network set forth In the 1968 Cost Esti-
mate. With the New York Avenue addition
proposed by the District Government, the
total mileage would be 87 percent of the
mileage in the 1968 Cost Estimate,

My responsibility as Secretary of Trans-
portation, in reporting to Congress on these
matters, requires that I give consideration to
the metropolitan area and national trans-
portation needs as well as those of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. My judgment must be
based on transportation by all modes and
not be limited to highway conslderations
alone. Based on this concept, my recom-
mendations on the three projects referred
to are as follows:

(1) South Leg Freeway. I recommend that
Plan C in the District Highway Department
report be adopted for the Bouth Leg Free-
way plan. This plan would provide for a
tunnel about 1,400 feet long beneath the
Linecoln Memorial area returning to the
existing elevation on Independence Avenue
approximately 1,000 feet beyond the south
tunnel portal. I recommend a modification
of the tunnel section in Plan C to the extent
that a vertical clearance of 12'; feet be pro-
vided rather than the 14!, feet tunnel clear-
ance, since commercial traffic will not be
permitted on this route.

Additional background information and
detalls regarding this project recommenda-
tion are provided in Enclosure 1 with this
letter. My recommendations on this segment
are in substantial agreement with the rec-
ommendations of the District of Columbia
Government. This plan will do the least
damage to the esthetics and monumental
character of this area and permit its easy ac-
cessibility to visitors and city dwellers alike.

(2) Norith Leg Freeway. I recommend that
the action proposed by the District Govern-
ment be deferred for 18 months pending
preparation, in cooperation with the Govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, of a final
plan of action on this segment of the In-
terstate System in the District and pend-
ing necessary public hearings. The further
study leading to this plan of action should
not be restricted to the alternative specified
by the District Government (4-lane tunnel
along K Street, 2-lane tunnels along L and
M Streets, or a tunnel connecting the E
Street Expressway with Downtown). Fur-
ther detalls regarding the background in-
formation and other considerations relating
to this freeway segment are provided in
Enclosure 2 with this letter.

(3) North-Central Freeway. The District
Government proposes to remove the North-
Central leg from the freeway system. In my
opinion, any judgment requiring or pre-
cluding this segment is premature, Sig-
nificant problems have not been resolved.
Admittedly, the North-Central area is the
most heavily traveled in the D.C.-Maryland
portion of metropolitan Washington. This
traffic load, now carried on residential streets
and projected in the 1968 Cost Estimate to go
up to 90,000 vehicles per day by 1990, is
bound to have an ever-increasingly harmful
effect on the neighborhood environment,
schools, playgrounds, parks and com-
munity life. The New York Avenue freeway
proposed by the District Government as a
substitute is not in fact an alternative; it is
primarily an east-west corridor and offers
little relief to north-south traffic. Nor can
possible improvements in managing traffic
arterials as suggested by the District Gov-
ernment meet but a part of the problem.
For the safety and enhancement of this com=-
munity, we must seek a more effective and
reasonable solution for channeling this
heavy traffic away from homes, schools, and
playgrounds. In the professional judgment
of our stafl, the Baltimore and Ohio Rail-
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road corridor appears to offer the most prac-
ticable and feasible alignment for a free-
way development in the North-Central area
least disruption to the com-

with the
munity.

Notwithstanding these observations, addi-
tional studies and planning are unavoidable,
if a well-considered and long-range solution
is to be our objective. First, a concerted effort
must be made to obtain involvement of the
community and meaningful citizen partici-
pation. Second, the highway planning in this
area needs to be coordinated more closely
with comprehensive land use and environ-
mental planning for the total community.
Third, continuing discussions with the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Developmentg
are necessary to establish in advance attrac-
tive replacement housing alternatives for
persons potentially subject to relocation,
consistent with the policy I have stated that
no construction will be undertaken before
adequate replacement housing is in fact
available. Fourth, the possibility of removing
the operating rail line from the corridor
needs to be explored thoroughly so that the
most advantageous program for joint devel-
opment of the corridor with the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority can be
developed In order to save construction
money and time, improve design features,
and enhance appearance and utility. Fifth,
additional time would permit clarification of
the uncertainty which appears to have de-
veloped in Maryland regarding the Maryland
connecting links.

In summary, I recommend that final judg-
ment be deferred until the studies and plan-
ning enumerated above are completed. I be-
lieve that this work can be accomplished and
a definitive recommendation made within a
period of 16 months. Additional background
information and details regarding this seg-
ment are provided in Enclosure 3 with thia
letter.

The District Government's proposal to
create a New York Avenue freeway has merit
as an addition or alternate routing for that
portion of I-95, which is to be carried jointly
with I-708 south of Gallatin Street. This
section is very heavily loaded because the
design was administratively restricted to
eight lanes despite the larger traffic load de-
mand. It is further complicated by undesir-
able weaving movements at and between the
inter-changes. I would, therefore, be willing
to give favorable consideration to an adjust-
ment as proposed for rerouting I-95, assum-
ing that approvals could be obtained for the
adjustments in routing of the East Leg which
are made as a part of the Distriet Govern-
ment recommendation in connection with
the New York Avenue change, and a satis-
factory solution can be found to handling
the traffic load on the section of present I-95
removed between the Beltway and the pres-
ent I-T08 junction near Gallatin Street in
the District of Columbia.

In Section 23(b) of the Act, reference was
made to four specific projects: (1) Three
Sisters Bridge, (2) Potomac River Freeway,
(3) Center Leg of the Inner Loop, and (4)
East Leg of the Inner Loop, on which work
was to proceed. There follows a status report
on these segments.

THREE SISTERS BRIDGE I-266 (SECTION Bl TO B2)

In 1966 a compromise location was
to by the District, Virginia, and the National
Park BService. The Fine Arts Commission
approved a single span structure design in
September 1967, The February 1968 Court
of Appeals injunction against this route was
lifted by the 1968 Highway Act. In August
1969 a consulting engineer was engaged to
prepare detalled plans, The first construction
contract, for two river plers, is now under-
way.

In late 1969 there was a move in the U.S.
District Court to enjoin further action on
the Three Sisters Bridge. This was denled in
January 1970, and the court ruled that con-
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struction should proceed. An appeal is now

pending.

POTOMAC RIVER FREEWAY I-266
TO B4)

The District of Columbia presently has &
design contract underway for this project. A
civil action was filed in the U.S. Distriet
Court in January 1970 to enjoin construc-
tion and right-of-way acquisition on this
project. The plaintiffs, defendants, and the
alleged violation of law, are similar to those
filed in the Three Sisters Bridge court action.

Recommendations regarding the design
concept for this segment of the Interstate
System in the District of Columbia are pre-
sented In Enclosure 4 with this letter. This
design concept would enhance the develop-
ment of the Georgetown Waterfront,

CENTER LEG OF THE INNER LOOP I-95 (SECTION
A6 TO C4)

Preliminary design is underway for joint
development housing and freeway facilities
on a 5-acre site between H and K Streets,
N.W., on the Center Leg, 1-895. The segment
of the route between the Southwest Free-
way and H Street Is under construction and
is well along. The Mall tunnel is about 50
percent complete. Grading walls and struc-
ture for the depressed section between D
Street and H Street, NW., are complete. Pav-
ing and stone facing operations are await-
ing improved weather conditions.

EAST LEG OF THE INNER LOOP I-295
Cl1l TO C4)

The first section from 11th Street to Bar-
ney Circle (Pennsylvania Avenue) is partly
under construction. Detailed design work is
underway for 15 mile east of Barney Circle.
Bids were opened January 15, 1970, for a
short grading project in this area.

The alignment along the Anacostia River
in the vicinity of the D.C. Stadium has been
affected somewhat by recreational develop-
ment studies by the Interior Department.
The East Leg highway project should be de-
veloped in keeping with the planning of the
National Park Service for this recreational
complex, with joint financing to be deter-
mined on the basis of later discussion be-
tween the responsible agencies. Additional
views on this subject are presented in En-
closure 5 with this letter.

To complete this submission, as a matter
of information, I am also enclosing coples
of the recommendations as reported by the
District of Columbia Department of High-
ways and Traffic. Enclosures 6, 7, and 8 are
that Department’s reports on the South Leg
Preeway, the North Leg Freeway, and the
North-Central Freeway, respectively.

My report is also being submitted to the
Speaker of the House.

Sincerely,

(SECTION B2

(SECTION

JoHN A. VOLPE.

SouTH LEG FREEWAY
1. BACKGREOUND OF PLANNING

The report by the District of Columbia
Department of Highways and Traffic correctly
states the long history of planning for the
South Leg corridor, spanning a 20-year pe-
riod from 1950 to the present date.

In addition to the chronology in the High-
way Department report, there was the Report
on Development of Lincoln Memorial Park
prepared for the National Park Service in
1960. This report recommended a tunnel
project connecting the Theodore Roosevelt
Bridge with Independence Avenue by means
of a twin tunnel section under the Lincoln
Memorial area. This proposal did not include
the additional tunneling under the Tidal
Basin area as shown in Figure 2 of the High-
way Department report, and did not make
other changes in the present traffic service
facilitles in this area. This report also was
the basis for the contract design proposal
which was advertised for bids in June 1965
with the approval of all affected Federal
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agencies, As noted in Section IT of the High-
way Department report, the invitation for
bids on this project was withdrawn prior to
contract award.

The proposed tunnel cross section in the
design as advertised was for two 36-foot road-
ways, a tunnel length of 1,430 feet between
portals, vertical clearance of 1215 feet and
narrow refuge on each side of each roadway.
The profile returned to the existing elevation
on Independence Avenue approximately
1,000 feet beyond the south tunnel portal.

This advertised proposal very closely ap-
proximates the layout plan shown as Plan
C, Figure 6, in the Highway Department re-
port now under review, identified as a plan
suggested by the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration.

The Highway Department report provides
descriptive data regarding Plan A, Plan B,
and Plan C giving comparative cost figures,
encroachment on present Tidal Basin area,
ventilation structure needs, landscaping ef-
Tects, and assigns to each Plan a traffic carry-
ing capacity.

The Highway Department report recom-
mends that Plan A be adopted citing the
difference in traffic capacity and the possible
later conversion of Plan A to a full tunnel
section similar to the Plan B solution. Plan
B is shown to cost 895 million, Plan A $65
million, and Plan C $22.56 million.

The District Government recommends that
Plan C be built.

2. TRAFFIC CONSIDERATIONS

The Highway Department report assigns
a traflic capacity of 100,000 vehicles per day
to Plan A and Plan B, Plan C is stated to have
a capacity of only 60,000 vehicles per day.
Under the operating conditions set out in
the report, we agree with these values,

In considering the Highway Department
report, however, it should be noted that
neither Plan A or B take into account the
27,000 vehicles daily using 17th Street that
would have to seek another route through
the Mall area. Only Plan C mentions a capac-
ity restraint, 60,000 ADT, “in the section east
of the Tidal Basin, which is also the maxi-
mum current volume.,” This 60,000 ADT is
the sum of the four present one-way road-
ways serving the area immediately east of
17th Street.

If Plan C were to be operated with the
limited movements permitted in Plan A and
B, ie. the elimination of 17th Street con-
nections during rush hour and the re-
sulting removal of heavy wearing move-
ments, then Plan C could, with relatively
minor modification, be made to approach a
capacity egual to Plans A and B, In addition
to closing off the 17th Street service, there
would be needed separation structures at
15th Street in the vicinity of the Bureau of
Printing and Engraving, Consideration
should also be given to the ultimate elimina-
tion of the grade crossing at Independence
Avenue and 14th Street.

