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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES- Wednesday, April 8, 1970 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
O worship the Lord in the beauty of 

holiness: fear before Him, all the earth, 
for He shall judge the world with right­
eousness.-Psalm 96: 9, 13. 

o God and Father of mankind, who 
hast preserved us as a nation and hast 
given us this good land for our heritage, 
grant unto us, who lead the people of this 
country, an unfailing and unfaltering 
devotion to Thee and to the welfare of 
our citizens. 

Give us insight to see clearly what 
must be done to meet the needs of our 
countrymen, feeding the hungry, 
strengthening the weak, establishing 
justice, and building good will. 

With this insight give us the inspiration 
to do it Thy way until justice and right­
eousness shall rule our Nation and peace 
and good will shall reign in the hearts 
of all nations. 

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The J oumal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

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

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with amend­
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, bills of the House of 
the following titles: 

H.R.11102. An act to amend the provisions 
of the Public Health Service Act relating 
to the construction a.nd modernization of 
hospitals and other medical facilities by pro­
viding separate authorizations of appropria­
tions for new construction and for modern­
ization of facilities, authorizing Federal 
guarantees of loans for such construction 
and modernization and Federal payment of 
pa.rt of the interest thereon, a.uthorlzlng 
grants for modernization of emergency rooms 
of general h.ospitals, and extending and mak­
ing other improvements ln the program au­
thorized by these provisions; and 

H.R. 14705. An act to extend and improve 
the Federal-State unemployment compensa­
tion program. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 14705) entitled "An act 
to extend and improve the Federal-State 
unemployment compensation program, 
requests a conference with the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. LoNG, 
Mr. GORE, Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. WILLIAMS 
of Delaware, and Mr. BENNETT to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a concur­
rent resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 2484. An act to a.mend the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 to author­
ize marketing agreements providing for the 
advertising of papayas; 

S. 3598. An act to amend section 32 ( e) of 

title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act, as amended, to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to furnish financial assistance 
in carrying out plans for works of improve­
ment for land conservation and utilization, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. Con. Res. 49. Concurrent resolution pro­
viding for congressional recognition of the 
Goddard Rocket and Space Museum. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 

the House passed the conference report 
on H.R. 514, the Elementary and Second­
ary Education Act. I was unavoidably· 
absent because of necessary business in 
my district. Had I been here, I would have 
voted for the conference report. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
1124, FINAL SETTLEMENT OF RAIL­
WAY LABOR-MANAGEMENT DIS­
PUTE, 1970 

Mr. COLMER, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 904, Rept. No. 91-
985), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 

H. RES. 904 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 1124) to provide for the settlement 
of the labor dispute between certain carriers 
by railroad and certain of their employees. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the joint resolution and shall continue 
not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce, the joint reso­
lution shall be read for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the joint resolution for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the joint resolution to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the joint resolution and amend­
ments thereto to final passage without inter­
vening motion except one motion to recom­
mit. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Abernethy 
Adair 
Ashley 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Bow 
Brotzman 
Brown, Calif. 

(Roll No. 68) 
Cabell 
Camp 
carter 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Cramer 
Cunn.tngha.m 
Dawson 

Dent 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fulton.Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 

Gallagher Lukens 
Gray McEwen 
Green, Oreg. Mayne 
Gude Miller, Calif. 
Hagan Mizell 
Halpern Mollohan 
Hanley Montgomery 
Hanna Morse 
Hastings Morton 
Hawkins Obey 
Hebert O'Hara. 
Heckler, Mass. Ottinger 
Holifield Philbin 
Hutchinson Pollock 
Johnson, Pa.. Powell 
Kirwan Pryor, Ark. 
Kuykendall Rivers 
Kyros Rosenthal 
Lennon Rostenkowski 
Lujan Ruppe 

Ruth 
Scheuer 
Schnee bell 
Shriver 
Slack 
Stafford 
Stokes 
Symington 
Taft 
Teague, Calif. 
Tiernan 
Tunney 
Ullman 
Whalley 
White 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Young 
Zablocki 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 339 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

REQUEST TO CONCUR IN SENATE 
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 4249, VOT­
ING RIGHTS ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1970 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 4249), to 
extend the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
with respect to the discriminatory use 
of tests and devices, with Senate amend­
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ments, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
That this Act ma.y be cited as the "Voting 

Rights Act Amendments of 1970". 
SEC. 2. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 (79 

Stat. 437; 42 U.S.C. 1973 et seq.) is a.mended 
by inserting therein, immediately after the 
first section thereof, the following title 
caption: 

"TITLE I-VOTING RIGHTS". 
SEC. 3. Section 4(a) of the Voting Rights 

Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 438; 42 U.S.C. 1973b) 
ls a.mended by striking out the words "five 
years" wherever they appear in the first and 
third paragraphs thereof, and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words "ten yea.rs". 

SEC. 4. Section 4(b) of the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 438; 42 U.S.C. 1973b) 
is a.mended by adding at the end of the first 
paragraph thereof the following new sen­
tence: "On and after August 6, 1970, in ad­
dition to any State or political subdivision of 
a State determined to be subject to sub­
section (a) pursuant to the previous sen­
tence, the provisions of subsection (a) shall 
apply in any State or any political subdi­
vision of a State which (1) the Attorney 
General determines maintained on Novem­
ber 1, 1968, any test or device, and With re­
spect to which (11) the Director of the Cen­
sus determines that less than 50 per centum 
of the persons of voting age residing therein 
were registered on November 1, 1968, or that 
less than 50 per centum of such persons 
voted in the presidential election of Novem­
ber 1968." 

SEC. 5. Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965 t 79 Stat. 439; 42 U.S.C. 1973c) ls 
amended by ( 1) Inserting after "section 
4(a)" the following: "based upon determina­
tions made under the first sentence of sec­
tion 4(b} ", and (2) inserting after "1964," 
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the following: "or whenever a State or pollt· 
ical subdivision with respect to which the 
prohibitions set forth in section 4(a) based 
upon determinations made under the second 
sentence of section 4(b) are in effect shall 
enact or seek to adminiSter any voting quali­
fication or prerequisite to voting, or stand­
ard, practice, or procedure with respect to 
voting different from that in force or effect 
on November 1, 1968,". 

SEC. 6. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 (79 
Stat. 437; 42 U.S.C. 1973 et seq.) is a.mended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new titles: 
"TITLE II-SUPPLEMENTAL PROVISIONS 

"APPLICATION OF PROHIBITION TO OTHER 
STATES 

"SEc. 201. (a) Prior to August 6, 1975, no 
citizen shall be denied, because of his failure 
to comply with any test or device, the right 
to vote in any Federal, State, or local election 
conducted in any State or political subdivi­
sion of a State as to which the provisions of 
section 4(a) of this Act are not in effect 
by reason of determinations made under 
section 4 (b) of this Act. 

"(b) As used in this section, the term 
'test or device' means any requirement that 
a person as a prerequisite for voting or regis­
tration for voting (1) demonstrate the abillty 
to read, write, understand, or interpret any 
matter, (2) demonstrate any educational 
achievement or his knowledge of any par­
ticular subject, (3) possess good moral char­
acter, or (4) prove his qualifications by the 
voucher of registered voters or members of 
any other class. 

"RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VOTING 
"SEC. 202. (a) The Congress hereby finds 

that the imposition and application of the 
durational residency requirement as a pre­
condition to voting for the offices of Presi­
dent and Vice President, and the lack of 
sufficient opportunities for absentee registra­
tion and absentee balloting in presidential 
elections-

" ( 1) denies or a.bridges the inherent con­
stitutional right of citizens to vote for their 
President and Vice President; 

"(2) denies or abridges the inherent con­
stitutional right of citizens to enjoy their 
free movement across State lines; 

"(3) denies or abridges the privileges and 
immunities guaranteed to the citizens of 
each State under article IV, section 2, clause 
1, of the Constitution; 

" ( 4) in some instances has the impermis­
sible purpose or effect of denying citizens 
the right to vote for, such officers because of 
the way they may vote; 

"(5) has the effect of denying to citizens 
the equality of civil rights, and due process 
and equal protection of the laws that are 
guaranteed to them under the fourteenth 
amendment; and 

"(6) does not bear a reasonable relation­
ship to any compelllng· State interest in the 
conduct of presidential elections. 

"(b) Upon the basis of these findings, 
Congress declares that in order to secure and 
protect the above-stated righb. of citizens 
under the Constitution, to enable citizens to 
better obtain the enjoyment of such rights, 
and to enforce the guarantees of the four­
teenth amendment, it is necessacy (1) to 
completely abolish the durational residency 
requirement as a precondition to voting for 
President and Vice President, and (2) to 
establish nationwide, uniform standards rela­
tive to absentee registration and absentee 
balloting in presidential elections. 

"(c) No citizen of the United States who is 
otherwise qualified to vote in any election 
for President and Vice President shall be de­
nied the right to vote for electors for Presi­
dent and Vice President, or for President and 
Vice President, in such election because of 
the failure of such citizen to comply with 
any durational residency requirement of 

such State or political subdivision; nor 
shall any citizen of the United States 
be denied the right to vote for electors 
for President and Vice President, or for 
President -and Vice President, in such elec­
tion because of the failure of such citizen 
to be physically present in such State or 
political subdivision at the time of such 
election, if such citizen shall have complied 
with the requirements prescribed by the law 
of such State or political subdivision provid­
ing for the casting of absentee ballots in 
such election. 

" ( d) For the purposes of this section, each 
State shall provide by law for the registra­
tion or other means of qualification of all 
duly qualified residents of such State who 
apply, not later than thirty days immediately 
prior to any presidential election, for regis­
tration or qualification to vote for the choice 
of electors for President and Vice Presi­
dent, or for President and Vice President in 
such election; and each State shall provide 
by law for the casting of absentee ballot.s 
for the choice of electors for President and 
Vice President, or for President and Vice 
President, by all duly qualified residents of 
such State who may be absent from their 
election district or unit in such State on 
the diay such election is held and who have 
applied therefor not later than seven days 
immediately prior to such election and have 
returned such ballot.s to the appropriate 
election official of such State not later than 
the time of closing of the polls in such 
State on the day of such election. 

"(c) If any citizen of the United States 
who is otherwise qualified to vote in any 
State or political subdivision in any election 
for President and Vice President has begun 
residence in such State or political sub­
division after the thirtieth day next preced­
ing such election and, for that reason, does 
not satisfy the registration requirements of 
such State or political subdivision he shall 
be allowed to vote for the choice of electors 
for President and Vice President, or for Presi­
dent and Vice President, in such election, (1) 
in person in the State or political subdiviSion 
in which he resided immediately prior to his 
removal if he had satisfied, as of the date of 
his change of residence, the requirements to 
vote in that State or political subdivision, or 
(2) by absentee ballot in the State or politi­
cal subdivision in which he resided immedi­
ately prior to his removal if he satisfies, but 
for his nonresident status and the !eason 
for his absence, the requirements for ab­
sentee voting in that State or political sub­
division. 

"(f) No citizen of the United States who is 
otherwise qualified to vote by absentee ballot · 
in any State or political subdivision in any 
election for President and Vice President 
shall be denied the right to vote for the 
choice of electors for President and Vice 
President, or for President and Vice Presi­
dent, in such election because of any re­
quirement of registration that does not in­
clude a provision for absentee registration. 

"(g) Nothing in this section shall prevent 
any State or political subdivision from adopt­
ing less restrictive voting practices than 
those that are prescribed herein. 

"(h) The term 'State• as used in this sec­
tion includes each of the several States and 
the District of Columbia. 

"(i) The provisions of section ll(c) shall 
apply to false registration, and other fradu­
lent acts and conspiracies, committed under 
this section. 

"JUDICIAL RELI'EF 
"SEc. 203. Whenever the Attorney General 

has reason to believe that a State or political 
subdivision (a) has enacted or is seeking to 
administer any test or device as a prerequisite 
to voting in violation of the prohibition con­
tained in section 201, or (b) undertakes to 
deny the right to vote in any election in 
violation of section 202, he may institute for 

the United States, or in the name of the 
United States, an action in a district court 
of the United States, in accordance with 
sections 1391 through 1393 of title 28, United 
States Code, for a restraining order, a pre­
liminary or permanent injunction, or such 
other order as he deems appropriate. An ac­
tion under this subsection shall be heard 
and determined by a court of three judges 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
2282 of title 28 of the United States Code and 
any appeal shall be to the Supreme Court. 