3. ENVIRONMENT EFPFECTS :

As shown in the Highway Department re-
port, Plan C has the minimum adverse effect
on the present landscape, requires no modi-
fication of the existing Tidal Basin area and
thus no change in its functional operation,
There would be no major disruption of a
large part of the total area under Plan C
as would be required for either Plan A or
Plan B. And finally, Plan C, too, could be
an element of some more extensive tunnel
plan if future needs of the District made
such a change desirable,

Meanwhile, the traffic requirements of this
area, and of the District as a whole, can be
met with the minimum of construction—
freeing the Memorial area of unwanted traffic
while preserving for the most part the exist-
ing amenities of West Potomac Park.

4., RECOMMENDATION

It Is recommended that Plan C be adopted
for the South Leg Freeway plan but with
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modification from the section as described in
the Highway Department report to provide
only a 1215-foot vehicle clearance, There Is
no established need for a 1414 -foot tunnel
clearance since heavy commercial traffic
will not be permitted. The 121;-foot clear-
ance will accommodate all foreseeable emer-
gency needs and other routings are available
for the movement of military vehicles requir-
ing larger clearances.

NorTH LEG FREEWAY
1, BACKGROUND OF PLANNING

Several alternate alignments for the North
Leg Freeway have been considered. The al-
ternate in the area of T and U Streets, N.W.
of the District was the line on which the
1968 Cost Estimate was reported. There was
also included in the 1968 Cost Estimate the
cost information on the proposal for the “K"”
Street tunnel line as information for the
Congress to consider. This “line” was recom-
mended for study by the District Council
and the National Capital Planning Commis-
sion.

The Highway Department report recites
the problems in this area and recommends
that in order to provide needed time for a
thorough study of this area and its prob-
lems, and to provide needed time for com-
munity input and publie hearing review, that
the Congress be requested to permit added
study of the problem and an additional 18
months' time extension be allowed for this
purpose.

The District Government rejects this rec-
ommendation and recommends instead
aligning the North Leg in a 4-lane tunnel
along K Street or In 2-lane tunnels along
L and M Streets or some combination of
these, or as an alternative, a tunnel con-
necting the E Street Expressway to “Down-
town."” The District Government rejects all
other alternatives and notes that public hear-
ings are necessary before the final alignment
chosen can be built.

2. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

In the study of the North Central Freeway
alignment, and our report on this matter,
there are involved many elements of the total
study of relocation assistance and the asso-
ciated problems of providing public housing
at reasonable rentals. In the North Central
Freeway study, in cooperation with HUD and
other government departments and agencies
which have authority and responsibility in
public housing, it is our hope we can come
up with some procedural answers and some
financing solutions which can contribute
greatly to solving the basic problem which
creates the public opposition to a highway
answering the traffic need in the North Leg
corridor.

3. ALTERNATES

There is a strong possibility that the “E"
Street line extension, across the area in the
rear of the White House and extending be-
yond Pennsylvania Avenue, perhaps ulti-
mately to the Center Leg Freeway, can be
accomplished. This could well be the “re-
lease” from the pressure for a traffic service
line along “K" Street—and certainly would
give relief to the present problem of “just
too many cars and too much confusion in
area between the White House and the Wash-
ington Monument.”

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

In view of the potential stated under para-
graph 3 above, and in anticipation of the
results we hope to achieve with HUD and
others in the search for relocation problem
solutions, we recommend that there be pre-
pared within 18 months, in cooperation with
the District Government, a final action plan
on this segment of the Interstate System In
the District. The additional studies neces-
sary for this final action plan must not be
restricted to the alternatives proposed by the
District Government.
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NorTH CENTRAL FREEWAY
1. BACKGROUND OF PLANNING

The Department of Highways and Traffic
report on a freeway in the northern sector
includes a historical review of the recognized
need for such a facility evidenced by many
proposals spanning the broad area between
the Potomac and Anacostia Rivers. All other
corridors were ruled out and the highway
department's evaluation of traffic and design
considerations was limited to the North Cen-
tral and New York Avenue routes, While
conceding that highway improvement will
be needed in the New York Avenue corridor,
the District Highway Department recom-
mended immediate construction of a low-
level freeway along the Baltimore and Ohio
Ralilroad.

Preliminary engineering and right-of-way
acquisition had been authorized by Public
Roads for the southern portion of this route
prior to the 1968 Interstate Cost Estimate.
North of Taylor Street the estimate was
based on the so-called Route 11 alinement
recommended by consultants in 1964, The
newer line following the tracks at-or-below
rallroad grade all the way to the Beltway
resulted from a post-hearing attempt to mini-
mize displacements. Within the District the
number of families displaced was first re-
duced from 720 to 372, but with an increased
cost of about $29 million, or over $83,000 per
unit saved, Further efforts by the highway
department have lowered the displacement
needs to 223 units, again at some additional
cost and sacrifice of design standards. The
estimated cost now exceeds $25 million per
mile for a freeway that will barely serve traffic
demands, while design elements suffer from
the squeeze of right-of-way constrictions.

2, TRAFFIC CONSIDERATIONS

The anticipated traffic of the combined
northwest, central and northeast corridors
into one North-Central route requires an ex-
ceedingly high capacity, 4-2-4 lane freeway
with reversible express center lanes. The wide
swath needed for such a cross-section with
extreme traffic concentrations in the vicinity
of the Capitol dictated an arbitrary cutback
to a 4-4 lane proposal. Although generally
recognized as inadequate for future needs, it
could be accepted at this time with two
expectations.

First, another outlet to the northwest
will eventually be supplied upon comple-
tion of the George Washington Memorial
Parkway on the District side of the Potomac
River from the Three Sisters Bridge to the
Beltway, Interstate 495. Although commuter
travel over parkways is generally undesirable,
it would seem the river valley is too im-
portant a resource to be devoted solely to
“pleasure"” driving.

Second, an outlet to the northeast is pos-
sible in two ways. The proposed New York
Avenue Freeway via the Kenilworth Inter-
change and northward on the Baltimore-
Washington Parkway to the Beltway may be
built, The northeast branch from the North
Central corridor to meet Maryland's Inter=-
state 956 at the Beltway would provide similar
service.

3. HOUSING POTENTIAL

Continuing discussions with the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development are
necessary to establish new methods of pro-
viding for these relocatees and replacing thelr
housing. One possibility is a new goal to pro-
vide replacement housing while reconstruct-
ing the 1968 riot-damaged areas.

4. DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

The high cost per freeway mile on the
Highway Department's recommended design,
the low-level raillroad concept, has beeen pre-
viously noted. Coupled with incompletely
satisfied capacity needs, the price tag is In-
ordinately high,

Undoubtedly the Baltimore and Ohio Rail-
road’s presence adds considerably to the costs
The five underpasses are intrinsically expen-

February 24, 1970

sive because of the angle of crossing and the
need to maintain railroad operations by de-
tour tracks and supports. The proximity of
the rallroad itself and the future rapid
transit lines add to the costs by requiring
additional retaining walls and other appur-
tenances.

Since the B&O has an alternate connec-
tion into Washington through Baltimore and
Laurel, a proposal has been made to purchase
the railroad right-of-way. The railroad might
desire a new east-west connection from
Gaithersburg to Laurel or thereabouts, how-
ever this would be their decision and ac-
tion.

Removal of the operating rail line would
allow joint development of the transporta-
tion corridor by the highway departments
in conjunction with the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority. There are
many obvious advantages:

1. Joint Development would coordinate
and accelerate construction plans, lessen
traffic congestion and aid in solving many
problems in parking facilities, relocation, etc.

2. Considerably better highway alinement
both vertical and horizontal and improved
interchange geometrics would be possible.

3. Large sections of expensive retalning
walls would be eliminated.

4. Minor savings in right-of-way widths
would either reduce displacement of people
or result in lower wall costs and improved
esthetics.

5. A major reduction in tunnel construc-
tion costs and in construction time would
oceur.

6. A corollary advantage would be the pos-
sibility of a later extension of I-70S along
the railroad line north of the Beltway to an
interchange in the vicinity of Gaithersburg.
While adding to overall costs this would also
reduce traffic overloading on critical sections
of the Beltway and I-708S,

The Interstate alinement does not parallel
the railroad wuntil it approaches Monroe
Street and the Taylor Street bridge recon-
struction practically fixes the highway aline-
ment to that point, The possibilities in high-
way design with the railroad removed begin
therefore north of Taylor Street. The joint
development with WMATA could well be-
gin at Monroe Street.

5. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following course of action is recom-
mended:

1. Further exploration of the B&O corridor
as a practical and feasible alinement for joint
highway-metro development in the North-
Central area.

2, Expolration of the possibility of remov-
ing the B&O Railroad from the corridor.

3. Continued study of housing replace-
ment strategies involving HUD.

4. Study of joint development possibilities
with WMATA.

Poromac RIVER FREEWAY

Section 23 of the 1968 Federal-Ald Highway
Act lists the Potomac River Freeway as one
of the segments on which work is to be start-
ed in accordance with the 1968 Interstate
Cost Estimate without further study. In com-
pliance with this mandate, the District of
Columbia presently has a design contract
underway.

It is the thought of the Federal Highway
Administration that further consideration
should be given to the design along the
Georgetown Waterfront, particularly the area
downstream from Key Bridge. The 18968 Esti-
mate Report envisioned a tunnel for the east-
bound lanes beginning near Three Sisters
Bridge and extending almost to Wisconsin
Avenue. The existing Whitehurst Freeway
would remain at present for westbound traf-
fic with a shorter tunnel beginning west of
Key Bridge. It is felt that further considera-
tion should be given to an earlier design
concept which provided two elevated struc-
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tures and reserved the area beneath and
riverward for park and recreation purposes.

Full development of the Georgetown Wa-
terfront requires the removal of all com-
mercial and industrial activities between
the Potomac River and the C&0 Canal and
the Whitehurst Freeway. Under existing con-
cepts for highway development, the entire
cost of acquisition for this land could be
financed from the Federal-ald highway fund.
The National Park Service would be the log-
ical agency for developing the park and rec-
reational use,

The proposal described permits full and
unrestricted access from the entire George-
town area to all of the Potomac River bank.
The tunnel east of Key Bridge creates a
severe barrier to access because of the ap-
proach grades towards the completed strue-
ture at 31st Street, The elevated facilities
would obviate the necessity for the elaborate
construction techniques, ventilation equip-
ment and constricted operations that are the
earmark of all highway tunnels.

In conclusion, it is felt that further study
of alternative solutions in the Georgetown
Waterfront area should be undertaken before
final decision is made on the type of facility
to be constructed. The treatment upstream
from the Key Bridge to the connections with
the Three Sisters Bridge and the George
Washington Memorial Parkway will of neces-
sity have to await final decision on the
treatment of the waterfront downstream
from Key Bridge.

East LEG FREEWAY
1. BACKEGROUND

The 1968 Federal-Ald Highway Act direct-
ed the government of the District of Colum-
bia to commence work on four specific seg-
ments of the Interstate System in the Dis-
trict. One of these was the East Leg Freeway
described in the Act by the 1968 Estimate
termini “(Cl to C4), terminating at Blad-
ensburg Road.” In terms of local street iden-
tification the East Leg so described extends
from the connection with I-6956 on the Dis-
trict side of the 11st Street Anacostia River
Bridge, east along the Anacostia River to
Barney Circle at Pennsylvania Avenue, then
north past the East Capitol Street Bridge, to
the south edge of the Arboretem, thence
west to Bladensburg Road.