"PENALTY 
"SEC. 204. Whoever shall deprive or attempt 

to deprive any person of any right secured 
by section 201 or 202 of this title shall be 
fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned 
not more than five years, or both. 

''SEPARABILITY 
"SEC. 205. If any provision of this Act or 

the application of any provision thereof to 
any person or circumstance is judicially de­
termined to be invalid, the remainder of this 
Act or the application of such provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be 
affected by such determination. 
"TITLE ill-REDUCING VOTING AGE TO 

EIGHTEEN IN FEDERAL, STATE, AND 
LOCAL ELECTIONS 

"DECLARATION AND FINDINGS 
"SEc. 301. (a) The Congress finds and de­

clares that the imposition and application of 
the requirement that a citizen be twenty-one 
years of age as a precondition to voting in 
any primary or in any electlon-

" ( l) denies and abridges the inherent con­
stitutional rights of citizens eighteen years 
of age but not yet twenty-one years of age 
to vote--a particularly unfair treatment of 
such citizens in view of the national defense 
responsibilities imposed upon such citizens; 

"(2) has the effect of denying to citizens 
eighteen years of age but not yet twenty-one 
years of age the due process and equal pro­
tection of the laws that are guaranteed to 
them under the fourteenth amendment of 
the Constitution; and 

"(3) does not bear a reasonable relation­
ship to any compelling State interest. 

" ( b) In order to secure the constitutional 
rights set forth in subsection (a), the Con­
gress declares that it is necessary to prohibit 
the denial of the right to vote to citizens of 
the United States eighteen years of age or 
over. 

"PROHIBITION 
"SEc. 302. Except as required by the Con­

stitution, no citizen of the United States 
who is otherwise qualified to vote in any 
State or political subdivision in any primary 
or in any election shall be denied the right 
to vote in any such primary or election on 
account of age if such citizen ls eighteen 
years of age or older. 

''ENFORCEMENT 
"SEC. 303. (a) ( 1) In the exercise of the 

powers of the Congress under the necessary 
and proper clause of section 8, article I of 
the Constitution, and section 5 of the four­
teenth amendment of the Constitution, the 
Attorney General is authorized and directed 
to institute in the name of the United States 
such actions against States or political sub­
divisions, including actions for injunctive 
relief, as he may determine to be necessary 
to implement the purposes of this title. 

(2) The district courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction of proceedings 
instituted pursuant to this title, which shall 
be heard and determined by a court of three 
Judges in accordance with the provisions of 
section 2284 of title 28 of the United States 
Code, and any appeal shall lie to the Su­
preme Court. It shall be the duty of the 
judges designated to hear the case to assign 
the case for hearing and determination 
thereof, and to cause the case to be in every 
way expedited. 
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"(b) Whoever shall deny or attempt to 

deny any person of any right secured by this 
title shall be fined not more than $5,000 or 
imprisoned not more than five years, or both. 

''DEFINITION 
"SEC. 304. As used in this title the term 

'State' includes the District of Columbia . . 
"EFFECTIVE DATE 

"SEC. 305. The provisions of title III shall 
take effect with respect to any primary or 
election held on or after January l, 1971." 

Mr. CELLER <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with further reading of the 
amendments and that they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York to dispense with further reading? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I ob­
ject. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

VOTING RIGHTS EXTENSION Bn..L 
<Mr. CELLER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4249, 
the voting rights extension bill, was ap­
proved by this body on December 11 of 
last year. The measure was amended and 
approved by the other body on April 2 of 
this year. I have devoted the past several 
days to an intensive study and review 
of the provisions of the measure as it 
was approved by the Senate. It may help 
all Members if I take this time to set out 
its major provisions. First, the Senate 
version contains two provisions which 
are similar to provisions contained in 
the version of the bill approved by the 
House. These are: 

First, a nationwide ban on literacy 
test and similar devices. The Senate ver­
sion imposes this ban 5 years, until Au­
gust 6, 1975, on all areas not presently 
subject to the literacy test prohibition 
under the Voting Rights Act. The House 
version banned such tests until Janu­
ary 1, 1974. 

Second, establishment of a uniform 
ceiling on residency requirements im­
posed by the States for voting for Presi­
dent and Vice President of the United 
States. The Senate version reduces the 
maximum residency requirement from 
60 days provided by the House to 30 days, 
and also gives citizens the right to reg­
ister and vote by absentee ballots. 

In addition, the Senate version of H.R. 
4249 contains three provisions which 
were not contained in the bill which the 
House approved last December. They are 
as follows: 

An extension of all of the provisions 
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 for an 
additional 5-year period-this is identi­
cal to the bill which the House Judiciary 
Committee favorably reported initally. 

A supplemental trigger provision which 
extends the remedies of the Voting 
Rights Act to additional areas of the 
country based on 1968 election results. 
This is the so-called Cooper amendment 
which may bring within the coverage of 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 certain 

counties in New York state as well as 
counties in California, Idaho, and else­
where. 

Finally, the Senate version would re­
duce the voting age to 18 in all Federal, 
State, and local elections. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said on the floor 
before, and I repeat again, that my para­
mount interest lies in the simple and 
prompt extension of all of the provisions 
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. The 
records of our subcommittee hearings, 
Civil Rights Commission reports, and the 
history of litigation over the past 5 years 
all testify to the substantial progress 
thus far achieved under the act as well as 
the fragility of that progress. The Voting 
Rights Act, by all accounts, has been the 
most successful and effective civil rights 
enactment of the Congress. Its goals have 
not been fully achieved as yet and I am 
convinced that an additional period is 
required to bring about the realization 
of full and unfettered participation of all 
our citizens in the voting process. 

I have expressed on previous occasions 
my own personal reservations about the 
power of Congress to affect residency re­
quirement for voting and to ban literacy 
tests generally as voting qualifications. 
I do believe, however, that reasonable 
men may differ as to the constitutional 
authority of the Congress to legislate 
in these areas. In any event, I am per­
suaded that adequate recourse exists for 
prompt and complete judicial determi­
nations concerning these issues. 

I have also expressed my qualms and 
misgivings about a statutory reduction 
in the voting age. Unlike many Mem­
bers, I do hold doubts as to the wisdom 
of extending the franchise to teenagers. 
I recognize, of course, that many Mem­
bers of the Congress do not share these 
qualms. Aside from my objections on the 
merits, I also hold reservations about 
the constitutional authority of the Con­
gress to amend voting age requirements 
in State and local as well as Federal 
elections. I do not understand that the 
provisions in the Constitution in article 
I, section 2; article ll, section 1; the 
17th amendment; or the 14th amend­
ment empower the Congress to lower or 
raise the age qualification of voters in 
State, local, or Federal elections. Nor do 
I find decisions of the Supreme Court 
that hold or intimate that the Congress, 
by legislative fiat, may declare nation­
wide voting age requirements. 

Despite these reservations and con­
cerns, to which, as you know, I have 
given vent in recent weeks, I am now, 
firmly and finally, of the opinion that 
we must brook no obstacle to the exten­
sion of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
That extension is of such paramount 
national importance that it must beef­
fectuated as promptly as possible and at 
a minimum of risk. 

Mr. Speaker, I am persuaded that the 
provisions of the Senate amendment can 
be subjected to prompt and thorough 
court challenge. I am also persuaded 
that a final court decision on the validity 
of the statutory voting age reduction will 
be rendered sufficiently in advance of 
primary and local elections occuring in 
1971 to avoid calamity and chaos in our 
electoral processes. 

In short, I believe that the public in­
terest will best be served if the House 
accepts the Senate amendments. 
. Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
hope that the House will concur in the 
Senate amendments to H.R. 4249, a bill 
to extend the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

As we know, the other body amended 
the House bill to restore many of the 
original provisions. In other words, the 
Senate has provided for a 5-year exten­
sion of the Voting Rights Act as passed 
in 1965. In addition, this section of the 
act was expanded to apply to any State 
or county with a literacy test where less 
than 50 percent of the voters were reg­
istered or voted in 1968. Beyond that, 
the Senate amendments gave assurance 
that persons would be able to vote for 
President and Vice President after es­
tablishing residency of 30 days. 

Mr. Speaker, these added provisions 
affecting voting rights are consistent 
with recommendations of the adminis­
tration, and I know of no reason why 
they should not be acquiesced in by the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, a further amendment 
adopted by a vote of 64 to 17 in the 
other body granting, by legislation, the 
right to vote to all citizens 18 years of 
age and older. This amendment, which 
assures that our young citizens 18, 19, 
and 20 :rears of age will be authorized to 
vote, was set forth in the following lf~n­
guage: 

No citizen of the United States wlJo is 
otherwise qualified to vote in any State or 
political subdivision in any primary or in 
any election shall be denied the right to 
vote in any such primary or election on ac­
count of age if such citizen is eighteen 
years of age or older. 

Consistent with this prohibition is the 
finding on the part of the Congress that 
the denial of such vote to citizens who 
are 18 years of age or older would abridge 
their constitutional rights and would de- . 
prive them of due process and equal pro­
tection of the laws as guaranteed to them 
under the 14th amendment to the Con­
stitution. 

Mr. Speaker, in supporting the 18-
year-olds amendment, I am aware that 
some have raised questions regarding the 
constitutionality of lowering the voting 
age by legislation. This was the principal 
argument used in opposing this amend­
ment in the other body. However, I have 
satisfied myself that this argument must 
yield to the broad authority contained in 
section 5 of the 14th amendment which 
grants the right to the Congress to en­
force "by appropriate legislation" the 
equal protection of the laws. 

It is recognized that some States today 
authorize citizens of 18, 19, and 20 years 
of age to register and to vote, and it is 
my conviction that the Congress may 
constitutionally provide an equal right 
to all other citizens of the 50 States to 
enjoy this same right and privilege. 

My position is supported by the case 
of Katzenbach v. Morgan, 384 U.S. 641 
(1966), in which the Supreme Court held 
that the power of Congress under section 
5 of the 14th amendment to enact legis­
lation prohibiting enforcement of a State 
law is not limited to situations where the 
State law is unconstitutional. The test 
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as to the power of Congress in such a 
case is whether the Federal statute is 
"appropriate legislation," that is, legis­
lation "plainly adapted to the end of im­
plementing the 14th amendment and 
consistent with the Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, in any analysis of the 
issue of the constitutionality of lowering 
the voting age it must be stated at the 
outset that the Constitution grants to 
States the primary authority to establish 
qualifications for voting. Article I, sec­
tion 2 of the Constitution and the 17th 
amendment specifically provide that the 
voting qualifications established by a 
State for members of the most numerous 
branch of the State legislature shall also 
determine who may vote for U.S. Repre­
sentatives and Senat.ors. 

The States, however, in establishing 
voting qualifications, must obey all of the 
other provisions of the U.S. Constitution, 
including the amendments. The 14th 
amendment with its equal protection 
clause, has played an especially large 
role in constitutional litigation. See 
Carrington v. Rash, 380 U.S. 89 0965), 
in which the Supreme Court held 
that a State could not withhold the 
franchise from residents merely because 
they were members of the Armed Forces; 
Harper v. Virginia Board of Elections, 
383 U.S. 663 (1966), where the Court 
held that a State could not impose a poll 
tax as a condition to voting and Kramer 
against Union School District where the 
Court held that a State could not with­
hold the franchise from residents in 
school district elections merely because 
they owned no property or had no chil­
dren attending the district schools. 

The 14th amendment's guarantee of 
equal protection of the law prohibits any 
State from creating "invidious" dis­
criminations between classes of citizens. 
State legislatures can discriminate with­
in the framework of equal protection if 
they can show that the discrimination 
is founded upon a rational and permis­
sible State policy. 

With regard to the issue of voting 
age, it may be argued that the Federal 
courts would sustain the States' "dis­
crimination" against all voters under the 
age of 21 on the ground that this repre­
sented a rational and premissible State 
policy, that is, that all those under 
the age of 21 are lacking the judgment 
a.nd maturity to enable them to intelli­
gently exercise the franchise. 

In the Morgan case, the Supreme Court 
explicitly recognized that Congress had 
the power to legislate beyond the initial 
dictates of the equal protection clause, 
especially in the area of suffrage. 

The issue in the Morgan case was the 
constitutionality of section 4(e) of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. The section 
provides that, in effect, any person who 
has completed the 6th grade in a Puerto 
Rican school could not be denied the 
right to vote in any election because of 
his inability to pass a literacy test in 
English. The section obviously conflicted 
with New York State's uniform English 
literacy test. 