Inasmuch as this segment is specifically
spelled out in the 1968 Act, the District
Highway Department has made no recom-
mendation regarding this route and is pre-
paring for construction contract work on the
south end of the line described. The Secre-
tary has given 4(f) clearance to the entire
segment.

2. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PLANNING

The National Park SBervice has been devel-
oping a recreation area plan along the Ana-
costia River in the stadium area. These
plans, if they are implemented, will require
full coordination of the construction activi-
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ties for the Park Service objectives and for
the highway facility. The highway can be
designed to permit the development of the
cover section envisioned in the Park Service
plan as the center point for the recrea-
tional complex. Also the highway segment
can be constructed south of the East Capitol
Eridge s0 as to complement the Department
of Interior Plans for a sewer system and
treatment facilities. However, these ele-
ments of the joint planning effort are very
costly and the highway contribution to the
joint development should be limited to the
value recelved for highway purposes, with
others responsible for the funding of those
elements which are non-highway orlented.
3, RECOMMENDATION

The joint development concept is en-
dorsed for this highway segment, subject to
the capability of the National Park Service
to bring their plan into a firm schedule
status within the Interstate timetable. It
would be a mistake to proceed with a very
costly highway design and then find there is
no way in which the remainder of the un-
dertaking can be accomplished.

ATRPORT AND AIRWAYS DEVEL-
OPMENT ACT OF 1969

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (HR. 14465) to pro-
vide for the expansion and improvement
of the Nation's airport and airway sys-
tem, for the imposition of airport and
airway wuser charges, and for other
purposes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the portion
of H.R. 14465 with which I am primarily
concerned is title IV—the Airport and
Airway Revenue Act of 1970. The remain-
ing titles of this bill deal with the ex-
pansion and improvement of the Nation’s
airport and airway system. This falls
within the jurisdiction of the Commerce
Committee. The distinguished chairman
of that committee this last Friday ob-
tained unanimous consent of the Senate
to have the provisions of 8. 3108 substi-
tuted for what was previously title I of
this bill.

The only amendment I intend to offer
to the first three titles is a perfecting
amendment I was instructed to offer by
the Committee on Finance. The amend-
ment which I will offer strikes out sec-
tions 101, 102, and 103 of title I and re-
numbers section 104 as section 101. The
reason for offering this amendment is
that these sections deal with the airport
and airway trust fund and a study to be
made by the Department of Transporta-
tion of the appropriate share of aviation
user taxes which should be borne by the
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different classes of users. These are dealt
with more fully in title IV where pro-
visions of this type have been perfected.
Deleting these provisions from title I will
prevent duplication.

As my colleagues in the Senate know
from their experiences in traveling by
air, there is an increasing congestion at
our major airports—a congestion which
will grow worse if we do not act. The
revenue provisions of this bill provide
the major part of this urgently needed
expansion and development by increas-
ing aviation user revenues in a manner
which the Finance Committee believes is
both fair and efficient.

The evidence of the need to rapidly in-
crease expenditures on airports and the
airway system in the coming decade is
overwhelming. Revenue passenger-miles
on U.S.-scheduled air carriers more than
tripled over the past 10 years and are
expected to triple again over the next
decade.

Probably even more indicative of the
need for airport and airway expansion
over the next 10 years is that total air-
craft operations at airports with Fed-
eral Aviation Administration trafiie
control services are expected to increase
by an estimated 179 percent, and FAA
air route traffic control centers are ex-
pected to handle 86 percent more air-
craft using instrument flight rules. The
greatest percentage growth in the use
of these FAA airport and airway facili-
ties is expected to be by noncommercial
or by what has come to be known as gen-
eral aviation aireraft.

To meet the growth in the demand for
air transportation facilities, it is pro-
jected that Federal expenditures for the
expansion and development of an ad-
vanced air transportation system with
high safety standards must rise to an
annual level of $1.8 billion by the fiscal
year 1980, or more than double the $865
million expended in fiscal 1969. Over the
decade, 1971-80, Federal spending for
this purpose is projected to total $15.8
billion—$12.9 billion for airway facili-
ties and $2.6 billion for airport grants.

Table 2 appearing on page 5 of the Fi-
nance Committee report presents the de-
tailed figures on the 10-year projection
of expenditures. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be inserted in the Recorp at
this point.

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

TABLE 2—PROJECTION OF ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES FOR THE AIRPORT AND AIRWAY SYSTEM, FISCAL YEARS, 1971 TO 1980!

[In millions of dollars]

Airway facilities

Airway lacilities

Airport
grants Civil Military

. Total
airways

Total
airport
and airway

Total civil
airport

i Airport
and airway

Fiscal year grants

Total
airport
and airway

Total civil
i Total i
Civil Military airways 1

191 840

970
972
965

Subtotal ____

1,042
1,090
1,130
1,166
1,200

1,302
1,363
1,413
1,457
1,500

Subtotal.....

5,628 7,035

Tobal .

10,359 12,948

1 Projections are lI'I constant dollars; whereas, the revenue estimates by FAA are in current doltars. Thus, the totals are not comparable in determining 2 gap between estimated revenues from the
.-wralmn user taxes and projected axpen tures,
? Does not include nonairway FAA expenditures or pay raise.

Source: Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Aviation Economics.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the revenue
provisions of this bill are based upon
the principle that the best way to finance
the Federal outlays for these purposes is
primarily through taxes on the users
who benefit from the services provided.
The Congress followed this principle
previously in the financing of the Inter-
state Highway System.

Although I know it is not popular
to raise taxes at any time, the Finance
Committee agrees with the House that
there is no other practical alternative.
With the already heavy demands on the
Federal budget in other areas of expendi-
tures, we cannof finance this program
from existing revenues. This means an
increase in taxes either on taxpayers
generally or on the users of the system,
if the urgent need is to be met and if we
are to prevent further increases in the
congestion at our airports and of our
airways. On the other hand, the safety
of our passengers and aircrews cannot
wait, nor should the needs of an efficient
air transportation system with its at-
tendant economic benefits to the users of
the system, and to the economy as a
whole.

Mr. President, the revenue provisions
of the bill as reported by the Finance
Committee contain the same general fea-
tures as those in the House bill. Under
both versions of the bill, general avia-
tion, on the one hand, will be subject to
fuel taxes and an airceraft use tax; and
commercial aviation, on the other hand,
will be subject to passenger and cargo
taxes and the aircraft use tax. General
aviation could not be subjected to the
passenger and cargo taxes since they
generally do not make charges for the
transportation services they provide.

Now let me turn to the specifics of the
revenue provisions of the bill as amended
by the Finance Committee.

First. Both versions of the bill pro-
vide an increase in the gasoline tax on
general aviation from the present net
rate of 2 cents a gallon to 7 cents a gal-
lon and impose a new tax of 7 cents a
gallon on other fuel used by general avia-
tion. This, of course, is primarily jet
fuel.

Second. The bill, as amended by the
Finance Committee, increases the tax on
domestic passenger travel by imposing a
tax of 7.5 percent of air fares from pas-
senger travel directly on the airline,
rather than on the passenger as a sepa-
rately stated ticket tax. This replaces the
provision in the House bill which would
have increased the present 5-percent
ticket tax to 8 percent. The revenue im-
pact of the Finance Committee’s 7.5-per-
cent tax on gross domestic air fares is
substantially the same as the House bill's
8-percent ticket tax. Since it is intended
that the 7.5-percent tax on domestic
passenger travel is to be included in the
price of the ticket charged to the pas-
senger, the committee amendments
specify that the Civil Aeronautics Board
is to provide for the airlines passing the
tax on to the passengers in the fares
charged.

Third. Both versions of the bill impose
a new tax on the use of international
travel facilities of $3 per person in the
case of infernational flichts from the
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United States. This $3 tax also is to
apply to flights between the continental
States and Alaska and Hawaii, since un-
der the bill, and also present law, the
flights to Alaska and Hawaii are not
subject to the tax on passenger travel
on the charge for the portion of the flight
outside U.S. territory.

Fourth. Both versions of the bill im-
pose a new tax of 5 percent on air freight
“waybills.” However, for administrative
reasons the committee amendments pro-
vide an exemption for charges for excess
baggage of passengers. An exemption for
freight shipments to or from Alaska and
Hawalii is also provided for the portion
of the charge representing the flight not
over U.S. territory. This is the same pro-
vision which applies in the case of the
tax on passenger travel.

Fifth. Both versions of the bill impose
a new, annual aircraft use tax, which is
somewhat similar to the highway use tax
on frucks. This is a $25 basic tax on all
aircraft plus a tax of 2 cents a pound
for piston-powered aircraft and 315 cents
a pound for turbine-powered aireraft, or
jet planes.

The Finance Committee amendments,
however, provide an exemption from the
“poundage” portion of the use tax for
the smaller aircraft with a seating ca-
pacity of four adults or less.

In general, the revenue provisions as
amended by the Finance Committee will
be effective on April 1, 1970. However, the
change in the tax on domestic passenger
travel, the new tax on the use of inter-
national travel facilities, and the new tax
on air freight are to become effective on
May 1, 1970. Moreover, the $25 aircraft
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use tax for small aircraft exempted from
the poundage portion of the use tax does
not become effective until July 1, 1970.

The Finance Committee amendments
also provide a termination date of June
30, 1980, for the increases in aviation user
taxes provided by this bill and also pro-
vide the same termination date for the
airport and airway trust fund. This will
provide Congress an opportunity to re-
view the entire Federal airport and air-
way program, I might point out to the
Senators that this is consistent with the
highway trust fund which also has a
termination date.

Mr, President, as I indicated earlier,
in the absence of the increased aviation
user taxes under this bill, the general
taxpaying public would be required to
pay most of the increased Federal out-
lays required for the expansion and de-
velopment of the airport and airway sys-
tem. Present aviation user taxes, includ-
ing the current 5-percent passenger tax,
the 2-cent-a-gallon gasoline tax and the
taxes on tires and tubes used on aireraft
would yield only $927 million a year by
fiscal 1980. With the increases in existing
taxes and the new taxes put into effect
by this bill, the users of the aviation sys-
tem will pay about twice this amount,
or $1.8 billion in annual aviation user
taxes by fiscal 1980.

The detail of the source of this reve-
nue is shown in table 3 on page 7 of the
committee report. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be inserted in the REecorp
at this point.

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

TABLE 3.—REVENUES FROM AVIATION USER TAXES, SELECTED FISCAL YEARS, 1965-80

[In millions of doliars]

Actual

Estimated ¢

User tax 1965 1967

1969 1970 1971 1974

Tax on passenger airfares?... :
Waybill tax, 5 percentd___ . ______
Fuels tax3___ AL =
International travel facilities use tax, $3...
Aircraftuse tax®. ... ... . ... ..
Taxes on tires and tubes used on aircrafl.

142.5
167

194.5

e

s

259.5
1.0

L5

Total 166. 2

211.3

1 Revised estimates of revenues, in current dollars.
A the tax changes on | &
1, 1970; and the new aircraft use tax on Apr. 1, 1970.

273.1

and wagyhillhansportalinu arein effecton May 1, 1970; the increased fuel taxes on Apr.