The Supreme Court held that Con­
gress has broad power to weigh the facts 
and make its own determination under 
the equal protection clause and that 

where there was a reasonable basis for 
legislation by Congress in this area, then 
the legislation will be sustained. As the 
court stated in Morgan: 

Thus our task in this case is not to de­
termine whether the New York literacy re­
quirement ... violates the Equal Protection 
Clause . . . Without regard to whether the 
Judiciary would find that the Equal Protec­
tion Clause itself nullifies New York's Eng­
lish literacy requirement ... could Con­
gress prohibit the enforcement of the State 
law by legislating under Section 5 of the 
14th Amendment? In answering this ques­
tion, our task is limited to determining 
whether such legislation is, as required by 
Section 5, appropriate legislation to enforce 
the Equal Protection Clause. 

By including Section 5, the founders 
sought to grant to Congress, by a specific 
provision applicable to the 14th Amendment, 
the same broad powers expressed in the 
Necessary and Proper Clause, Article I, Sec­
tion 8, Clause 18. 

In Ex par te Virginia, 100 U.S. 339, 345 
decided 12 years after the adoption of 
the 14th amendment, the Supreme Court 
held that congressional power under sec­
tion 5 had the same scope as that under 
the necessary and proper clause. The 
Court stated with regard to the section 
5 power: 

Whatever legislation is appropriate, that 
ls, adopted to carry the objectives the amend­
ments have in view, whatever intends to en­
force submission to the prohibitions they 
contain, and to secure to all persons enjoy­
ment of perfect equality of civil rights and 
the equal protection of the laws against 
State denial or invasion, if not prohibited, is 
brought within the domain of Congressional 
power. 

The issue, therefore, before the Su­
preme Court in the test of congressional 
power to lower the voting age to 18 by 
statute, will be the same as it was in 
Morgan, that is, whether the congres­
sional action is "appropriate legislation'' 
under section 5 of the 14th amendment. 
In Morgan the Court held that section 
4 (a) of the Voting Rights Act was appro­
priate legislation to enforce the equal 
protection clause. The Court said: 

Section 4(e) ... enables the Puerto Ri­
can minority better to obtain perfect equal­
ity of civil rights and the equal protection 
of the laws. It wa.s well within Congres­
sional authority to say that the need of the 
Puerto Rican minority for the vote warranted 
Federal intrusion upon any State interests 
served by the English literacy requirements. 
It was for Congress ... to assess and weigh 
the various conflicting considerations . • • 
It is not for us to review the Congressional 
resolution of these factors. It is enough that 
we be able to perceive a basis upon which 
the Congress might resolve the conflict as 
it did. 

In other words, with respect to grant­
ing the vote to 18-year-olds, it is enough 
for Congress to weigh the justifications 
for and against extending the franchise 
to this age group. If Congress concludes 
that the justifications in favor of extend­
ing the franchise outweigh the justifica­
tions for restricting the franchise, then 
Congress has the power to change the 
law by statute and grant the vote to 18-
year-olds, even though, in the absence 
of action by Congress, the Supreme Court 
would have upheld State laws setting the 
voting age at 21. 

Mr. Speaker, the Department of Jus-

tice, in two memorandums supporting 
two other amendments to the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, cites the Morgan case 
as authority for congressional action­
rather than constitutional amendment-­
for (a) outlawing literacy tests nation­
wide and (b) eliminating State res­
idence requirements in elections for 
President and Vice President. If the Con­
gress can constitutionally legislate in 
these two areas of voting qualifications, 
there can be no doubt that the Congress 
can constitutionally lower the voting age 
nationwide to permit citizens between 18 
and 21 to vote. 

PERMISSION TO FILE REPORT ON 
H.R. 4, TO MODERNIZE U.S. POSTAL 
ESTABLISHMENT 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent that the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee have until mid­
night tonight to file a report on the bill 
(H.R. 4) to modernize the U.S. Postal 
Establishment, to provide for efficient 
and economical postal service to the pub­
lic, to improve postal employee-manage­
ment relations, and for other purposes. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object-and I do 
not intent to object, but I make the 
reservation only to seek information-is 
this the legislation that involves not only 
the 6-percent pay increase for all Fed­
eral civilian employees, but also the 8-
percent raises for postal employees and 
postal reorganization? In other words, 
what does this bill involve? 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, this bill, 
H.R. 4, is the bill that was passed by our 
committee. In substance H.R. 4 has the 
package of salary increases, it has the 
rate commission, and it takes the Post 
Office out of the Cabinet. This has noth­
ing to do with any raises such as the 6-
percent increase passed by the Senate. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. This is the 
so-called reform or reorganization legis­
lation? 

Mr. DULSKI. As adopted by the full 
committee a few weeks ago. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I seek a 
further question of the chairman of the 
committee. I have heard that the Com­
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
intends, tomorrow or today, to act on the 
6-percent pay increase for Government 
employees across the board. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. DULSKI. That is not in this. This 
has nothing to do with that. This is on 
postal reform, on the bill passed by our 
committee a few weeks ago. 

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, re­
serving the right to object, in order to 
clarify the situation, the chairman of our 
committee has emphasized the point 
that H.R. 4 is the bill passed by the com­
mittee before the work stoppage in the 
Department and, as such, does not di-
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rectly relate to any developments that 
were involved in the negotiations be­
tween the Post Office Department and 
the unions. 

Mr. DULSKI. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object-and I shall not ob­
ject-I want to compliment the distin­
guished chairman of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee for the expedi­
tious request he has just made. He is in 
the process of doing the job of our com­
mittee, and I thank him. 

Mr. DULSKI. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 

my reservation. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, further re­

serving the right to object, it is not in­
tended, is it, may I ask the gentleman, to 
attempt to call up this bill tomorrow, 
H.R. 4 as amended by the substitute? 

Mr. DULSKI. No. This is just a re­
quest to file a report, because some gen­
tlemen had minority views. We thought 
if this were a short session today we 
would have until midnight tonight to file 
a complete report for both the majority 
and the minority views on the bill passed 
by our committee some weeks a.go. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw reservation. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I believe the House 
membership might be interested in 
knowing-and the chairman of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee can 
confirm it, because there have been dis­
cussions going on-of a tentative plan 
to handle in the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee tomorrow morning 
the 6-percent, across-the-board pay raise 
agreed to by the administration and the 
various postal employee unions. We have 
talked with the distinguished chairman 
of the Rules Committee and are trying 
to work out a program under which the 
bill" will be before the House tomorrow 
afternoon for the 6-percent, across-the­
board pay increase. Is this the chair­
man's understanding of the tentative 
arrangement we are attempting to work 
out? 

Mr. DULSKI. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

Mr. Speaker, I repeat that this has 
nothing to do with any pay raise. This 
request relates to H. Res. 4, reported by 
our committee, and will give the Members 
an opportunity to file minority views. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL 
BUSINESS, TO SIT TODAY DURING 
GENERAL DEBATE 
Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcommit­
tee on Government Procurement of the 
Select Committee on Small Business be 

permitted to sit this afternoon during 
general debate. 

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

There was no objection. 

MOOD DRUG ADVERTISING 
(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I believe there is no question that we 
are in a crisis as to the use of drugs in 
our Nation today. 

I am calling on the pharmaceutical 
industry, and sending letters to them 
officially today, as well as to the major 
television networks, asking that the use 
of mood drug advertising be restricted 
on television. 

As Members know, we see ads each day 
on television showing a harried house­
wife, for instance, pop a pill in her 
mouth and all of a sudden become a 
Cinderella, and when her husband comes 
home dinner is all prepared. Then the 
next thing we will see a man who can­
not get to sleep, because he is too tired, 
and he pops a pill in his mouth and he 
has a great night of sleep. 

Then, in the morning when he wakes 
up he does not feel quite like going to 
work, so to change his mood he pops a 
pill in his mouth and goes out and con­
quers the world. Of course, this has cre­
ated in the minds of young people all 
over this country an acceptance of the 
use of drugs and pills in this Nation. I 
think there is no question about it. We 
have seen this spread all over our land. 
I think, if the six or seven major com­
panies who produce these pills will re­
stlict their advertising on television, this 
will be a first step toward doing away 
with the acceptance of pill taking by 
young people in this Nation. I hope they 
will do it voluntarily. 

FINAL SETTLEMENT OF RAILWAY 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT DISPUTE, 
1970 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

House Resolution 904 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution. 
The SPEAKER. The questior. is, Will 

the House now consider House Resolu­
tion 904. 

The question was taken; and <two­
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
House agreed to consider House Resolu­
tion 904. 

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

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the minority, to 
the very able and distinguished gentle­
man from oalifornia (Mr. SMITH) and 
pending that I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the reading of the 
resolution by the Clerk indicates, this is 
an open rule providing for 1 hour of gen­
eral debate on the joint resolution that 

1s at the desk. This means, of course, that 
any germane amendments may be offered 
to the joint resolution to be considered. 
This is a matter, Mr. Speaker, which I 
do not think requires a great deal of dis­
cussion. It is something that ha"8 been 
hanging around here now for several 
months. The question involved is whether 
or not the Congress is going to take ac­
tion 1n order to avoid a ·paralyzing rail­
road strike on Friday night. 

Mr. Speaker, this matter, as I say, has 
been hanging around for a long time. 
The Congress on a previous occasion ex­
tended the time limit so as to avoid a 
strike. That action was taken some 35 
days ago, I believe. So now, after having 
delayed and delayed this matter, we 
come to the point as to whether we are 
going to have a strike, and as I indicated 
a moment ago paralyze the Nation, or 
whether we are going to attempt to stop 
it here. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I do not like this 
type of legislation. I would like very much 
to see the Congress some day and in the 
not too distant future come to glips with 
this question generally, rather than 
awaiting confrontations such as the one 
facing us Frtday, so that we would have 
permanent legislation whereby these 
matters could be solved in advance and 
not wait to take expedient action as each 
crisis develops. 

I am confident that this can be done. 
But I think we all realize the facts of 
life. Members of Congress who are some­
what politically inclined-and I know of 
none that are not-just do not want to 
face up to the issue. 

I would !1ope that the appropriate com­
mittee would take some action on this 
in the not too distant future. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what is the problem 
here? The problem is that three of the 
four unions affected agreed upon a set­
tlement. One union dissented and has 
threatened this strike. The information 
presented before your Rules Committee 
this morning was that there were 43,267 
of the union members from the four 
unions who voted to ratify the memo­
randum of understanding, after long 
consideration. There were 2,203 union 
members of the one dissenting union who 
disagreed. In other words, this not only 
affects the general public, which should 
always be of prime consideration, but it 
also affects some 43,000-plus union people 
who would be thrown out of work if this 
strike should materialize. So you have 
here a very substantial majority of ap­
proximately-well, let us see; that would 
be approximately 20 times as many of 
the union members who agree as against 
the dissenters, a very small minority of 
the group. 

Now, this resolution at least permits 
amendments and I understand some 
amendments will be offered. I do not · 
know what the House in its wisdom will 
see flt to do, but I do want to emphasize 
that there should be no effort-and I am 
sure that thera will be no effort-on the 
part of Members to filibuster. I use this 
term for the want of a better expression, 
because filibusters, of course, in the 
House I learned many years ago just do 
not operate. 

But if this action by the Congress were 
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permitted to drag along beyond Friday 
night we would find ourselves in a con­
siderable predicament. I am sure we 
would find, if the wheels of industry were 
stopped by this small group, that it would 
not be palatable among the people of this 
country as a whole. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, this action does 
not settle this issue and other issues that 
might arise in the future. In effect, this 
is merely an extension, a further exten­
sion of the time when the railroads can­
not be closed down. This situation would 
continue until January 1971, according 
to the testimony before the committee, 
and at that time we would be right back 
where we are today if the matter were 
not agreeable to the bargaining parties 
concerned. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I just want to em­
phasize this one thing. Have we come 
to the point where it requires the unani­
mous vote of all union men to settle 
an issue? Here we have, as I pointed out 
a moment ago, a very small minority 
that is holding up the settlement which 
has been agreed to by a very substantial 
majority of the union men themselves. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Nation's ox 
is in the ditch, and we will have to take 
some affirmative action here in order to 
stop this strike. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 904 
provides a 1-hour open rule for the 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
1124. There are minority views attached 
to the report, and I understand there will 
be a number of amendments offered. 

I commend the members of the staff 
who prepared this report. I think the 
first two pages, reviewing the back­
ground of this situation, are excellent. 
Very briefly, on March 5, 1970, Congress 
extended the ban on a strike until April 
10-Public Law 91-203-in the hope that 
the parties could through further ne­
gotiation settle the dispute voluntarily. 
The parties have been uable to agree. 

The committee's sole concern has been 
to avert a catastrophe which would re­
sult if a nationwide railroad strike were 
permitted to occur. They believe that 
any further delay in resolving the con­
troversy would be most undesirable. The 
entire memorandum of understanding, 
Mr. Speaker, will be subject to renego­
tiation commencing on September 1, 
1970. 

Mr. Speaker, I concur in the able re­
marks made by the distinguished chair­
man of the Committee on Rules, the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. COL­
MER) and urge the adoption of the rule. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I move 
the previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

RooNEY of New York). The question is 
on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the considera-

tion of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
1124) to provide for the settlement of 
the labor dispute between certain carriers 
by railroad and certain of their em­
ployees. 

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

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con­
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 1124) with Mr. MATSUNAGA in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read .. 
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed 
with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
STAGGERS) will be recognized for one­
half hour and the gentleman from Il­
linois (Mr. SPRINGER) will be recognized 
for one-half hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS). 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may require. 
I shall be as brief as I can and will re­
view the incidents that led up to bring­
ing this resolution to the House today. 

Most of the Members here will re­
member that on March 4 we passed a 
resolution making any strike on the rail­
roads illegal for 37 days. I would like 
to go back just a little bit to bring us 
to that point. 

This legislation was recommended to 
the Congress by the President on March 3 
in order to prevent a nationwide railroad 
strike. Our committee held hearings on 
March 4 and it became apparent that we 
could not conclude hearing all the wit­
nesses in time for the House to consider 
the President's proposal, and since legis­
lation had to be adopted on March 4, we 
revised the proposal to freeze the status 
quo until April 11 in order to give the 
parties time to negotiate further, and to 
provide time for the Congress to consider 
alternatives, and to conclude the hear­
ings. 

This revised resolution was passed and 
signed into law on March 4, but further 
negotiations between the parties were 
fruitless. Therefore, on March 23, 24, and 
25 we held further hearings on the Presi­
dent's proposal, hearing all the parties 
directly involved in the dispute. At the 
close of the hearings the parties v.rent into 
further negotiations, but they also proved 
fruitless and so yesterday, April 7, the 
committee went into executive session 
to consider the President's proposal. 

The Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare has also considered this 
proposal, and has reported to the Senate 
a resolution identical to the resolution 
which we reported except for one whereas 
clause which has no substantive effect. 

The vote in the committee was 15 to 12, 
indicating that this is a controversial 
matter still. 

HISTORY OF THE DISPUTE 

This controversy involves four unions, 
representing the machinists, boilermak­
ers, electricians, and sheet metal workers, 
totaling approximately 48,000 employees. 

In November 1968, the unions served 

the notices required by section 6 of the 
Railway Labor Act on the Nation's rail­
roads. The negotiations were not success­
ful and a nationwide strike was called by 
the unions in October of 1969. Pursuant 
to section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, 
President Nixon appointed Emergency 
Board No. 176 to study and report on the 
dispute, and that Board's report was sub­
mitted November 2, 1969. 

Following the report of the Emergency 
Board, further negotiations were con­
ducted by the parties, and on December 
4, 1969, a memorandum of understanding 
was entered into. 

This memorandwn of understanding 
was submitted for ratification by the 
membership of all the unions involved. 
The ma.chinists, electricians, and boiler­
makers ratified the agreement. The sheet 
metal workers refused ratification. Of the 
approximately 6,000 sheet metal workers 
employed on the Nation's railroads, 2,203 
voted against the memorandum of un­
derstanding, and 1,267 voted for it. Since 
the unions had agreed among themselves 
that unless all ratified the agreement, 
none of them would be considered to have 
ratified, the agreement set forth in the 
memorandwn did not go into effect. 

After rejection of the provisions of the 
memorandum, further negotiations con­
tinued on the basis of the recommenda­
tions made by the Emergency Board, but 
were unsuccessful, and in January of this 
year, the unions, being free to strike, 
since all procedures of the Railway Labor 
Act had been exhausted, called a strike 
on one railroad, the Union Pacific. The 
railroads announced. that if one railroad 
was struck, a r~tionwide lockout would 
occur, so the unions sought an injunc­
tion against the lockout. 

The U.S. District Court for the District 
of Colwnbia enjoined both the strike 
and the lockout for 10 days, subsequently 
extending the injunction for an addi­
tional 10 days. On March 2, the court 
issued a preliminary injunction against 
a strike of the Union Pacific or any 
selected carrier, whereupon the unions 
called a nationwide strike to take place 
at 12:01 a.m. on Thursday, March 4. 

President Nixon recommended to the 
Congress legislation to prevent this 
strike, by placing into effect, as if ratified 
by the parties themselves, the memoran­
dwn of understanding of December 4, 
1969, which I referred to earlier. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

The provisions of the bill are quite sim­
ple. It states that the memorandum of 
understanding which I referred to earlier 
which was entered into on December 4 
shall be immediately put into effect. 
One of the provisions of that memoran­
dum was to the effect that upon the 
date of notification of ratification of the 
memorandum there would be an immedi­
ate wage increase for mechanics of 7 
cents an hour, and the resolution pro­
vides that the date of enactment of the 
resolution shall be treated as the date of 
ratification. This means that the memo­
randum of understanding will govern 
wages and working conditions for the 
members of the four unions involved just 
the same as though they had ratified the 
agreement through collective bargain­
ing. 
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ISSUES INVOLVED IN THE DISPUTE 

This entire controversy has boiled 
down to one issue involving one union. 
That issue is the applieation of the in­
cidental work rule at running repair 
work locations. Running repairs are con­
ducted on equipment which is in service, 
and the memorandum of understanding 
provides that where a particular job re­
quires the services of more than one craft 
or class of employees, and the work of one 
craft is only incidental to the overall 
job, then the incidental work may, if 
a member of the other craft is not avail­
able, be assigned to a different craft. 

Under the agreement, it is specified 
that work shall be eonsidered as inci­
dental when it involves the removal or 
displacing or the disconnecting or con­
necting of parts and appliances such as 
wires, piping, covers, shielding, and other 
appurtenances from or near the main 
work assignment in order to accomplish 
that assignment. 

Three unions have agreed to this pro­
vision, but the sheet metal workers feel 
that this jeopardizes their jobs and work 
assignments. 

The earriers' representative has stated 
to the committee that he puts a price of 
17 cents an hour on this incidental work 
rule. I would assume from this that he 
would feel that the 68-cent-an-hour 
wage increase provided by this agreement 
should be reduced by 17 cents if the in­
cidental work rule is removed. 

The conflict here seems to be almost 
irreconcilable, and since we cannot af­
ford a nationwide railroad strike with 
our young men in combat in Vietnam, 
th~ only thing the Congress can do at this 
point is to consider some legislative so­
lution to this problem and vote it up or 
down. 

LABOR ACT 

The Railway Labor Act, since its en­
actment in 1926, has governed all labor 
relations ir .. the railroad industry. 

This act sets out in considerable de­
tail the procedures which must be fol­
lowed in all matters involving disputes 
between earriers and their employees; 
the making and maintenance of agree­
ments concerning rates of pay, rules, and 
working conditions; and the inter­
pretation and application of collective 
bargaining agreements. 

Unless the procedures set out in that 
act are followed in th£. ease of collective 
bargaining disputes, strikes and lockouts 
are illegal and may be enjoined by the 
courts. 

Although the Railway Labor Act pro­
cedures have been exhausted in the cur­
rent dispute which is the subject of this 
legislation, a review of the provisions of 
the act may be helpful at this point. 

When a proposal is made to make, 
amend, or revise an agreement between 
labor and management, direct negotia­
tions must be initiated by a written no­
tice by either of the parties at least 30 
days prior to the date of the intended 
change, and a conference must begin 
within the 30 days provided in the notice. 
These conferences may continue from 
time to time nntil a settlement or dead­
lock is reached. During this period and 
for 10 days after termination of the con­
ference, the act provides the "status quo 

will be maintained and rates of pay, rules, 
or working conditions shall not be altered 
by the carrier." It will be noted that dur­
ing this period, which may be as little 
as 40 days, but may extend considerably 
beyond the time, there is no right to 
strike, anll management may not change 
rates of pay, rules, or working conditions. 

If the parties do not settle their prob­
lem in direct negotiations, either party 
may request the services of the National 
Mediation Board in settling the dispute, 
or the Board on its own motion may 
proffer its services to the parties. In the 
event this occurs, the status quo con­
tinues in effect, with a prohibition against 
strikes or changes in pay, rules, or work­
ing conditions while the Board retains 
jwisdiction. The Board engages in medi­
ation, which may last for an indefinite 
period. When the best efforts of the 
Board have been exhausted without a 
settlement, the law requires that the 
Board urge the parties to submit the 
dispute to arbitration. If mediation fails 
and the parties refuse to arbitrate, the 
Board notifies both parties in writing 
that its mediatory efforts have failed, and 
for 30 days thereafter no strike is per­
mitted and no change may be made in 
rates of pay, rules, or working conditions. 

Upon the completion of this final 30 
days, if in the judgment of the National 
Mediation Board the dispute threatens 
substantially to interrupt interstate com­
merce to a degree such as to deprive any 
section of the country of essential trans­
portation service, the Board may notify 
the President of the existence of this sit­
uation. The President may thereupon, in 
his discretion, create an Emergency 
Board to investigate and report regarding 
the dispute. The report must be submit­
ted within 30 days from the date of ap­
pointment of such Board, and for that 
period, and for 30 days thereafter no 
change shall be made by the parties to 
the controversy in the conditions out of 
which the dispute arose. 

It will be noted that even under the 
most expeditious possible procedure, un­
der the terms of the Railway Labor Act, 
the rights of management to make 
changes in rates of pay, rules, or working 
conditions, and the rights of labor to 
strike, are suspended for statutory 
periods totaling not less than 130 days, 
plus whatever time is required by the Na­
tional Mediation Board in attempting 
mediation of the dispute--averaging over 
50 days. 

In this case, the President appointed 
Emergency Board No. 176, and as I 
pointed out earlier, the 30-day mora­
torium on strikes expired in December 
of last year. This act, together with its 
detailed procedures, is fallowed in all ne­
gotiations involving changes in work 
rules and rates of pay in the railroad in­
dustry. Unfortunately, in recent years 
emergency board after emergency board 
has pointed out the lack of true negotia­
tions between the parties prior to the 
establishment of an emergency board. 

I need not detail for Members the 
history in recent years, where the Con­
gress had to settle a threatened nation-
wide rail strike by legislation in 1963, 
came very close to having to settle by 
legislation a threatened airline strike in 
1966, had to impose a legislative settle-

ment on a dispute involving the machin­
ists and railroads in 1967, and now we 
have facing us again the necessity of 
settling a dispute that the parties them­
selves are unable, or are unwilling, to 
settle themselves through collective bar­
gaining. 

If it were not for the Vietnamese situ­
ation, I would have used all the powers 
I have at my command as chairman of 
the committee to prevent this legislation 
from even being considered; however, 
with m~r men in combat, I do not think 
this should be done, so have introduced 
the President's legislation, and have pro­
vided as prompt consideration of the 
President's proposal as was possible, so 
that the House now has an opportunity 
to vote a bill up or down. 

Personally I propose to vote against 
the bill. 

As I said, if it were not for our boys 
fighting in Vietnam, this resolution 
would not be before the House. I think all 
of us are taking up this resolution with 
a great deal of distrust. I believe it is a 
backward step. I believe that we are 
backtracking on the steps by which we 
became a great and mighty nation under 
freedom, with men building and bargain­
ing to work out their interests. We are 
starting back down the trail to medi­
ocrity, back toward the place where our 
ancestors served in partial slavery. 

We had a resolution before this body 
in 1967 in which we forced compulsory 
arbitration on the unions and on the rail­
roads. The same thing occurred in 1963. 
And now this bill. This bill is only a 
starter, because this breeds more and 
more of these irreconcilable conflicts as 
we go along, and I am afraid this is what 
is going to happen in the future. When 
we pass this joint resolution, it will be 
the beginning for others. 