55 percent of 1hetrckelfpriulhmugh Apr. 30, 1970, and 7.5 percent of the air tariff after Apr. 30, 1970,

4 Excludes the portion o

transportation to or from Alaska and Hawaii not over U.S. territory; includes revenue from U.S. Post

Office mail freight and other Government freight on civil air carriers. y L

54 cents a gallon on gasoline fuel only (with a 2-cent-a-gallon refund or credit for aviation use) on both general aviation and air
carriers through Mar. 31, 1970; a full payment or credit of 4 cents a gallon on gasoline fuel for air carriers on or after Apr. 1, 1970;
and 7 cents a gallon on gamline and other aviation fuel for general aviation use only on or after Apr. 1, 1970,

¢ Annual: A basic $2

use tax on all civil aircraft, plus 2 cents a pound on piston-engined aircraft and 3.5 cenls a pound on

turbine-engined aircraft, effective Apr. 1, 1970, except that aircraft with a seating cagamy of 4 adults or less are exempt from the
weight part of the use tax and become liable for the $25 basic use tax on July 1, 1970,

Source: Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Aviation Economics.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the growth
potential of the aviation user taxes on
domestic passenger travel and freight
transportation, also portrayed in table 3
of the report, shows that revenues from
the tax on domestic passenger travel are
expected to almost triple from $533 mil-
lion in fiscal 1971 to $1.5 billion in fiscal
1980. In the case of the tax on air freight,
revenues are expected to increase by
more than threefold from $40 million
in fiscal 1971 to $148 million in fiscal
1980.

While the fotal revenues from avia-
fion user taxes are almost identical un-
der the two versions of the bill, the Fi-
nance Committee version imposes a
somewhat smaller burden on general
aviation than would the House bill. Un-
der the committee action, general avia-
tion is expected to pay $57.9 million for
the total $674.9 million in aviation user
taxes in the fiscal year 1971. This rep-
resents 8.6 percent of the total, as
against 9.2 percent provided for general
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aviation by the House bill. By fiscal 1980,
general aviation’s share is expected to
decline to 5.6 percent as contrasted to
6 percent under the House bill. This de-
cline in general aviation’s share is due
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in large part to the much greater growth
expected in the taxes on passenger and
air freight transportation as compared
to the taxes on general aviation fuel. I
ask unanimous consent that table 6 of
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the report be inserted in the Recorp at
this point.

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

TABLE 6.—COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED AVIATION USER TAXES ON GENERAL AVIATION AND AIR CARRIERS, FISCAL YEARS 1971 AND 19801

Fiscal year 1971

[Doliars in miliions]

Fiscal year 1980

General Air

User lax aviation carrier

Air
carrier

General

aviation Total User tax

Tax on passenger air fares,
AT | e —
Waybill tax, 5 percent.____
Fuel tax, 7 cents a gallon
International travel facill
liesusetax, $3_______
Aircraft use tax, total

Weight addition®___.__.

§1,463.7
148.5
85. 4

51,463.7
5 Taxes on tires and tubes
used on aircraft

General Air
aviation

Fiscal year 1971 Fiscal year 1980

General Air

carrier Total aviation carrier Total

$13.2 $19.3

2.0 1.8 3.5

74.5
40.6

$25 basic amount.....

5.7

617.2 674.9

9.4 100.0

102.2
56

1,759 I,
o4

| Revised revenue estimates, in current dollars,

27 cents a pound for piston-engined aircraft and 3.5 cents a pound for turbine-engined aircraft,
except that aircraft with a seating capacity of 4 adults or less are exemplL

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, let me ex-
plain now why most of the needed
aviation wuser revenues was obtained
from the taxes on passenger and freight
transportation.

First. We have the present adminis-
trative experience in collecting the tax
on domestic passenger travel. While the
form of the 7.5-percent tax on domestic
passenger air fares varies somewhat
from the form of the existing 5-percent
tax on tickets, the procedure for pay-
ment of the tax by the airlines will be
essentially the same as under present
law. As a result, the administrative ex-
perience under the present tax in prac-
tice will still carry over to the new tax.
The Internal Revenue Service is also
experienced in the administration of a
tax on freight transportation. Prior to
1958, a 3-percent tax was imposed on
domestic freight shipped by air and
other means.

Second. Since the taxes are based
upon the amount of the passenger air
fares or the air freight waybill charge,
tax receipts will automatically grow not
only as air traffic increases in volume,
but also as general price increases, or
inflation, cause air tariffs to rise. This
means that these revenue sources will
expand more than other alternatives.
As a result, these revenue sources will
better cover increasing costs of airport
operations and airway facilities.

Third. A tax based upon the amount of
the air tariff is geared in more closely
with the actual use of airport and airway
facilities. Short trips tend to make great-
er use of airport facilities than longer
trips. This is taken into account in the
tax in that air tariffs, on which the tax
is based, for short flights are more per
mile than long-line flights, reflecting the
higher costs of operation per mile on
shorter flights.

The decision of the Finance Committee
to impose the passenger tax directly on
the airlines and as a result to include the
tax in the price of the ticket, rather than
have a separately stated tax on the pas-
senger, was designed to eliminate delays
in ticket preparation arising from the
fact that ticket agents presently make a
separate computation of the tax and then
add this as a separate item in order to

Note; Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

fiice of Aviation Economics.

determine the passenger’s total fare. In
addition, by imposing the tax directly
on the airlines as a percentage of their
air fares, there is no longer any need for
exemptions—with the attendant delays
in determining the traveler’s proper
exemption—for specific transportation.
Moreover, inclusion of all domestic air
travel in the base of the tax appears
appropriate since all domestic passenger
travel uses the airports and airway
facilities.

To simplify recordkeeping for tax-
payers and to facilitate administration,
both versions of the bill provide special
rules for small aircraft—that is, those
under 6,000 pounds maximum certificated
takeoff weight—mnot on established lines
and also for aireraft used by members of
an affiliated group of corporations. Nei-
ther of these categories of air use is to
be subject to the taxes on passenger
travel and freight transportation. In-
stead these aircraft will be subject to the
aviation fuel tax, which I will discuss in
a moment.

I would like to point out to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Commerce
Committee and other members of the
Commerce Committee that the Finance
Commititee amendments do take into
consideration the Commerce Commit-
tee's recommendation with regard to
freight shipments to Alaska and Hawaii.
The Commerce Commitee was concerned
that imposing the regular freight tax on
the entire trip would magnify the already
large shipping costs to those two States.
The Finance Committee amendments
provide that the portion of the flight to
or from Alaska and Hawaii not over U.S.
territory is not to be subject to tax. This
is the same rule that applies under ex-
isting law for the tax on passenger travel
to or from Alaska and Hawaii.

As I indicated previously, the 7.5-
percent tax on passenger transportation
does not apply to international flights,
nor does it apply to that portion of
flights to or from Alaska and Hawaii
that is outside U.8, territory. Therefore,
to insure that passengers using U.S. air-
ports for international flights and par-
tially tax-exempt fligchts contribute to
the cost of airport and airway operations

Source: Based on data from Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration

associated with their air travel, both ver-
sions of the bill impose a tax of $3 per
person on the use of such international
travel facilities provided by the United
States. The prospective revenue, $75
million by fiscal 1980, from this tax is
related to the estimated costs of such
airport and airway {facilities to the
United States.

While the bulk of the user revenues
from commercial aviation is to be de-
rived from taxes on passenger travel and
air freight transportation, these revenue
sources, of course, cannot be used in the
case of general aviation which often
imposes no charges on someone using its
transportation. Both versions of the bill
impose a tax of T cents a gallon on fuel
used by general aviation. The fuel tax
on general aviation is expected to yield
an estimated $85 million annually by
fiscal 1980. While the fuel taxes will
impose some tax burden on general avia-
tion, the burden on the noncommercial
flights still is light, relative to their use
of airports. Moreover, as I will indicate
in just a moment, we are substantially
decreasing general aviation’s burden un-
der the aircraft use tax.

Both versions of the bill establish an
annual aireraft use tax on both com-
mercial and general aviation aircraft.
The tax, which is similar in nature to the
Federal highway use tax on trucks,
amounts to a basic tax of $25 for all air-
craft plus a tax of 2 cents a pound for
piston-powered aircraft and 32 cents
a pound for turbine-powered aireraft.
However, in order to carry out the ob-
jective of the Commerce Committee of
lightening the burden on general avia-
tion, the Finance Committee amend-
ments exempt a significant proportion of
the general aviation aireraft from the
“poundage” part of the use tax, This is
accomplished by excluding aircraft with
a seating capacity of 4 adults or less
from the poundage part of the use tax. It
is expected that this modification will re-
lieve about 75 percent of the aircraft used
in general aviation from this tax. I be-
lieve this can be justified on the grounds
that these smaller aireraft, which are
mostly for personal use, generally make
relatively less use than other planes of
the Federal airway facilities. These air-
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craft will therefore only be subject to the
basic $25 annual use tax, which is no
higher than the average charge for auto-
mabile license tags. Moreover, these small
aireraft are not liable even for the $25
use tax until the fisecal year beginning
July 1, 1970, even though other aircraft
are subject to this tax for the last quarter
of fiscal 1970, beginning April 1.

Mr. President, an airport and airway
trust fund is established under both ver-
sions of the bill. The revenues from the
aviation user taxes which I have just dis-
cussed will be paid over to this trust fund.
‘The trust fund is created to insure that
the aviation user taxes provided in this
bill are available for airport acquisitions,
the cost of maintaining the airway sys-
tem, and certain other closely related
costs.

The airport and airway trust fund es-
tablished by this bill is similar to the
existing highway trust fund, except that
the airport and airway trust fund is not
expected to be self-sustaining in the near
future. Therefore, to maintain effective
control over the funding of the airport
and airway system, the bill provides that
any general fund appropriations neces-
sary to supplement the aviation user
taxes are also to be paid into the frust
fund, rather than paid directly.

To provide the Congress with more
precise information in its next review of
the aviation user taxes, both versions
of the bill direct the Department of
Transportation to conduct a study to de-
termine the distribution of the costs and
uses of the airport and airway system, in
order to insure a proper distribution of
the burden of financing the airport and
airway system, among the primary users
of the system, as well as other persons
deriving benefits from it. An interim re-
port is to be madc to the Congress by
March 1, 1971, and a final report by
March 1, 1972.

Mr. President, it also was brought to
the attention of the House and the Fi-
nance Committee that Washington Na-
tional Airport is the only Federal air-
port where Congress—in the Buck Act,
enacted in 1940—has not permitted State
tax jurisdiction of or the imposition of
nondiscriminatory sales, use, and incorae
taxes upon private individuals and
business operations located on Federal
reservations.

Both versions of the bill provide that,
with certain exceptions, the general rule
as to State tax jurisdiction on Federal
reservations is to apply to Washington
National Airport. As a result, facilities
at the airport that do not deal directly
with persons as passengers or with the
aircraft will be subject to the general
provisions of State or local law. This
change was made because it appears in-
consistent to continue complete exemp-
tion from State sales and income tax
jurisdiction in the case of Washington
National Airport when other competi-
tive businesses located in the vicinity
are subject to these State taxes. Transi-
tional relief is provided, however, so that
the new provision does not apply in the
case of leases existing as of September
28, 1969, but instead will apply only when
these leases are renewed or when new
leases are made.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. President, as I indicated previous-
ly with regard to the tax on domestic
passenger travel, the Finance Committee
amendments provide that the Civil Aero-
nautics Board is to direct the air carriers
within its jurisdiction to pass the 7.5~
percent tax on to the passengers in the
form of higher air fares. This is wholly
consistent with actions the tax commit-
tees have taken elsewhere in specifying
how regulatory commissions in setting
rates should treat other tax measures—
such as tax savings from the investment
credit and from accelerated deprecia-
tion.