I have heard the cry so much before 
our committee, "We cannot afford a rail­
road strike." Well, I disagree with that. 
I believe that a day or two of a strike in 
this country would not create such a 
crisis as many have been talking about. 
This Nation has been faced with crises 
of one sort or another for 200 years and 
we have sw-vived every one of them. I 
believe that if there were a strike for a 
day or so these men would want to get 
back together with the railroads, and 
they would want to get back together 
and come to some settlement. This in­
volves such a small area of disagree­
ment. 

Men have set themselves firmly and 
said, "We will not yield. We will, not 
give." I say that all men being free, as 
I am, labor and management, the two of 
them together have built Ameriea into 
a great nation, and they both, labor and 
management, ought to be free and equal. 
They ought to be able to sit down at a 
table and bargain equaHy. If they cannot 
reach an agreement, they should then 
say, "We will put it to voluntary arbi­
tration," and not resort to compulsory 
arbitration by our Government saying, 
"You shall do this. You must do some­
thing else." 

But it now seems that there is no al­
ternative before us today. 

I can say frankly, as I said to the Rules 
Committee, if it had not been for our 
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boys fighting in Vietnam, I would have 
done everything in my command to see 
that this bill did not come to the floor 
today. In all fairness, being chairman 
of the committee, I thought the com­
mittee ought to have the time to work 
its will in a democratic process. The vote 
was 15 to 12 to bring it to the floor. 

In the committee several amendments 
were offered. All of these amendments 
were defeated. I understand some of 
them will be offered today. I believe, in 
order to make it a better bill, that prob­
ably one or two of them should be in the 
bill, but that is something that remains 
to be seen as we proceed. 

There are those who say we will have 
disaster if we have a strike, and I say 
I do not believe that, but I believe under 
the circumstances today when we have 
our boys from Air..erica fighting on for­
eign soil, they ought to be able to have 
those things brought to them which they 
need in order to equip and sustain them. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my 
statement at this time. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Dlinois (Mr. 
SPRINGER). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us realize 
as we come here to the floor that this 
is not what this committee wanted to be 
faced with. Certainly the Members of 
this body did not want to have to settle 
a matter between labor and management 
upon which they failed to agree. Why, 
therefore, is it necessary that we be here 
with legislation this afternoon which in 
effect settles this matter? We do this for 
one reason and one reason only: Unless 
something is done by this body and the 
other body and signed by the President 
by midnight Friday, we will have a rail­
road strike, and that has, may I say, 
some very important implications and 
a very severe impact upon this economy. 

I have before me the report which ac­
companied this bill to the :floor in the 
other body from which I will read to 
show what would happen unless this 
committee did bring this legislation here 
today. 

Coal, which is an important item in 
this economy-73 percent is carried by 
rail. 

Northwest grains, 68 percent is carried 
by rail. 

North Central grains-in my own re­
gion-75 percent is carried by rail; 84 
percent of lumber is carried by rail; 73 
percent of cotton is carried by rail; 90 
percent of auto bodies and parts is car­
ried by rail; 90 percent of hogs is carried 
by rail. 

Mr. Chairman, I could go into the de­
tailed impact of this on the economy, 
which I will not do, but let us just take, 
for instance, what would happen to those 
people who have to get from the suburbs 
into the cities. In the city of Chicago, 
350,000 people would be unable to be 
transported in a 24-hour period; in New 
York, 522,000; in Boston, 32,000; in 
Philadelphia, 250,000; and in San Fran­
cisco, 23,000. 

What would this mean to our national 
defense picture? Eight hundred and fif­
teen carloads are originated daily, or 49.5 

percent of the total defense freight vol­
ume which is carried by rail. One-half of 
all of our national defense items-and I 
am sure this is what our distinguished 
chairman was talking about a moment 
ago when he mentioned the national de­
fense aspect and what would happen in 
Vietnam if the trains did not run-815 
carloads a day, 150 cars of munitions, 
specialized rail cars of Titan III Minute­
man and Polaris missiles, 159 cars of bulk 
high octane fuel, nuclear ship refueling 
in shielded containers, in depressed cen­
ter flat cars, military-owned flatcars in 
forces of readiness and strike command. 

Twenty-five cars of sulfuric acid. 
What about mail? We have heard the 

distinguished chairman of the Commit­
tee on Post Office and Civil Service on a 
bill just a few minutes ago, which he is 
attempting to bring to the floor of the 
House as soon as he can. 

Seven hundred seventy-five carloads 
of mail originating daily, including 215 
cars and 560 piggyback, and 90 percent 
of the bulk mail originating daily, includ­
ing 75 million pieces of various kinds of 
mail. 

In agriculture, 10 percent of manufac­
tured food and 12 percent of unmanuf ac­
tured food. There would be only 2 or 3 
days of supplies of perishable fruits and 
meats on hand, which would not be car­
ried thereafter. 

The trapping of 10,000 cars of refriger­
ated shipments and 200 cars of live­
stock. 

I could go into minerals here, and the 
State of Alaska, to give a picture of what 
would happen if we were to have a rail 
strike on Friday. · 

May I say that this legislation today is 
substantially different from that which 
was brought before this House in 1967. In 
1967 the brotherhoods had agreed to 
nothing. Neither had management. In 
other words, they were at a plain im­
passe between the brotherhoods and 
management, and there was no agree­
ment of any kind. 

Members will remember the Morse leg­
islation of 1967, which provided for a 
board of arbitration which would then 
settle the matter, and that would be 
the final settlement. There was, in es­
sence, forced arbitration under the 1967 
legislation. 

Where are we with this bill? Now there 
are 19 railroad brotherhoods; 15 of these 
are not involved in any way. 

There are four brotherhoods involved 
in this legislation. 

What happened? Labor and manage­
ment sat down with the four brother­
hoods. The 134 standard railroads in this 
country sat down. They arrived at an 
agreement between the negotiators. 
There was one negotiator authorized to 
negotiate for all four of the labor unions. 
There was one negotiator authorized to 
negotiate for the 134 standard railroads. 
They arrived at an agreement. Then rep­
resentatives of each of the four con­
curred and initialed the agreement. Each 
one of the unions initialed the agreement 
to show that, insofar as these negotia­
tions were concerned, they were satisfied. 

Then what happened? They sent the 
negotiated agreement back to the unions 
for ratification. The constitution of the 

sheet metal workers does not require 
ratification but it was part of this ar­
rangement. Three of those unions ap­
proved it by a substantial vote. One of the 
four unions turned it down by a vote of 
2,200 to 1,100, roughly. This was the 
sheet metal workers having about 6,000 
members in railway employment. 

So, in essence, 2,200 in the labor move­
ment are going to force a strike on 598,-
000 employees. There are about 600,000 
railroad employees. 

This is, in effect, is where we are today. 
Three of the unions are satisfied. 
When the negotiator for all four of the 

unions appeared the second time before 
our committee we asked him, "What is 
the solution?" He said, "I do not know 
what the solution is, but I guess if you 
are going to move in this you will have 
to come up with this legislation"-which 
is here before us today. This is what the 
union negotiator said. 

Now, you have three unhappy unions 
for the simple reason that they have 
alre2.dy settled this matter but they are 
not getting the incr:ases provided in 
it because the settlement is not final. So 
you do have three of the brotherhoods 
that are not happy, because they nego­
tiated the final settlement and are satis­
fied with it but are not getting increases 
by virtue of the fact that you did not get 
any final settlement with the fourth 
union. So you do have three unhappy 
unions because they are not getting the 
money that they negotiated in good faith 
for, and I suppose you have another 
unhappy union because they did not get 
what they wanted. 

Now, what is the hang-up? What is 
the problem involved with the one 
union? Is it this: In the negotiations, in 
which there was a lot of money involved 
in the way of raises and pay and so on, 
and there was a lot of give and take, for 
what the railroads offerej, the negotia­
tors agreed as a part of the negotiations 
that incidental work could be done by 
other crafts than, we will say, the sheet 
metal workers. For instance, if you had 
a job in which sheet metal workers were 
involved and you had a minor matter 
involved in it, you could bring someone 
from the outside, from outsidJ of that 
craft, in and finish up the job. That 
does not mean you could do it in matters 
in which sheet metal workers alone are 
qualified to work, but you could have 
others do incidental work. 

The reasons why the railroads wanted 
that and the reason why they negotiated 
it with all these unions was simple: It 
was because they wanted to get an ex­
change for what they gave in the way 
of increased wages with some kind of 
improved efficiency. That is what they 
say. The sheet metal workers say that 
some people may be thrown out of work. 

That is not my belief, because if you 
look at the newspapers-and the chair­
man has made it plain-there is a de­
mand for sheet metal workers all over 
the country. So I do not think anybody 
will be thrown out of a job because of 
this. However, that is what the sheet 
metal workers say they fear. 

The other three unions ·agreed to the 
incidental work rule. The sheet metal 
workers did not. This is the only hang-
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up in this whole problem. If it had been 
agreed on, we would have had this mat­
ter negotiated and we would not be before 
you today. 

I think our distinguished chairman, 
together with the Secretary of Labor, 
did everything that anybody could 
humanly do to bring this matter to a 
head and get a settlement. Not only did 
our distinguished chairman have both 
of them in his office to talk it over to 
see if he could do it, but also he had the 
Secretary of Labor-and I was with him 
on one occasion. when he was in his of­
fice-to see if there was any way that 
we could get the matter settled. I think 
we had both parties before our commit­
tee on three separate occasions. I believe 
I can remember three separate occasions 
in which we had a confrontation in front 
of the committee between the respec­
tive parties in an effort to see if we could 
exert all of the influence we had upon 
both of these parties to try to bring them 
together. 

So may I say to you that anything that 
could be done has been done in order to 
try to get this matter settled. May I .say 
that our distinguished chairman has 
taken the leadership in this, and he has 
certainly put out every effort that I know 
of that a man could in order to try to 
bring these two parties to an agreement. 
He has been, I think, in the exercise of 
this effort, about as evenhanded as any­
one could be. I have worked as closely 
with him as anyone. And I know there are 
other members of the committee who 
have done the same thing. So it is reluc­
tantly that we brought this matter before 
you, but we brought it in because we did 
not think there was any other solution 
unless you wanted to have a strike at 
midnight Friday night which would tie 
up this country and I think put us in 
the kind of a snarl that would raise a 
huge outcry from the public because we 
had not done our job in the Congress in 
trying to get this matter settleJ. I do not 
think the people of this country are go­
ing to stand still for a railroad strike 
which would throw 600,000 people out 
of work and in addition stop the rail sys­
tem in this country, which is something 
this economy could not stand. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that more or 
less sums it up as I see it. For this rea­
son we have brought this legislation to 
you. We have thought it through from 
every angle. I have the feeling that if 
three of these brotherhoods accepted 
this and negotiated it, then they be­
lieved it was fair and that we are right 
in coming before you and asking that 
you apprve this or make it binding upon 
all the parties and settle this matter so 
that we will not have a railroad strike 
on Friday night. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to our colleague the gen­
tleman from Texas (Mr. EcHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, it is 
not fashionable any more to be con­
servative. It is the new style to be prag­
matic on the right. It is not fashionable 
to be liberal but to be pragmatic on the 
left. 

Mr. Chairman, the resolution now 
pending before us here is not conserva­
tive in the sense that it conserves tried 
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and tested methods of achieving labor­
management accord. It is not conserva­
tive in that for the first time in Ameri­
can history it proposes to put a labor­
management term agreement into effect 
between parties, including a congression­
ally dictated reopening clause. It is not 
liberal. It is not fashioned to protect the 
liberal principle of protecting the rights 
of free collective bargaining. It is not 
liberal in that it takes away the 7 cents 
per hour for mechanics between the pe­
riod of December 17 and the time of the 
passage which will be about 4 months. 
Now, this is not what the three unions 
ratified and agreed to. They were think­
ing they were going to get for their me­
chanics 7 cents an hour from December 
17, the date of ratification. Yet, what we 
would do is write into law, in spite of 
their agreement, a waiver of 4 months of 
pay which these three unions that did 
in fact ratify, but over and above what 
this House Joint Resolution 1124 as it 
comes from the committee. It is an ex­
tremely improvident piece of legislation 
from the standpoint of long-term public 
good. By temporarily a voiding the pres­
ent crisis, it sets the stage for future 
ones. Let me show you how it does this: 

We are not just enacting an agreement 
for wages and working conditions. We 
do more than that. We provide a termi­
nation clause in which we crystallize in­
to statutory law the method of reopen­
ing and the method of reopening must 
again get us into the same old trap of 
nationwide bargaining. The only body 
that can reopen for the union is an as­
sociation of all the shop craft unions. 
The only group that can reopen for the 
companies is an association of all the 
railroads involved. 