This provision is to be effective for
transportation of persons after April 30,
1970. The CAB also is to take action to
see that any future changes in the rate
or base of this tax is passed on, includ-
ing the scheduled reduction—under the
Finance Committee amendments—of the
tax from 7.5 percent to 4.8 percent for
transportation of persons beginning after
June 30, 1980. Thus, it is the commit-
tee’s intention tha' the 7.5-percent tax
not be absorbed by the air carriers. Air
fares, as a result of the increase required
by the bill, are to rise by about 8§ per-
cent to offset the effect of the tax. This
means that the cost of the air travel
to the passenger will, therefore, be about
the same as under the House bill.

Finally, the Finance Committee
amendments provide for the claiming
as tax credits against income tax the re-
tailers’ excise taxes on gasoline—added
by this bill—and special fuels sold or
used for nonaviation purposes. This pro-
cedure is similar to the existing law tax
credit procedure for the manufacturers’
excise taxes on gasoline and lubricating
oil sold or used for nonhighway pur-
poses, The committee amendments also
provide that these tax credits may be
claimed within the time presently avail-
able for filing a claim for credit or re-
fund of an overpayment of income
taxes—that is, within 3 years after the
due date for filing the income tax return
on which the credit may be claimed.

In summary, Mr. President, the case
for the revenue provisions of this bill
rests on two primary factors: First, there
is an urgent need to expand and improve
the Nation’s airport and airway system;
and, second, if the expenditures are to be
made to meet this need, then it is proper
to place the major burden, in the form
of user taxes, on those who directly ben-
efit from the airport and airway system.
I, therefore, urge the Senate to pass this
bill.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MOSS TOMORROW MORNING

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the prayer and the disposition of
the reading of the Journal tomorrow
morning, the able Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss) be recognized for not to
exceed 30 minutes.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

8. 3502—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE TAX INCENTIVES
FOR FAMILY LIMITATION AND
8. 3501 —INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO LIBERALIZE THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA ABORTION LAWS

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, in the
past 9 months to a year, we have had a
substantial ‘amount of discussion about
the environmental problems facing this
Nation, I think every politician in this
country is now on what we might call
the environmental bandwagon. By that
is commonly meant that we are all
against water pollution, and we are all
against desecrating our landscapes and
ravaging our national forests.

But I think many of us have not faced
up to the particular problem that is go-
ing to have to be overcome if we are to
solve what we call the envircnmental
crisis, and that problem is, basically,
people.

Projections indieate that if our num-
bers continue to grow in this country as
they have been growing, by the year 2000
we will have 300 million people in this
country—almost 100 million more than
the number we have today—and that not
too many years thereafter, we can look
forward to 400 or 500 million people.

The question is, Are we prepared in
this country to face the problems cre-
ated by 300, 400, or 500 million people?

I shall not contend that it would be im-
possible to feed 300, 400, or 500 million
people in this country. It is not impos-
sible if we do not care whether or not we
overutilize the farmland, and if we ig-
nore the effect the pesticides used on the
crops to feed that many people may have
on the rest of the country. It may not
even be impossible to house them, if we
do not care that it may be necessary to
cut down all of the trees in our national
forests and then deplete other natural re-
sources that would have to be found as
a substitute for wood to build that many
houses. We might even be able to han-
dle the solid waste disposal and the air
and water pollution that 300, 400, or 500
million people would cause.

But at some stage, even the United
States is finite. At some point we will
reach a limit where we cannot handle, we
cannot feed, we cannot house all of the
people who can be born in this country.

I would rather that we face that prob-
lem now, and start to undertake a policy
of national population restraint whereby
we can look forward to limiting the
population of this country by voluntary
means, so that we do not have to, in 30,
40, or 50 years, look forward to limiting
it by compulsory means.

Last year, the President, in introduc-
ing a request for a population commis-
sion, indicated that many of the prob-
lems that this Nation has faced in the
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past few years may be due fo a rushing
population increase, but that what we
have had to face in the last 30 years is
not by half what we will have to face in
the next 30, unless we control our popu-
lation.

It is for that reason that I have pre-
pared for introduction two bills. One re-
lates to the Nation as a whole, and the
other relates to the District of Columbia.
I ask unanimous consent that the texts of
both of these bills be printed in the
RECORD.

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

(See exhibits 1 and 2.)

Mr, PACKWOOD. The first of these
bills deals with tax incentives. It pro-
vides that, as of January 1, 1973, a family
will be allowed a $1,000 deduction for the
first child in the family, $750 for the
second child, $500 for the third child,
and nothing for any children after that.
The bill will not apply to children in be-
ing prior to January 1, 1973.

The second bill relates to the abortion
laws in the District of Columbia. At the
moment, the abortion laws in this Dis-
trict are confusing, to say the least, One
Distriet judge has said that the abortion
law is unconstitutional. Other District
judges have not commented on it, The
case is on appeal before the U.S. Su-
preme Court now, and we are left in a
situation where no doctor knows whether
or not he can legally perform certain
types of abortions. If he does perform
certain types that might be illegal under
the present statute, and the Supreme
Court were to reverse the district court
case now on appeal before it, such physi-
cian might be guilty of a felony.

But be that as it may, if the Supreme
Court were to affirm the present abortion
decision, all that would do is say that
the present law is vague and unconstitu-
tional, and Congress would be faced with
the problem, do we want to simply throw
the law out, or do we want to try to draw
it so specifically and definitely that it
would not be vague, and therefore not
unconstitutional ?

I think Congress should take the lead
in this field. I think Congress should
pass a law legitimatizing abortions in the
Distriet of Columbia, and hold that out
as an example to the rest of the country
as to what the States should pass. And
by legitimatizing, I mean establishing the
right of a woman to have an abortion
when she wants if, in a licensed hospital,
needing only the consent of her physi-
cian,

‘We have seen today the Supreme Court
refuse to take jurisdiction of a case on
appeal from the California Supreme
Court in which the California Supreme
Court had ruled that their State’s abor-
tion law was unconstitutional.

‘We have seen the State of Hawaii in
the last 2 weeks pass an abortion law
that says that any woman, as a matter
of right, may have an abortion.

We have seen in the last month the
State of Washington place on the ballot,
for approval or rejection by its voters
next fall, an abortion measure which
will allow a woman, as a matter of right,
to have an abortion.

e It is time that the District of Colum-
bia face up to the problem and that Con-
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gress act as it has the power to do for
this District, not drag its feet, and hold
ourselves out as an example to the rest
of this Nation as to what should be al-
lowed.

Mr. President, I have talked about two
bills. There is a third leg. The third leg
is Senate bill 2108, relating to family
planning, and this is the third leg of
population restraint. We should, as a
goal in this Nation, say that any woman,
of any economic circumstance, shall
have access to all information concern-
ing birth control, contraception, and all
other information that she needs to make
a wise choice in the matter of child bear-
ing, and whether or not she wants to
give birth to a child.

Second, when contraceptive devices
fail, we should have legitimatized abor-
tion, so that that woman, if she does not
want the pregnancy, can abort it.

Studies by Dr. Westoff indicate that
approximately 22 percent of the preg-
nancies of married couples in this coun-
try are unwanted pregnancies by at least
one spouse.

Third, the Government, as a matter of
policy, should write into its tax law tax
incentives for smaller families. We write
into the law tax inecentives for oil de-
pletion allowances, tax incentives for
charitable giving, tax incentives for all
kinds of things; and the most important
problem we face in this Nation do-
mestically—I will say it again—the most
important problem we face in this Nation
domestically, in the next decade, in the
next 30 years, is overpopulation. It is not
asking too mueh, if we are willing to
write into the tax law gimmicks and in-
centives for every kind of industry, to
write into the tax law an incentive for
small families; and that is what I am
asking in this bill.

We tie those three things together—
family planning, abortion, tax incen-
tives. I think we can control, restrain,
and plan the population in this country.

I will say again, in conclusion, that I
am convinced that we can probably feed,
clothe, and handle the pollution of 300,
400, or 500 million people, if that is all
there is to life. But I am hoping that
we are willing to pass a policy that makes
it possible to restrain our population so
that we do not so overerowd our national
forest facilities and recreational camp-
grounds that those people who want
to go someplace to avoid the roar of a
Honda can still find the kind of area in
this country that has not been crowded
out or shouldered aside by the crush of
people. It is time we realize that in this
country life should be fulfilling and not
just a matter of existing.

EXHIBIT 1

The bill (S. 3501) to authorize abor-
tions in the Distriet of Columbia, in-
troduced by Mr, PACKWOOD, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

8. 3501

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That any
physiclan shall be authorized, in the District
of Columbia, by means of any instrument,
medicine, drug, or otherwise, to take such
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actlon as may be necessary to produce an
abortion or miscarriage with respect to any
gualified patient so requesting that action.

Sec. 2. As used in this Act, the term—

(1) “qualified patient” means (A) any un-
married female eighteen years of age or older;
(B) any married female, without regard to
age, who has the written consent of her
spouse; (C) any female, without regard to
age, who at the time of her request pursuant
to the first sectlon of this Act, is legally sep-
arated or divorced from her spouse, or who,
though married, is not living with her spouse
at the time of such request, and (D) any
female under the age of eighteen years who
has the written consent of at least one of her
parents or guardian; and

(2) “physician” means any person licensed
under the laws of the District of Columbia to
practice medicine, or a person who practices
medicine in the employment of the Govern-
ment of the United States or of the District
of Columbia.

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, in any case in which a physi-
cian certifies in writing that failure to com-
ply with any request of a female for an abor-
tion or miscarriage would likely result in an
impairment to the mental or physical health
of the person making such request, any phy-
sician shall be authorized to take action in
accordance with the provisions of the first
sectlon of this Act without regard to the
consent of the spouse or parent of such
female.

EXHIBIT 2

The bill (8. 3502) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to adjust
the amount of, and restrict the number
of, personal exemptions allowable for
children, introduced by Mr., PAcKwooOD,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

8. 35602

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That section 151
of the Internal Revenue Code of 19564 (re-
lating to allowance of deductions for per-
sonal exemptions) is amended by striking out
subsection (e) and inserting in lieu thereof
of the following new subsections:

“{e) ApprrroNaL EXEMPTIONS FOR CHIL-
DHREN.—

“(1) In GENERAL.—AN exemption for a de-
pendent (as defined in section 152) who is an
eligible child of—

“(A) 21,000, for the first eligible child,

**(B) 8750, for the second eligible child,

*{C) $500, for the third eligible child, and

“(D) 8750, for each additional ellgible
child.

“(2) EXEMPTION DENIED IN CASE OF CERTAIN
MARRIED DEFENDENTS.—No exemption shall be
allowed under this subsection for any de-
pendent who has made a joint return with
his spouse under sectlon 6013 for the taxable
year beginning in the calendar year in which
the taxable year of the taxpayer begins,

“(3) Eurciere cHILD.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘eligible child’ means
a child of the taxpayer who—

“(A) (1) has not attained the age of 19 at
the close of the calendar year in which the
taxable year of the taxpayer begins, (il) is
a student, or (iii) has gross income for the
calendar year in which the taxable year of
the taxpayer begins of less than $750; and

*“{B) was born before January 1, 1973, or
was adopted by the taxpayer before such
date; or

“(C) was born after December 31, 1972,
or was adopted after such date, if at the
time of the birth or adoption of such child
the number of living children of the tax-
payer was less than 3.