Now, there is no dispute between Santa 
Fe and its employees with respect to 
work assignments. Why cannot the union 
reopen with respect to Santa Fe and 
settle on their own terms as to what 
management and labor are willing to 
agree upon? We heard the representa­
tive of the sheet metal workers come be­
fore us and say that the Santa Fe pro­
vision was acceptable to him. Why should 
we bind them all in a common strait­
jacket until January 1, 1971? That is 
what we do if we enact this legislation 
as it is proposed here. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, at the proper time 
I should like to offer a substitute for 
this approach. 

The difficulty with the situation we 
have here today is that the pattern of 
collective bargaining is nationwide, so 
that Congress has taken upon itself the 
duty of settling every labor dispute at the 
ultimate termination date of the period 
during which no strike can occur. 

Mr. Chairman, there have been a good 
number of bills passed by this Congress 
concerning emergency strike legisla­
tion, but in every one of those recent 
bills we have done nothing more than ex­
tend the no-strike period for an addi­
tional period of time, something like 30 
or 47 days, or we have extended it for 
such time and then provided that some­
body is going to look at the actual issues 
involved in the dispute, and decide the 
issue by what is called "compulsory 
arbitration" or "mediation to conclu-

sion," but at least somebody looks at the 
merits of the labor dispute. Here we 
would in Congress create a contract when 
no contract exists without considering 
the merits of the matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tlemen has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen­
tleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for the additional 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to say that 
there are two questions that I think 
should be considered in this respect. The 
only possible precedent for legislation of 
this type is a case by the Supreme Court 
arising out of a dispute that happened in 
1916 between the railroads and their 
labor unions, and at that time there was 
written into law a standard 8-hour day, 
but there Congress was dealing with the 
specific issue involved, and it used its 
knowledge and its expertise and applied 
that knowledge to the specific facts of the 
dispute, and provided the 8-hour stand­
ard day, applying it for only 30 days to 
existing contracts. But existing contracts 
could be opened immediately. 

Now, I would suggest that we follow 
that constitutional precedent in the case 
of Wilson against New, and that we put 
into effect only as an interim stay of a 
strike-and incidentally it would prevent 
a strike-the provisions that came closest 
to agreement, but that we provide for 
immediate reopening under the Railway 
Labor Act, and we provide that that re­
opening could be by any of the involved 
parties against single railroads; that the 
dispute not be molded into a national 
forum. 

There could not be a strike, practically 
speaking, under the processes of the Rail­
way Labor Act for at least 9 months 
under the amendment which I will offer. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Conur..ittee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Chairman of the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Uni.on, reported that that Com­
mittee, having had under consideration 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1124) to 
provide for the settlement of the labor 
dispute between certain carriers by rail­
road and certain of their employees, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

AUTHORITY FOR SPEAKER TO DE­
CLARE A RECESS 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that it may be in order 
for the Speaker to declare a recess sub­
ject to the call of the Chair. 

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

There was no objection. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the order 

heretofore granted, the Chair declares 
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the House in recess, subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 1 o'clock and 39 min­
utes p.m.) , the House stood in recess sub­
ject to the call of the Chair. 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker at 2 
o'clock and 8 minutes p.m. 

FINAL SETTLEMENT OF RAILWAY 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT DISPUTE, 
1970 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of Union for the further considera­
tion of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
1124) to provide for the settlement of 
the labor dispute between certain carriers 
by railroad and certain of their em­
ployees. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE 01" THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur­
ther consideration of the joint resolu­
tion (H.J. Res. 1124) with Mr. MATSU­
NAGA in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The CHAffiMAN. When the Commit­
tee rose, the gentleman from West Vir­
ginia (Mr. STAGGERS) had 14 minutes re­
maining and the gentleman from IDinois 
(Mr. SPRINGER) had 16 minutes remain­
ing. 

The Chair now recognizes the gentle­
man from Illinois (Mr. SPRINGER) . 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. DEVINE). 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
compelled to make a few comments on 
this legislation since I have the dubious 
honor of being the author or sponsor of 
House Joint Resolution 1124. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman from Ohio yield? 

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

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, may 
I say that the legislation which is pend­
ing before us at the present time is legis­
lation which the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. DEVINE) introduced. The 
chairman of the committee, Mr. STAG­
GERS, and I introduced the same legisla­
tion as House Joint Resolution 1112, 
which was changed to postpone the strike 
for 37 days. That legislation therefore 
expired, and the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. DEVINE) reintroduced 
the legislation. That is the legislation 
pending before us today. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlement for his statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe many 
of us particularly relish the idea that we 
are called upon to resolve what amounts 
to a labor dispute; to substitute our 
judgment for that of free collective bar-

gaining. However, in the public interest 
we are from time to time compelled to 
take a position on matters of this nature. 

Just to refresh the recollection of my 
colleagues for a few moments, there are 
19 brotherhoods connected with railway 
labor, but all 19 are not involved. There 
are only four-the shop craft unions­
that are involved. These are made up of 
the machinists, the boilermakers, the 
electricians and the sheet metal workers. 

All legal remedies have been exhaust­
ed, and that is why we are here today. 
We granted a 37-day moratorium to see 
if they could resolve their differences, 
and it apparently has not become pos­
sible for them to do so. 

Let me read to you from a letter from 
the Department of Labor dated April 1, 
which was following the moratorium 
that we granted, and it says in part, as 
follows: 

A lengthy meeting was held March 30 with 
the Secretary of Labor. New ideas for settle­
ment have been tried a.nd earlier ideas 
brought forward a.gain. These efforts have 
not resolved the dispute. All parties have 
pledged to keep trying, but no further means, 
short of legislation, seem to remain. 

That is why we are here. 
Quoting further from the letter: 
These negotiations began in December 

1968. The workers are still waiting for wage 
increases retroactive to January 1, 1969 and 
the railroads still do not know their costs 
for this intervening period. Bargaining for 
1970 with other unions is being delayed for 
resolution of this matter. The Secretary feels 
further delay is inequitable and inadvisable. 

In addition, the following efforts were 
made by the Department of Labor: 
LABOR DEPARTMENT'S EFFORTS TO RESOLVE THE 

SHOPCRAFT DISPUTE SINCE THE ENACTMENT 
OF PUBLIC LAW 91-203 
March 5, 1970. Assistant Secretary Usery 

had several telephone conversations with 
Messrs. Hiltz, Winpisinger, and NMB Mem­
ber Ives to arrange negotiating session for 
Friday, March 6. He received assurances from 
the unions that they would continue their 
efforts to end wildcat stoppages. 

Friday, March 6, 1970. Joint meeting was 
held at the Department of Labor with rep­
resentatives of the carriers and representa­
tives of three of the four shopcraft unions. 
Mr. Winpisinger advised Mr. Usery that the 
Sheet Metal Workers would not participate in 
mediation efforts by Department of Labor 
and that their position would be announced 
publicly. Mr. Usery sent a telegram to Sheet 
Metal Workers President Edward Carlough 
expressing disappointment that the union 
had declined to participate in the meeting 
and reaffirmed the Administration's desire to 
bring the dispute to a mutually a-eceptable 
conclusion. 

Tuesday, March 10, 1970. Mr. Usery had 
telephone conversations with Mr. Winpi­
singer and National Railway Labor Confer­
ence Vice Chairman Quarles. No new pro­
posals were offered but Mr. Usery discussed 
with the parties possible means of encourag­
ing Sheet Metal Workers to participate in 
the new talks. Department of Labor was ad.­
vised that some wildcats continued through 
March 9 and caused problems at some loca­
tions. Mr. Usery asked carriers for further 
data on such strikes. 

Wednesday, March 11, 1970. Mr. Usery had 
a t elephone conversation with Mr. Hiltz and 
a meeting with Mr. Winpisinger in an at­
tempt to arrange negotiating sessions for 
Thursday, March 12, or Friday, March 13. 
He wa.s advised that representatives of the 
Machinists, Electrical Workers, and Boiler-

makers and Bla-eksmiths would be out of 
town attending meetings relating to local 
wildcat stoppages. 

Thursday, March 12, 1970. Mr. Usery met 
privately with Mr. J. W. O'Brien, Vice Pres­
ident of Sheet Metal Workers to discuss pos­
sibility of resuming negotiations, including 
the use of an outside mediator. Mr. Usery 
was unable to get an affirmative reply to 
sugges.tions, but discussions were frank and 
friendly. Sheet Metal Workers' position re­
mains unchanged and Mr. O'Brien further 
advised t-he Assistant Secrena.ry that on 
March 11 the Sheet Metal Workers withdrew 
authority for Winpisinger to represent them 
in negotiations. Telephone conversation with 
Mr. Hiltz confirming that the Sheet Metal 
Workers have notified the carriers that only 
an authorized representative of the Sheet 
Metal Workers will negotiate in their behalf. 
Telephone conversation with Mr. Ives to dis­
cuss these developments. 

Friday, March 13, 1970. In a telephone con­
versation, Mr. O'Brien advised the Depart­
ment of Labor that it is absolutely neces­
sary that he attend Sheet Metal Workers 
Executive Council meetings March 16 
through 20. Further, unless railroads come 
up with a proposal better than thait which 
was rejected, additional meetings will not 
accomplish anything. 

March 17, 1970. Mr. Usery sent telegrams 
to negotiators for both sides advising that a 
meeting has been scheduled for the next 
day and urging that they attend. 

March 18, 1970. Sheet Metal Workers rep­
resentatives did not attend negotiating ses­
sion and advised Mr. Usery that their posi­
tion regarding mediaition by any representa­
tive of the Administration has not changed. 
Further, the Sheet Metal Workers reiterated 
their belief that additional meetings will be 
futile unless there was a substantial change 
in the offer to settle. 

March 30, 1970. At the suggestion of 
. Chairman Staggers of the House Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Secre­
tary Shultz convened a meeting of the par­
ties to reevaluate various proposals and to 
consider new proposals. Invitations to this 
meeting were extended to Senators Yarbor­
ough and Javits and Congressmen Staggers 
and Springer. Mr. Robert 0. Harris, Staff 
Direotor of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee attended. 

Although there was a lengthy and full 
discussion of the issues no substantive prog­
ress was made at this meeting. 

We should keep in mind that we are 
forcing these four labor unions to ac­
cept something that is unpalatable to 
them. The four negotiators of the shop­
craft unions voluntarily entered into a 
memorandum of agreement-all four of 
them-no dispute. Three of them took it 
before their brotherhoods, and it was 
ratified. The fourth negotiator, Mr. 
O'Brien, went before his sheet metal 
workers, and they failed to ratify it-al­
though the constitution of the sheet 
metal workers did not require ratifica­
tion. 

The vote that was taken is interest­
ing. There are over 6,000 members of 
the Sheet Metal Workers Union. The vote 
was 2,203 not to accept the agreement, 
and 1,267 to accept the agreement. 

Therefore, less than 1,000 members 
have decided in effect that 600,000 rail­
road workers would be out on strike be­
cause these members failed to follow 
through or ratify an agreement entered 
into by their negotiator and other shop 
craft unions. 

Now, this business of compulsory ar­
bitration is of course repugnant to all 
of us. But we cannot run away from a 
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word when the public interest is in­
volved, and in view of the fact we are 
not legislating here permanently. 

I think that we should turn to page 2 
of the committee report and read the 
first three lines of the last paragraph 
where it says: "and in view of the fact 
that the entire memorandum of under­
standing"-and that is what we are rat­
ifying in effect here today by adopting 
this legislation-"will be subject to re­
negotiation commencing September 1, 
1970," 

Look at your calendar-September 
1970 is less than 5 months from now. 
We are spanning that gap, filling the 
void, and keeping the railroads running. 
I think we are in effect doing the re­
sponsible thing by bringing this before 
the House to resolve it so that midnight 
Friday the wheels of railroad transpor­
tation will not die. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. TIERNAN), a member 
of the committee. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the House, we have had quite 
a bit of mention of the fact that three of 
the four unions involved in this dispute, 
that is the membership of those three 
unions, have ratified the agreement. But 
a very significant point is left out when 
they mention ratification. The memo­
randum of agreement which was agreed 
to by the parties, both management and 
the union, was that the date of ratifica­
tion would be December 17. 

On that date three of the unions, as 
previous speakers have indicated, did 
ratify the memorandum of agreement. 
But one of the unions, the sheet metal 
workers union, did not ratify the mem­
orandum of agreement. 

The important thing in this resolu­
tion, gentleman, here before us today, if 
you will look at the last three lines, is 
this: 

And that the date o:! enactment of this 
resolution shall be deemed the "date of noti­
fication of ratification" as used in this mem­
orandwn of understanding. 

So what you are doing is saying to 
these workers of the other three unions 
that no matter what you have agreed to 
in the past, and although you accepted 
the representations of your representa­
tives in negotiation with the manage­
ment, we, Members of the Congress, are 
saying by this resolution that the date 
of ratification is the date the President 
of the United States signs it into law. 
That means that for the period of time 
from December 17 to the time that the 
President signs this resolution, those 
employees, the great bulk of the em­
ployees that were represented and whose 
representatives bargained in good faith 
and brought that agreement back to 
their membership-and those employees 
ratified that agreement-they are going 
to be penalized-the time from Decem­
ber 17 to the date that this resolution is 
signed. 

I think you here today should know 
and understand that because I think it is 
an extremely important point. Later 
when there will be an opportunity to off er 
amendments, an amendment will be of­
fered. At that time, gentlemen, I plead 

with you to consider the difficulty of these 
employees who bargained in good faith 
and who did ratify that agreement and 
said, "We do accept that agreement 
that was entered into by our represent­
atives with the representatives of the 
railroad." 

The next point is, wh&.t we are doing 
here is to put down as a '.'ery small thing 
that we are only affecting 2,000 and 
some odd number of employees of the 
sheet metal workers. But, in reality, what 
we are doing, gentlemen, is taking the 
first step down a very hard road. Be­
cause if we can say to them that we have 
a national emergency on our hands with 
regard to a railroad strike, then let me 
ask you whether you will be able to say, 
"No," when we are faced with a national 
emergency with regard to a strike of the 
airlines and with regard to a strike of 
the teamsters and with regard to the 
strikes of some other organized groups 
of workers in America? 

The people who represent the unions 
and the employers will look at us today 
and say, "We do not have to worry about 
bargaining. We can go to our friends 
in the Congress." Whether it is manage­
ment or whether it is a union, they will 
say, "You write the contract. You force 
the contract on us and we will accept it." 
I do not think anybody wants to do this. 
But this is the first step toward it; this 
is a precedent. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PICKLE). 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman and mem­
bers of the Committee, at the appropri­
ate time I plan to offer an amendment 
to House Joint Resolution 1124 which 
would provide that we handle this pend­
ing strike in exactly the same manner 
as the Congress handled it in 1967. when 
we were threatened with a strike by the 
machinists. In effect, this would provide 
for a special board so that the parties 
may go back into their collective-bar­
gaining processes and allow the special 
board to make a decision as to what they 
think is best under the circumstances. 
That, in time, would then be referred 
back to the floor of the Congress. This 
would be mediation to finality. This 
would mean that we would have a board 
of three members who would consider the 
merits of the particular pending strike 
based on a memorandum of understand­
ing of December 4. 

They would have 5 days to negotiate 
and to attempt to make a settlement. If 
within 5 days this was not settled, then 
the special boa1·d would be appointed and 
that board would then have 30 days to 
mediate this particular pending strike. 

In 1967, when we settled a strike in 
that manner, and which the Congress 
approved, we had 90 days in which the 
board could consider the merits of the 
case. Because of the urgency of this par­
ticular situation, I have shortened the 
time for the special board's considera­
tion to 30 days in this particular instance. 

The wording of the amendment is 
exactly the wording, 98 percentwise, as 
that which was offered to the Congress in 
1967. 

What the amendment would do is 
simply this: 

First, it would keep the Congress from 
writing a contract. It would keep us from 
saying that this is an agreement, and 
though there was an agreement by three 
out of four unions, it was not a total 
agreement; so by law there was not an 
agreement. It would keep the Congress 
from saying that this is the contract that 
we write. 

Second, it would say to the board of 
three people, at least the board of three 
people, that here are the facts of the 
case. What do you think is fair for the 
American people? Based on that, give us 
your recommendation. That special 
board would make its report to the Con­
gress and we will be given an opportunity 
to vote on it, just as we did when an­
other strike of this nature was settled. 

It seems to me that this offers the best 
chance to do that which is fair and 
equitable within the limits of collective 
bargaining and mediation efforts. It cer­
tainly would keep us out of the business 
of writing a contract, which would be an 
unusual proceeding. 

It would establish again this element 
of mediation to :finality. But it worked be­
fore; it settled a strike. It can work again. 
I think it is highly desirable as compared 
to the alternatives that we would be faced 
with by House Joint Resolution 1124. 

I take it we all agree that we cannot 
have a national transportation strike. 
The American people and the interests of 
the public require that we do not allow a 
strike of this nature to take place. I 
merely say this is a better approach to 
adopt the same kind of procedure we did 
3 years ago, by which we sent this con­
troversy back to further mediation, and 
then they did make a recommendation to 
the Congress. I think that would be a 
highly desirable approach. 

When the time comes, I do plan to off er 
such an amendment, and I hope I may 
have your support. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. OTTINGER), a member 
of the committee. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the legislation before us. 
I do not think Congress ought to be in 
the position of intervening in labor dis­
putes under any circumstan~es, whether 
we call it compulsory arbitration or 
whether we call it negotiation to finality. 
Whatever Congress does in this regard 
involves our undermining the collective 
bargaining system. The management of 
the railroads is never going to bargain in 
good faith so long as they know they can 
go to the Congress and get the solution 
they desire. 

Here we do not have even arbitration. 
The resolution before us does not even 
provide that. As we realize, there is only 
one union that refused to settle, but that 
union and its members have rights, and 
they have the right to collectively bar­
gain freely until they can reach a satis­
factory conclusion with management. 
What we are doing here today or even 
what was proposed by my good friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PICKLE) involves Congress pre­
empting the collective bargaining proc-
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ess, undermining it so we will never get a 
satisfactory resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, passage of House Joint 
Resolution 1124 will set a dangerous 
precedent. What is required to avert dis­
ruptive strikes and lockouts is even­
handed pressure on both labor and man­
agement. In 1966 and 1967 I sponsored 
legislation authorizing receivership as a 
last resort for settlement of disputes in­
volving the safety and heath of a sub­
stantial part of the population, or severe 
disruption of the economy. Year after 
year we are faced with emergency stop­
gap measures such as the bill before us 
today, and the time is long overdue for 
passage of legislation to protect the pub­
lic interest and terminate this type of 
last-minute congressional intervention 
in labor disputes on a case-by-case basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to re­
ject this legislation and reject this role 
for the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the first time in my recollection that 
this body has ever been called upon to 
write the terms of the contract in a dis­
pute between the parties. It is a prin­
ciple and a practice and a precedent that 
to my mind is infinitely worse than the 
step of establishing compulsory arbi­
tration. 

I would point out to my colleagues I 
intend to offer at an appropriate time 
an amendment which would allow the 
parties to put into effect those terms 
of the contract upon which they have 
already agreed and to allow the parties 
to select arbiters to act upon their be­
half to decide for those portions which 
they cannot resolve. Those two arbiters 
would select a third, and the three arbi­
trators would decide the issues before 
them and would resolve only the con­
tractual questions that remain yet to 
be resolved. 

I believe this to be a much more de­
sirable way to prevent a strike and re­
solve the issues remaining unresolved. It 
is a much more fair and much more 
constitutional way. It is a much surer 
way to resolve the questions. It is a much 
better precedent. I would hope this body 
would support my endeavor to do this. 
I offered an amendment when this legis­
lation was before the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, when 
that distinguished body had this matter 
under consideration, and it is briefly dis­
cussed in the minority views in the report 
before us. 

I would point out this is not compul­
SOl'Y arbitration since the union has al­
ready agreed the matter should be ar­
bitrated and it simply sets up a means 
whereby the parties can arbitrate and 
resolve only those the matters yet un­
resolved between them. In that spirit I 
hope my colleagues would support this 
kind of approach. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle­
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of an alternative to House Joint 

Resolution 1124 in the form as proposed 
by Representative DINGELL. I do this be­
cause other recourse has been effectively 
denied the shopcraft unions. 

The courts on March 2 ruled that a 
single carrier could not be struck. The 
Congress declared that a strike could not 
be imposed on all carriers, and the Presi­
dent's proposal imposes a settlement on 
those that have rejected the terms of such 
settlement. In the words of the workers 
"they have run out of branches of gov­
ernment." 

The alternative is a reasonable one 
which would end the threat of a nation­
wide strike while allowing the matter to 
be submitted to binding arbitration. If 
this were done we would not then be in 
the position of setting the terms of bar­
gaining agreements in private industry. 
House Joint Resolution 1124 is not a way 
out-it is a compulsory settlement forc­
ing workers to labor under conditions 
which they already rejected by demo­
cratic vote of the membership. We should 
a void this dangerous course and accept 
the amendment to be offered by Mr. 
DINGELL. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the memoran­
dum of understanding dated December 4, 
1969, shall have the same effect (including 
the preclusion of resort to either strike or 
lockout) as though arrived at by agreement 
of the parties under the Railway Labor Act 
(45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.) and that the date of 
enactment of this resolution shall be deemed 
the "date of notification oI ratification" a.s 
used in this memorandum of understanding. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ADAMS 
Mr. ADAMS. ~ . ..:r. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ADAMS : On page 

2, beginning in line 7, strike out "the date 
of enactment of this resolution" and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: "February 19, 
1970" 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Washington is recognized in support of 
his amendment. 

:M:r. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, we have no objec­
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I am sure, speak­
ing as chairman of the committee, there 
would be no objection on this side to the 
amendment. There would be no objection. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, since both 
the Chairman and the Ranking Minority 
Members have indicated their agree­
ment, I will simply explain the amend­
ment and my general position on this 
bill. I will state that by this amendment 
we are trying to work out a date of effec-
tiveness for wages that would apply un­
der the agreement. I believe we have this 
in hand now. The wages would be given 
for the incidental work rule effective as 
of February 19. 

I intend to support the amendments to 
this bill which are going to be offered, 

for the reason that I believe this bill es­
tablishes the bad precedent of the ·con­
gress making an agreement between the 
parties. I have offered this particular 
amendment to try to perfect the contract 
as best as possible, to make it fair for the 
men who are involved. 

I regret that the Congress is involved 
in this type of operation. I would say 
this: I believe by doing it we can assure 
ourselves that ·we will bring up a railroad 
strike in the future. Railroad manage­
ment has now found that by bargaining 
nationally a national strike is created; 
when a national strike is created, a na­
tional emergency is created. Then Con­
gress will settle the matter. 

In this particular case I believe the 
Members should know that individuaf 
unions tried to go to individual railroads 
and to strike them indivdually, so that 
there would not be a national strike. 
They were prevented from doing so by 
a court order. 

The next set of strikes that come up, 
if they do come up in that fashion, would 
not create a national emergency. 

One of the amendments which has been 
suggested by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT) has this as a part of it. 
I hope the committee will carefully con­
sider it, because otherwise we can expect 
a dispute when the September 6 notices 
open for the shop crafts. Notices have 
already opened for the clerks. Notices 
have already opened for the mainte­
nance-of-way employees. 

The result of this is that during the 
next 6 months to a year there is going 
to be a series of these disputes. If man­
agement is assured of the fact that they 
can make a last offer and then do noth­
ing further then there will not be any 
settlement and we are going to get the 
strike back here again. 

The suggestion which many of us 
made last time was to create the condi­
tion of an artificial strike. We have not 
attempted to make those amendments 
to this legislation, because it has come up 
too quickly and it was too difficult in the 
period of time we had to work out all 
those details. 

Instead, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL) has offered an amend­
ment and explained it, and the gentle­
man from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) has of­
fered an amendment and explained it, 
which are temporary palliatives to try to 
do the best we can to a void putting men 
to work under a law that says, "You must 
work." 

I will close by saying I do not know 
what will happen if someone says, "I will 
not work under it," because I am not at 
all certain the Congress has the constitu­
tional power to say, "This will be the con­
tract between two parties." There is a 
grave constitutional question involved in 
that. We discussed this at length in the 
committee. 