*(4) STUDENT AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION
DEFINED.—For purposes of paragraph (3) (A)
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(ii), the term ‘student’ means an individual
who during each of b calendar months during
the calendar year in which the taxable year
of the taxpayer begins—

“(A) 1s a full-time student at an educa-
tional institution; or

“(B) is pursuing a full-time course of

institutional on-farm training under the
supervision of an accredited agent of an
educational institution or of a State or po-
litical subdivision of a State.
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘educational institution’ means only an edu-
cational institution which normally main-
tains a regular faculty and curriculum and
normally has a regularly organized body of
students in attendance at the place where
its educational activities are carried on.

“(5) CHiLD pEFINED.—FOr purposes of par-
agraph (3), the term ‘child’ means an in-
dividual who (within the meaning of sec-
tion 152) is a son, stepson, daughter, or
stepdaughter of the taxpayer.

“(f) Apprrionar ExEMPTIONS FOR OTHER
DEPENDENTS.—

“(1) In cENERAL—AN exemption of §750
for each dependent (as defined in section
152), other than a child of the taxpayer (as
defined in subsection (e)(6)), whose gross
income for the calendar year in which the
taxable year of the taxpayer begins is less
than $750.

“(2) EXEMPTION DENIED IN CASE OF CER-
TAIN MARRIED DEPENDENTS—No exemption
shall be allowed under this subsection for
any dependent who has made a joint return
with his spouse under section 6013 for the
taxable year beginning in the calendar year
in which the taxable year of the taxpayer
begins.”

Sec. 2. (a) Bection 3402(b) (1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1854 (relating to per-
centage method withholding) is amended
by inserting after the table contained there-
in the following new sentence:

“In the case of a withholding exemption
to which an individual is entitled for an
eligible child (as defined in section 151(e)
(8)), if the amount of such exemption un-
der section 151(e) (1) is $1,000, the amounts
in the preceding table shall be increased by
one-third and, if the amount of such exemp-
tion under section 151(e) (1) is 500, the
amounts in the preceding table shall be de-
creased by one-third.”

(b) Section 3402(f) (1) of such Code (re-
lating to withholding exemptions) Is
amended by striking out “151 (e)" In sub-
paragraph (E) and inserting in lieu there-
of “151 (e) or (f)".

Sec. 3. The amendment made by the first
section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1972. The amend-
ments made by section 2 shall apply with re-
spect to wages pald after December 31, 1872,

e —

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN-
ING BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that at
the conclusion of the remarks of the able
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) tomor-
row, there be a period for the transac-
tion of routine morning business and
that Senators may be permitted to speak
for not to exceed 3 minutes therein, and
that, at the conclusion of routine morn-
ing business, the Chair lay before the
Senate the unfinished business.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, before moving to adjourn, I wish to
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ask the Chair to state, for the informa-
tion of Senators, what the pending busi-
ness is before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is HR. 14465, to pro-
vide for the expansion and improvement
of the Nation's airport and airway sys-
tem, for the imposition of airport and
airway user charges, and for other
purposes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I thank
the distinguished Presiding Officer.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 55 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
February 25, 1970, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate February 24, 1970:
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE
Albert W. Sherer, Jr., of Illinois, a Foreign
Service officer of Class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Guinea.
U.5. ATTORNEY

Robert L. Meyer, of California, to be U.S.
attorney for the central district of California
for the term of 4 years vice William Matthew
Byrne, Jr,

In THE Marine CoORPS

The following named (Naval Reserve
Officers Training Corps) for permanent ap-
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant
in the Marine Corps, subject to the gualifica-
tions therefore as provided by law:

Jackson, Elmer R.

Manfredi, Thomas A.

McCool, Richard M.

Rosemond, Niley J.

The following named (platoon leaders
class) for permanent appointment to the
grade of second lieutenant in the Marine
Corps, subject to the qualifications therefor
as provided by law:

Wilson, Douglas G.

In THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of colonel:

Robert V. Anderson
Clark Ashton

Louls Baeriswyl, Jr.
Roscoe L. Barrett, Jr.
Arthur C. Beverly
Herbert J. Blaha
Charles H. Bodley
John C. Boulware William W. Eldridge,
Lawrence J. Bradley Jr.

James T. Breckinridge Dean E. Esslinger
Sherwood A. Willlam S. Fagan

Brunnenmeyer Alfred F. Garrotto
George W. Callen William F. Gatley,
George G. Chambers, Jr.

Jr. James M. Hayes
Allen B, Clark James S. Hecker
Morris D. Cooke Gilbert R. Hershey
Clifford D. Corn Marvin M. Hewlett
James M, Cummings Ralph A. Heywood
Bertram H. Curwen, Twyman R. Hill

Jr. Kurt L. Hoch
Clarence G. Dahl Frank X, Hoff

William J. Davis

Edmund G. Derning,
Jr.

Jack N, Dillard

James W. Dillon

Earl C. Dresbach, Jr.

Edward W. Dzialo

Donald E. Holben
Joseph J. Holicky,
Jr.
Louis 8. Hollier, Jr.
Glenn R. Hunter
David G. Jones
Edward H. Jones
Douglas T, Kane
John H, Keith, Jr.
James P. Kelly
Walter C. Eelly
Willlam A, Kerr
Charles S. Eirchmann
Frederick M.
Kleppsattel, Jr.
Wilson A. Kluckman
Frederic 5. Enight
Francis R. Kraince
Robert J, Lahr
James M. Landrigan
John J, Leogue
Dean W. Lindley
Verle E. Ludwig
Joseph W. Malcolm,
Jr.
Donald L, May
Gene M. McCain
Alfred F. McCaleb, Jr.,
Stewart B. McCarty,
Jr,
James McDaniel

Gordon D. McPherson

George A. Merrill
Edward B. Meyer
George F. Meyers
Jack L. Miles
Richard R. Miller
Robert T. Miller
John F. Miniclier
John F. Mitchell
Herman L. Mixson
Donald E. Morin
Thomas E. Mulvihill
Arthur A, Nelson, Jr.
Joseph A. Nelson
Noah C. New
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Fredric O. Olson
Owen L. Owens
Thurman Owens
Robert E. Parrott
William C. Patton
Clifford J. Peabody
Eddie F. Pearcy
Richard P, Peterson
‘William Plaskett, Jr.
William D, Pomeroy
Albert R. Ptko
Richard H. Rainforth
Walter L. Redmond
Jack L. Reed
James H. Reeder
Robert V. Reese
Carrcll D. Rowe, Sr.
John C. Scharfen
George R. Scharnberg
Richard J. Bchening
Robert B. Sinclair
Clyde H. Slaton, Jr.
Joris J. Snyder
Walter E. Sparling
Charles R. Stephenson
I
Thomas J. Stevens
Richard M. Taylor
William W. Taylor
William G. Timme
Henry A. F. Vonder-
heyde, Jr.
Charles M, Wallace, Jr.
Marshall A, Webb, Jr.
Raymond J. Weber
Paul Weiler
Wallace Wessel
Charles T. Westcott
Willlam J. White
Royce M. Willlams
Robert L. Willis
Howard Wolf
Eermit M. Worley
Robert E. Young
Wilbur K, Zaudtke

Thomas P. Ocallaghan

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of lieutenant colonel:

Thomas R, Abernathy William E. Farris

Sammy T. Adams
John B. Arquiette
William C. Ashby, Jr.
Robert H, Axton
Frank J. Badamo
Richard A. Bancroft
Warren H. Barker
Willis W. Barton, Jr.
Carl L. Battistone
Don D. Beal
George N. Bell
Eenneth H. Berthoud,
Jr.
Anthony L. Blair
Thomas E. Bradley
Richard L Brownell
Philip F. Buran
Larry R. Butler
James D, Calder

Gerit L. Fenenga
Malcolm V. Pites
Daniel J. Ford
Arthur D. Friedman
Raymond S. Fry
Joseph J. Gagliardo,
Jr.,
Donald J. Garrett
Elmer T. Garrett, Jr.
Gus J. George
John P. Gillen
Harold G. Glasgow
Richard W. Goodale
Michael J. Gott
David E. Gragan
Thomas E. Graney
James C. Gray IIT
Robert P. Guay
James J. Harp

James H. Carothers, Jr.James B, Harrls

Robert E. Carruthers
Logan Cassedy

Fred E. Clark, Jr.
James E. Clark

James H, Coffin
William A. Cohn
Joseph A. Como
Marcus H. Cook
Wallace M. Couch
Richard G. Courtney
John Cummings

Will C. Cuppy, Jr.
Daniel C. Daly
Darrell C. Danlelsonn
Forest G, Dawson
Clyde S. DeLong, Jr.
William H. Disher
Charles R. Dunbaugh
Bllly R. Duncan
Thomas A. Duftton

Donald L. Harvey

Paul M. Helsher

Walter J. Henderson

Robert J. Henley

Clark G. Henry

Ralph P. Holt

Ivan F, Horne

Carl C, Hossld

Darrell L. Howarth

Robert N. Hutchinson

Milton E. Irons

Herschel L. Johnson,
Jr.

Martin D. Julian

James P. Eehoe

David A. Eelly

John F. J. Eelly

Albert W. Eeller

Richard H. Eirkpatrick

Robert D. Klein a
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Charles W. Enapp
Howard M.
Eoppenhaver
Milton C. Eramer
Arthur W. D. Lavigne
Chester A. Liddle, Jr.
Marvin H. Lugger
Aubrey L. Lumpkin
Herman A,
MacDonald, Jr.
Leroy A. Madera

Richard T. Roberts
Duncan J. Robertson
Edward J. Rochford,
Jr.
Ilow M. Rogque
Alfred W. Ruete, Jr.
Harry M. Runkle
James Ryan, Jr.
Davld F. Seiler
Raymond A. Shaffer
Morris S. Shimanoff

Joseph A. Mallery, Jr. James E. Shuttleworth

Bennie H. Mann, Jr.
John W. Mann

Jack A. Simmons
Gerald J. Slack

Preston P. Marques, Jr.Robert K. Slack
Warren M, McConnell Danlel B. Smigay
James G. McCormick Willlam E. Smilanich,

Richard C. McDonald
James W. Medis
John H, Miller
Lewis L. Mills
Thomas E. Morrow
Donald L. Murphy
Michael J. Needham
Merrill S. Newbill
William J. Nielsen
James K. Orourke
Lowell W. Parish
Richard Perez
Aydilette H. Perry, Jr.
Victor A. Perry

Jr.
Bernard B. Smith, Jr.
Joseph T, Smith
Eenneth L. Smith
Robert E. Solliday
Ralph B. Spencer
John R. Stanley
Merlin V. Statzer
Fred W. St. Clair
Billy F. Stewart
Robert C. Tilly
Joseph H. Thompson
Billy D. Thornbury
William M. Thurber

Robert A. Plamondon Edward H. Toms

Walter S. Pullar, Jr.
Richard E. Rainbolt
Thomas E. Raines
John M. Rapp

J. C. Rappe

Robert W. Rasdal
Percy D. Ratcliff
Arvid W. Realsen

Kenneth D, Vanek
Frederick N, Vansant
Joe G. Walker, Jr.
Frank R. Warren
Jean P. White

Clair E. Willcox
Lawrence J, Willis
Billy E, Wilson

Edmund J. Reagan, Jr. Willard J. Woodring,

Edward D. Resnik
Donald N. Rexroad
Otto W. Ritter
Morris G. Robbins
James C. Robinson

Jr.
Dale E. Young
Earnest G. Young
George P. Yourishin

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of major:
John B, Airola
Raymond C. Albro, Jr. William H. Bond, Jr.

Dwight R, Allen, Jr.
Robert R. Allen
William H. Allen, Jr.
Lewle E. Amick, Jr.
Alton L. Amidon
Thomas W. Amis
Burk Andrews
Thomas P. Angus
Ralph J. Appezzato
Curtis G. Arnold
Roy F. Arnold
Robert R. Babbin
Donald N. Babitz
Viadimir H, Bacik
Gene E. Bailey
Edgar M. Bair
Daryl E. Baker
Owen C. Baker
Weldon D. Barnes
James M. Barnhart
William C. Barnsley
Victor E. Barris
Arthur G. Bartel
Kent C. Bateman
William S. Bates
Ernest F. Baulch
John W. Beach
James D. Beans
Donn C. Beatty
Ronald L. Beckwith
Cornelius F. Behan

Richard D. Bloomfield

Robert B. Booher
Jerry D. Boulton
Curtis R. Brabec
James A. Bracken, Jr.
Claude H. Brauer, Jr.
Richard P. Brenan
Gene E. Brennan
James W. Bridges
Robert C. Bright
Richard L. Bromwell
Howell H. Brooks IIT
Robert P. Brooks
Edward W, Brown III
Randolph M. Browne
oI
Robert C. Bruce
Samuel P. Brutcher
John C. Buckley, Jr.
James F. Bugbee
Robert D, Burnette
William A, Burtson
Marion G. Busby
Walter M. Bush
John W. Butler
James R. Campbell
Robert L. Cantrell
Frederick R. Crew, Jr,
Charles L. Carpenter,
Jr.
James T. Carroll, Jr.
James E. Cassity

William D. Benjamin Christopher Catoe

Eugene A. Berry
Robert M. Black

James R. Caton
Donald C. Caulfield

Robert C. Blackington, Michael D. Cerreta, Jr.

Jr.
James L. Blake
Robert D. Blanton
Daniel J, Blaul
John M. Bloodworth

Robert W. Chambers
Jimmy C. Champlin
John F, Charles

Richard F. Chenault
Ronald P. Cherubiri

Walter T. Chwatek
Fred L. Cisewskl
Joseph R. Clvelli
Darcy L. Clasen
James S, Coale
Robert C. Cockell
David D. Colcombe
Paul M, Cole
Michsael E. Collins

Richard A. Gustafson
James T. Hagan IIT
Richard A. Hageman
Donald D. Hall
William L, Hammack
George L. Hammond
Jack F. Hansston
Gerald E. Harbison
Garry Harlan

Walter N. Collison, Jr. Eenneth P. Harrison

Donald B. Conaty

Gene B, Harrison

Edward A. Condon, Jr. George R. Hart

Charles K. Conley
Richard P. Connolly
Donald G. Cook
Ernest T. Cook, Jr.
Harlan C. Cooper, Jr,
John G. Cooper
Donald O. Coughlin
Logan A. Crouch

John G. Hart ITI
James H. Harte III
Joseph E. Harvin, Jr.
Hans 8. Haupt
Thomas W. Haven
Jackye W. Hayes
James E, Hayes
Ronald E. Heald

George W. Cumpston David Y. Healy

James R. Curl

Franklin H, Heins

Christopher J. Curran, John A. Hellriegel

Jr.
John J. Czerwinski
Martin J. Dahlquist
Robert D. Dasch
Ronald K. Davia
James U, Davidson
Jay M. Davis, Jr.
Willlam G. Davis
Hollis E. Davison

Norman E. Henry
Charles E. Hester
Donald L. Hicks
Irvin C. Hill

David R. Hines
Joseph P. Hoar
Richard C. Hofman
Walter H. Hofheinz
John T. Hopkins, Jr.

Carmine W. Depietro william H. Horner,

Ruel O. Depoall
Larry D. Derryberry
James G. Dixon
John J. Dolan

Tom R. Doman
Robert R. Doran

Jr.
Gerald R. Houchin
Anthony C. Huebner
Emmett S. Hufl, Jr.
Laurice M. Hughes
Richard D. Hughes

William B. Draper, Jr. Richard V. Hunt

Ronald S. Drost
Peter T. Duggan
John M. Dye

Jon T, Easley

Ray F, Eastin

Gary E. Elliott
George V. Ellison
Leo R. Elwell, Jr.
John P. English
Richard H. Esau, Jr.
Henry D. Fagerskog

Harold L. Hunter
Larry T. Ingels
Angelo M. Inglisa
James D. Ingram
William R, Irwin
Joseph L. James
Robert L. James
Peter F. Janss
David E. Jersey
Richard R. Johnson
Sven A, Johnson

Edward J. Fairbanks william A, Johnson

James F. Farber
Gerald D. Fassler

Rudolph F. Faust, Jr.

Roger A. Fetterly
Mervin A. Fiel
Vernon E. Firnstahl
William D. Fitts III
Dennis C, Fitzgerald
Herbert M. Fix
Walter F. Flato
Pasquale J. Florio
William C. Floyd
John F. Flynn
Joseph G. Fotl
George R. Frank, Jr.
Lloyd E. Galley
Robert E. Garcia

Ward B. Johnson, Jr.
Gordon R. Johnston
Joe P. Joiner
Duncan H. Jones
Stanley E. Jones

Jim R. Joy

Francis M. Eauffman
John H. Keegan, Jr.,
Robert D, Kelley

Leo J. Eelly

Gerald G. Kemp
Eevin P, Eeough
Philip J. Kieselbach
William G. Kilbreth
David W. Einard
James V. Knapp
Howard E. Enight, Jr.

Benjamin W. Gardner George A, Knudson

George L. Gardner
James I. Gatliff
James R. Gentry
William R. Gentry
Charles G. Gerard
Alan C. Getz

Edwin S. Eowalezyk
Donald A. Kozischek
James M. Eruthers
Zane V, Lamascus
John P. Landis
Clyde E. Lane

Umberto Giannelll, Jr. Robert F. Lang

Hal J. Gibson
Richard E. Gleason
Charles D. Goddard
Robert K. Goforth
Thomas A, B.
Goldsborough
Robert L. Gondek
Joe L. Goodwin
Gary R. Grant

William J. Griggs, Jr.

Henry O. Grooms
George H. Grossfuss
Gerard G. Guenther
Joseph T. Gugglno

Guy L. Larkin
Lee T. Lasseter
Emanuel E. Lawbaugh,
Jr.
Robert L. Lawrence
Don L. Leach, Jr.
Timothy B. Lecky
Willis D. Ledeboer
Pierre L. Lefevre
John B. Legge
Douglas W. Lemon
William H. Leonard
Paul F. Lessard
John M, Lilla
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Jerry D, Lindauer
John A. Linnemann
David R. Mabry

Alan C. Macaulay
William W. Mackey
Howard D. Maines, Jr.
Harrison A, Makeever
Elliot F. Mann
William J. P. Mannix
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Earl S. Piper, Jr.
Antonio F. Piracel
Ross S. Plasterer
Ferrell F. Powell, Jr.
John Powers

John B. Pozza
Joseph F, Prochaska
George C. Psaros
Richard S. Pyne

Charles L. ManwarringJohn T. Radich

Joseph P, Marada
John O. Marsh
David W. Martell
Robert J. Martin
James D. Mattingly
James U. McCraner
Ronald B, McCrindle
Donald W. McCulley
John W. MecCullough
James A, McGinn
John B. McIlhenny
David 8. McIntyre

Donald R. Raiselis
Cornelius H. Ram
David R. Ramzel
Jesse T. Randall
Davld L. Rathbone
Harold D. Read
Werner F. Rebstock
Willlam P. Redding,
Jr,
Joseph E. Revell
Charles A. Reynolds
Angus S. Reynolds, Jr.

George D, McLaughlin, Thomas W. Rich, Jr.

Jr.
Bernard McMahon

Ronald G. Richardson
Paul E. Ridge

Harold R. McSweeney David 8. Rilling

James P, McWilliams,
Jr.
James M. Mead
Howard W. Meissner
Richard O. Merritt
Donald J. Meskan
Larry K. Michael
Harl J. Miller
Huey P. L. Miller
John G. Miller
Justus E. Miller

Benny D. Rinehart
Hermon J. Rivella
Olin J. Robertson
George N. Robillard,
Jr.
Larry W. Robinson
William J. Rodenbach
Robert P. Rogers
Geoffrey H, Root
David L. Ross
James W. Ross

Kenneth P, Millice, Jr.Paul E. Roush

Jack G. Mills
Charles B, Mitchell,
Jr.
Edward M. Mockler
Robert J.
Modrzejewski
Brian D. Moore
David J. Moore
Royal N. Moore, Jr.
Calvin M. Morris
Donald L. Morris
Fred H. Mount
Daniel E. Mullally, Jr.
William F. Mullen
Carl E. Mundy, Jr.
Gerald P. Murphy
James W, Murray
Ronald L. Murray
Robert G. Neal, Jr.
Harold M, Nelson
Martin T, Nicander
Daniel F. M. Nielsen,
Jr.
James M. Nolan
Wayne F, Nordell
Carl R. Noyes
Richard H. Oates

Frederick J. Rowland
Joseph D, Ruane
Herbert F. Saeger
Francisco U. Salas
Conrad J. Samuelsen
James W. Sanders
Dicky A. Saye
Willlam J. Scheuren
Robert D. Schreiber
Joseph P. Schultz
Frank Scialdone, Jr,
Richard J. Seed III
Wiley J. Sellers
John P. Senik
Eenneth F, Seymour
Roger L. Shafer
Danny A, Sharr
Phillip E. Shaw
Robert W, Shaw
John M. Shay
William L. Shearer
James L, Shelton
Michael K, Sheridan
William J. Shriner
William D. Shuman
Roger E. Simmons
Clyde C. Simon

Richard V. O'Brien, Jr. Patrick S. Simpson

Francis T. O'Connor
Martin E, O'Connor
Jerry D. Oden

John W. O'Donnell
Nelson M. OIf
Glenn A, Olson
Robert M. Ondrick
Ralph B, Orey
James W, Orr

Robert N. Simpson
Frederick E. Sisley
James L. Skinner
John P. Slater

Jon M. Slocum
Joseph J. Smartz
Gareth W. Smeltzer
Karl 8. Smith
Willlam W. Smith

Eugene L. Osmondson John H. Snyder

Richard C. Ossenfort
Robert F, Ott
Robert F. Overmyer
John J. Paganelli
Bllly J. Palmer
Luther L, Payton, Jr.
Richard J, Pederson
Raymond F. Perry
William P. Peters
Jerry D, Peterson
Roy C. Peterson
William M. Pettigrew
III
Lamar V. Phillips
Robert A, Phillips, Jr.

John M. Solan
Bobby G. Stanton
James J. 8t. Clair
Victor D. Steele
Richard W, Stevens
Douglas P. Stewart
Michael R, Stiavelll
Patrick R. Stingley
Burl V. Stonum
Doyle E. Stout
George J. Stremlow
Herbert F. Stroman
Jon A. Stuebe

Louis W. Sullivan
Billy M. Summerlin
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Verl D. Sutton
Robert E. Swartwood,
Jr. George F. Warren
James R. Sweeney William C. Warren, Jr.
Merrill A. Sweitzer, Jr. Mark H. Waterbury III
James S. Tardy Kenneth D. Waters
Madison L. Taylor David C. Watkins
Robert L. Thien John L. Watson
Bernard H. Thomas Richard J. Webb
Wayne D. Thompson Charles J. Weir
Daryl W. Thompson Harry E. Wells
Joseph C. Thorp George H. Welsh
Russell B. Tiffany Michael F. Welty
William J. Tirschfield Charles M. Welzant
John M. Tivnan Eugene L. Wheeler
Bruce E. Townsend Lawrence A. Whipple
Russell P. Treadwell Raymond F. Wiley, Jr.
Charles S. Tubbs Larry R. Williams
Richard H. Ulm James C. Wilson
George R. Vanhorn Charles A. Wimmler
Robert E. Vigal Robert J. Winglass
John W. Viglione George P. Wuerch
John S. Vogt John R. Wuthrich
Edward H. Walsh Merritt G. Yeager
Gerald E. Walsh Jack R. Zellich

William H. Walters
Larry N. Ward

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 24, 1970:
In THE AIR FORCE

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force, to the grades
indicated, under the provisions of chapter
835, title 10, of the United States Code:

To be major general

Maj. Gen. Robert L. Petit el R
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.s.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. William W. Berg, el &
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Henry B. Kucheman, Jr.,,
MFR (brigadier general, Regular Air
Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. John R. MurphylliESrarrdll
FR (brigadier general, Regular Air Force),
U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Louis T. Seith ISR
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Sherman F. Martin el
FR (brigadier general, Regular Air Force),
U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. William V. McBride,

(brigadier general, Regular Air

Force), U.S. Air Force.
Maj. Gen. Gerald W. Johnson, Piureeea
(brigadier general, Regular Air

Force), U.S. Air Force.
Maj. Gen. Kenneth W. Schultz, BESracen
(brigadier general, Regular Air

Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. George J. Eade TS erdlr R
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. William F. Pitts I ettt dlF R
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Edward A. McGough III,
(brigadier general, Regular Air
Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Winton W. Marshall, BEaraes
(brigadier general, Regular Air
Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Robert J. Dixon Sl R
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Donavon F. Smith,
(brigadier general, Regular Air
Force), U.S. Air Force.

To be brigadier generals

Brig. Gen. Jones E. BoltjiTSrarrdlirR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Rexford H. Dettre, Jr., PEarasl
23R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Edmund B. Edwards, [Eree
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'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Jessup D. Lowe, IR S dlFR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Donald A. Gaylord,
[Z®°R. (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. William A. Jack, ISt tdlF R
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Vernon R. Turner, EiSveee
3R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. John B. Hudson IS dlFR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. George W. McLaughlin,
23R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. James O. Frankosky,
23R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Wendell L. Bevan, Jr., FRSSM
[ZZ3'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Roger K. Rhodarmer, fiacoell
23R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Richard C. Catledge, Pogcael
EZ®'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. James H, Watkins, [R8tacen
"R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Charles W. Carson, Jr., [tare
PZ3'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Jonas L. Blank IS dliFR
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Clare T. Ireland, Jr.,[0ucesen
EZ3'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S, Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Clifford W. Hargrove,
PP R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Woodrow A. Abbott, fiarasa
EZMR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Woodard E. Davis, Jr.,
P23 R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Jack K. Gamble JEE o cdlF R
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig, Gen. James L. Price IS e cdlF R
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert P. Lukeman, Piacesen
2SR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John O. Moench, IETErer i R
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Warren D, Johnson, fiacacal
=W R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Paul C. Watson I aratcdlir R
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Sanford K. Moats,
P23RR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Homer K, Hansen,
EZR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Charles I. Bennett, Jr., RSt
™R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James A. Bailey I Sracdlr &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John W. Roberts, e cdlir &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Ray M. Cole|liSarrdlll R
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U. S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Maurice R. Reilly,
PSRR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert E. Hails JIT ot dllE &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Geoffrey Cheadle,
W R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Foster L. Smith I erarcdlr &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Charles E. Yeager,
PSR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.
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Brig. Gen. Alfred L. Esposito, EXgtered
PPE®MR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Donald H. Ross IS~
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James A. HillllERSTSrrElrr:
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Jimmy J. Jumper, B2eoaeed
PZZR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert W. Maloy, EXSeserd
EZR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Devol BrettIE SRR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert E. Huyser, Brooaeed
EZ®R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Alton D. Slay i llrR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Fred A. Heimstra, Biacaced
2R (colonel, Regular Air Force Medical),
U.S. Air Force.

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the U.S. Air Force, under
the provisions of chapter 839, title 10, of the
United States Code:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Maurice F. Casey, ISt llF R
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force,

Brig. Gen. Henry L. Hogan IIT[ECaral-
23 'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Charles W. Carson, Jr., B2l
TSR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert A. Patterson, [ZEurarcMl
P22 R, Regular Air Force, Medical.

Brig. Gen. Dudley E. Faver, IS ot llr R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Richard R. Stewart, Boacaren
23R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Harold C. Teubner, BiSoaren
P¥3'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Paul N. Bacalis ISR,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. David V. Miller, IERESrrllr R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Allison C. Brooks,
P23 R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William S. Chairsell,
P23 R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Jones E. BoltIEEtordlrR
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Frank M. Madsen, Jr., F2SceM
P28 R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William R. MacDonald, PEE0a
P23 'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Albert R. Shiely, Jr., [RaracHl
23R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James M. Keck IS dlFR,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Ernest T. Cragg, IS ol R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John R. Kullman eyl
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John B. Hudson JIErerril
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. John H. Buckner JIFTararril
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William E. Bryan, Jr., F2EeS
PSR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Leslie W. Bray, Jr., [ gacrdl
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Earl L. Johnson EErarrill
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John B. Kidd|ISaralrr,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Joseph G. Wilson, IS al
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Rexford H. Dettre, Jr., PEEtaM
PZ3'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. George W. McLaughlin, FeSral-
PZ3'R (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Roger K. Rhodarmer,
PSR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.
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Brig. Gen. Richard M. Hoban IS

FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John O. Moench, S ot il &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Sanford K. Moats, ool
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert E. Hails ISl &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John C. Giraudo Sl
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Jimmy J. Jumper S accall
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force).

Brig. Gen. Robert W. Maloy,
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force).

U.S. Navy

Vice Adm. Lawson P. Ramage, U.S. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice ad-
miral, when retired, in accordance with the
provisions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 5233.

U.S. MarINE CORPS

Lt. Gen. Herman Nickerson, Jr., U.S.

Marine Corps, for appointment to the grade
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of lieutenant general on the retired list in
accordance with the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, section 5233, effective
from the date of his retirement.

Maj. Gen. Keith B. McCutcheon, U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, having been designated, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, section 5232, for com-
mands and other duties determined by the
President to be within the contemplation of
said section, for appointment to the grade of
lieutenant general while so serving.

The following U.S. Marine Corps general
officers for appointment to the grade of lieu-
tenant general on the retired list, in accord-
ance with the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, section 5233, effective from the
date of their respective retirements.

Lt. Gen. Henry W. Buse, Jr.

Lt. Gen. Lewis J. Fields.

Lt. Gen. Frank C. Tharin.

The following-named (Naval Reserve Of-
ficers Training Corps) for permanent ap-
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant

4543

in the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifica-
tions therefor as provided by law:
Beagley, Larry E. EKkle, Thomas L.
Braun, Frank, IV Rickman, Dwight G.
U.S. CirculT JUDGE
Malcolm R. Wilkey, of New York, to be a
U.S. circuit judge for the District of Co-
lumbia circuit.
U.S. ATTORNEY
Whitney North Seymour, Jr., of New York,
to be a U.S. attorney for the southern dis-
trict of New York for a term of 4 years.
U.S. MARSHAL
John L. Buck, of Pennsylvania, to be U.S.
marshal for the middle district of Pennsyl-
vania for the term of 4 years.

U.S. FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
COMMISSION
Lyle S. Garlock, of Virginia, to be a mem-
ber of the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission of the United States for a term of 3
years from October 22, 1969.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, February 24, 1970

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Andres Taul, Estonian Evangeli-
cal Lutheran Church, New York City,
N.Y., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Holy Spirit, come now
and gather together our wandering
thoughts. Envelop with Thy power our
restless minds.

You know that the world in which we
are called to serve is exceedingly com-
plex. It is a world where truth so easily
fades into half-truth, where compromise
so often is called a just solution, where
love is dispensed according to expedi-
ency. In this world of conflicting issues,
O God, grant us the judgment of a
righteous mind.

Let not, our Father, diplomacy blind
us to suffering nor complacency lead us
to indifference.

Grant us a vision of the day.

When truth shall conquer falsehood.

When justice shall be triumphant.

When all nations, great and small,
may live out their own destinies.

Armed with the vision and the power
of Thy Spirit let us strive mightily to
achieve the same. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

REV. ANDRES TAUL

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to extend my appreciation to Rev. Andres
Taul, a constituent of mine, for coming
to this House today and sharing his de-
votions with us. I know that my col-
leagues join with me in appreciation for
his most eloquent and moving prayer.

Reverend Taul is pastor of the Estonian
Evangelical Lutheran Church in New
York. He ministers to a community of
10,000 and a congregation of 3,500. His
congregants are very fortunate to have
such an outstanding pastor.

THURSDAY, A DAY OF PRAYER IN
SUMTER COUNTY AND THE CITY
OF AMERICUS, GA.

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

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
Book of Proverbs teaches that we should
seek wisdom.

Thus, great personal sacrifices have
been made to sustain the little red school-
house in critical times; trustees come
from among the most enlightened and
concerned citizens of the area; people
will rake and scrape and finance to the
hilt in order to move into a neighbor-
hood served by a good school.

The schoolhouse itself is especially dear
to the hearts of parents. Here is where
their most valued possessions live and
learn, grow and make lifelong friends.
Neighborhood schools are community
centers, recreational centers, places of
friendly competition, and sources of local
pride.

The crucial concern of Sumter County
and the city of Americus for its schools,
and their good example in seeking guid-
ance through a day of prayer on Thurs-
day, is a distinet credit to the civic char-
acter of one of the Nation’s finest areas.

SECRETARY ROMNEY IS WRONG
ABOUT RENT CONTROL

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day
when a Cabinet member, the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development,
chooses to side with New York City’s
landlord lobby against tenants who are
struggling for decent housing. I refer to
the recent assault on New York City’s
rent control law by Secretary Romney.
Last Thursday the Secretary said it is
“absolutely ridiculous” to expect land-
lords to properly maintain their build-
ings while under rent control. This
statement, for all its validity, might as

well have come from a real estate lob-
byist.

Following the news conference at
which the Secretary took this position,
his press secretary added that Secretary
Romney “is not for rent control in any
form.” Does not the Secretary realize
that there are thousands of landlords in
New York City who are properly main-
taining their buildings while their ten-
ants enjoy the protection of rent con-
trol? Does he not realize that local law
guarantees a fair return. The law defines
a reasonable rate of return as income
equal to 6 percent of the building’s valu-
ation, or the sales price, plus 2 percent
depreciation. Taking into account the
fact that the typical landlord has not
completed payment, but has a large
mortgage, he may be earning 20 percenft
or more on his actual cash investment.

Any andlord who is not making a fair
return may apply to the local rent ad-
ministrator for rent increases.

Secretary Romney’s statement is a dis-
service to the hundreds of thousands of
New York City tenants caught in a mar-
ket with a near zero vacancy rate. With-
out rent control New York City would in-
deed be a city of the rich and the poor and
would lose its middle-income groups.

The Secretary has injected the pres-
sures of the Federal Government into
a matter of peculiarly local concern. In
doing so, he has placed his prestige along
with the real estate lobby in the effort
to scuttle rent control. His remarks show
an insensitivity to urban affairs.

I would hope that the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development here-
after would ascertain all the facts be-
fore speaking, and I urge him to recog-
nize the desperate plight of New York
City residents.

DEFAMING THE CHARACTER OF A
DEAD MAN

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include
extraneous material.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
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