Many of us would have preferred that 
there be a dff erent type of solution of­
fered by the administration. 

I hope the amendment I have offered 
will be agreed to, because it does make 
this bad precedent more fair. It gives the 
men their wages back at least to Febru­
ary 19. I should like to go back to Decem­
ber, but if we can at least get an agree-
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ment on this date, and the other body 
will agree to it, I believe this is more fair 
and will prevent wildcat strikes. 

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I wanted to mention 
that it is understood the other body will 
have a similar amendment presented on 
the floor, and this amendment would 
make the two resolutions coincide. I 
know the gentleman, like myself, would 
like to go all the way back to the date 
originally reached-December 17, 1969. 
But looking at the realities, that this is 
being put forward in the other body, I 
believe this will make the bill match, and 
this is what should be done. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the chairman 
for his statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on · 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Washington (Mr. AnAMS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL: 
Strike out all after the resolving clause 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"That with respect to the carriers repre­

sented by the National Railway Labor Con­
feren<:e and the employees represented by 
the International Association of Machinists 
and Aerospace Workers; International Broth­
erhood of Boilermakers, Iron Shipbuilders, 
Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpers; and the 
International Brotherhood. of Electrical 
Workers functioning through the Employees' 
Conference Committee, the memorandum of 
understanding dated December 4, 1969, shall 
have the same effect (including the preclu­
sion of resort to either strike or lockout) as 
though arrived at by agreement of the par­
ties under the Railway Labor Act (45 u.s.c. 
151 et seq.) and December 17, 1969, shall be 
deemed the 'date of notification of ratifica­
tion' as used in this memorandum of un­
derstanding. 

"SEC. 2. (a) With respect to the carriers 
represented by the National Railway Labor 
Conference and the employees represented. 
by the Sheet Metal Workers International 
Association (hereafter in this section referred 
to as the 'parties') , the provisions of the 
final paragraph of section 10 of the Railway 
Labor Act as heretofore extended by law shall 
be extended until 12 :01 o'clock ante-merid­
ian of the 30th day after enactment of this 
resolution with respect to the dispute re­
ferred to in Executive Order 11486 of 0-eto­
ber 3, 1969. 

"(b) There is hereby established an Arbi­
tration Panel, hereafter referred to as the 
'Panel', for the purpose of rendering a final 
and binding decision on the dispute. The 
Panel shall consist of three members to be 
appointed as follows: 

" ( 1) One Panel member shall be desig­
nated by the National Railway Labor Con­
ference; 

"(2) One Panel member shall be desig­
nated by the Sheet Metal Workers Interna­
tional Association; and 

"(3) One Panel member shall be appointed 
by the two Panel members designated under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection. 
If the Panel members designated under para­
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection are 
unable to agree upon the third member, then 
the following procedure sha.11 be followed to 
select the third Panel member: (A) A list 
of five names shall be requested from the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, 
{B) the two Panel members shall begin con-

sideration of this list, alternately, with the 
right to strike any name, except that the 
last name remaining upon the list shall be 
the third Panel member unless there is prior 
agreement upon designation of a Panel mem­
ber. A coin shall be used to decide who has 
first consideration of the list. 

" ( c) The Panel shall make its decision not 
earlier than 15 days and not later than 30 
days from the date of enactement of this 
joint resolution. The decision of the Panel 
shall be final and binding upon the parties." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, as I 
have indicated, this is a reintroduction 
of an amendment substantially identi­
cal to that offered by me in committee 
yesterday. It avoids, I think, two things 
that are highly undesirable. One is com­
pulsory arbitration, since the unions in­
volved have agreed that they would be 
content to arbitrate the issues between 
them. Two, it obviates the necessity of 
this Congress engaging in what I regard 
as almost a certainly unconstitutional 
practice. I ref er to the device of legislat­
ing the content of an agreement between 
two persons not necessarily in agreement 
with the terms thereof. I would point out 
that adoption of this amendment has 
the advantage not only of obviating court 
tests certain to come, but it very prob­
ably will also obviate the finding of un­
constitutionality and a certain-to-be 
series of wildcat strikes, which I am sat­
isfied will follow the enactment of the 
legislation now before u.s unless this 
amendment is adopted. 

I would point out, further, Mr. Chair­
man, the amendment very simply says 
that those matters agreed to by all 
parties are in effect as if the agreement 
had been signed and ratified and had 
gone into effect, but it establishes a panel 
to be chosen, one member by the rail­
roads, one member by the union affected, 
and one member by the two of them. In 
the failure of the two union and man­
agement panel members, the selection 
would be from a list of names submitted 
by the Federal Mediation and Concilia­
tion Service and selected through a proc­
ess of the striking of names between the 
parties until they had arrived at an 
agreement on the selection of the third 
panel member. Thirty days after the ap­
pointment of the panel the finding of the 
panel would be final and would be bind­
ing on the parties as if agreed to by law. 

Opportunity would here be afforded 
to all parties to present their cases, to 
make their wishes heard, and to have a 
fair and judicial determination made 
with regard to the questions in contro­
versy, something that I mu.st tell you 
very clearly has not transpired to date 
either in the committee or the Congress 
·itself. And, I say this recognizing that 
the Congress has acted to the best of its 
ability under very difficult circumstances 
to assure fairness to all parties. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this ap­
proach will result in a settlement of the 
issue and some disagreements which will 
be raised and accepted by the parties in­
volved. Further, I believe it obviates the 
possibility of passing a law which in my 
opinion at least is unconstitutional and 
a very bad situation from the standpoint 
of policy. 

I think it does something else which 
is of great importance and that is it 
affords this Congress an alternative 
which we desperately need. The legisla­
tion was written in haste and I believe 
is fundamentally ill conceived. 

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

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

Mr. OTI'INGER. I thank my good 
friend for yielding. 

There is one thing I do not under­
stand but which I think, perhaps, the 
gentleman from Michigan can explain 
and that is this: How does his amend­
ment differ from compulsory arbitra­
tion? Does not this impose a settlement? 

Mr. DINGELL. I can tell my friend 
that the unions would be happy to arbi­
trate in this matter and under these 
conditions and therein in my opinion the 
question of compulsory arbitration is 
obviated and eliminated. 

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

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say to my col­
leagues that this amendment which has 
been introduced by my distinguished col­
league from Michigan was introduced 
and was defeated in the committee, if 
my recollection is correct, 18 to 9. I will 
stand corrected if that is wrong. How­
ever, I believe that was the figure. Not 
even many of those who are in sympathy, 
if I may say so, with the gentleman from 
Michigan voted for this amendment be­
cause it is very unfair to the three labor 
brotherhoods who have already settled 
their grievances. 

What this in effect will do is to put 
into statutory form the agreement which 
those three unions have already agreed 
to, but leave it wide open by setting up 
this arbitration board for the sheet metal 
workers in which case they almost in­
variably will come out with a higher 
.figure than the others which have al­
ready been negotiating in good faith 
between labor and management. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I shall yield to the 
gentleman when I get through. 

In effect, what you are doing is giving 
another additional preferential step to 
the brotherhood which has not agreed 
to anything and then you will put this 
provision into effect after the agreement 
which has been entered into by the other 
three brotherhoods which have acted in 
good faith. I think all of you can see the 
unfairness of allowing this kind of thing, 
of future arbitration by the board with 
reference to the sheet metal workers, 
when you have already a settlement with 
the other three brotherhoods. What they 
hope to get out of it is to get a better 
settlement than has already been nego­
tiated by the three other unions. In other 
words, if you adopt this amendment, you 
will be gaining one friend but will be 
making three enemies. You will make a 
friend of the sheet metal workers but 
you will make three enemies of the other 
brotherhoods which have gone through 
a negotiation if the gentleman's amend­
ment prevails. That is what wlll happen. 

I present this to you as being unfair 
and that is the reason I think so many 
of the distinguished gentleman's col-
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leagues on his side saw the unfairness 
of this kind of proposition at this stage 
of the legislation and this ls the reason 
it was voted down by a vote of 2 to 1. 

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

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle­
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am sorry that my 
good friend from Illinois is so much in 
error with reference to this amendment. 
I would point out, first of all, that it does 
not do what my colleagues from Illinois 
would have us believe at all. Second, it 
does say that the questions which have 
not been resolved will be arbitrated-not 
all the questions, not the wage questions, 
but only the unresolved questions on 
work rules. 

I would state to my very dear friend, 
the gentleman from Illinois, that there 
is a story in the Bible told by the good 
Lord Himself where a landlord hired 
people to labor in his vineyards. Some 
labored from early in the morning until 
late at night, and some did not. And the 
landowner met them and had no com­
plaint, and gave them all the sum of 
one dinarii, and to one who complained 
he was told "Was that not the sum 
agreed upon?" And he said, "Yes, it was." 
And he was told to be silent, and not to 
express any further complaint. 

So we are telling the unions that 
what they agreed upon is binding upon 
them. This has to be resolved, but nobody 
should be permitted here to reopen it. 
It is after all, their own agreement. If 
the unions are adversely affected, it is 
by their free and voluntary agreement. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say that I am 
only in partial agreement to what the 
gentleman said, and I believe that I have 
given as fair consideration to it as I 
could before I arose here to speak. I did 
not make a mistake with reference to 
this. I believe I stated it correctly to the 
Members of the House, and that was the 
reason that we were opposed to it in the 
committee, and that is the reason it 
was beaten two to one in the Committee 
before. I hope that the committee will 
vote down the amendment. 

Mr. w ATSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle­
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, the rec­
ollection of the gentleman is the same 
as mine. In addition to being grossly 
unfair to the three unions, that negotiat­
ed in good faith and to finality, it gives 
preferential treatment to the sheet metal 
workers. 

I believe if we pass this amendment, in­
stead of having just one union holding 
out the next time we are faced with this 
controversy, we would have all the unions 
holding out because the logical thing is 
that this Congress would go along and 
give them another bite on the apple. In 
setting up this special board we are, 
rather than encouraging them to get 
together and suggest that arbitration 
does work, we would actually, if we were 
to pass this amendment, be encouraging 
all the unions to hold out, and they will 
do so together with the realization that 
the Congress would show them prefer-

ential treatment and set up a special 
board instead of arbitration. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I believe the gentle­
man has stated exactly what I have had 
in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ECKHARDT 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I of-
f er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ECKHARDT: 
Strike out on page 2 a.11 after lines 1 and 

2 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"SEC. 1. For the purpose of interim set­

tlement of the dispute growing out Of the 
proposals served by the several unions func­
tioning through the Employees' Conference 
Comm! ttee on the railroad carriers repre­
sented by the National Railway Labor Con­
ference on or about November 8, 1968, and 
the proposals served by the said carriers on 
representatives of the said unions on or 
a.bout November 26, 1968, it is provided that 
the Memorandum of Understanding, dated 
December 4, 1969, other than the provisions 
headed "Effect of This Agreement," shall have 
the same effect as though arrived at by agree­
ment of the parties under the Railway Labor 
Act except as further provided herein. 

"SE.C. 2. This Act is for the purpose of es­
tablishing by law interim rules governing 
wages and other conditions of employment 
between the said carriers and the said unions 
pending their settling their differences by 
ordinary collective bargaining processes and 
such rules shall remain in effect until Jan­
uary 1, 1971, except as hereinafter provided 
in this section. When a.nd if agreement is 
reached between any carrier and any rail­
road settling the matters in dispute between 
them, these interim rules shall cease to be in 
effect with respect t.o such parties. 

"SEc. 8. Subject t.o the internal rules of 
each organization, the National Railway 
Labor Conference, or any of its members rail­
roads, or the Employees' Conference Commit­
tee, or any of its member unions, may each 
serve upon the other or upon any member 
organization of the other a. notice or pro­
posal for the purpose of changing the pro­
visions, or any of the provisions, put into 
effect by these rules, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Railway Labor Act at any 
time after the effective date of this Act. 
These rules shall preclude resort to either 
strike or lockout in the same manner and to 
the same extent as if they constituted a. con­
tract which provided for reopening in 
such manner. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment does the absolute minimwn 
by congressional fiat that is necessary to 
avoid a strike, but it at the same time 
leaves the maximum flexibility for col­
lective bargaining. 

In its first provision it provides that 
for the purpose of interim settlement of 
a dispute, the proposal tentatively agreed 
upon on December 4 shall have the same 
effect as though entered into by agree­
ment between the parties under the Rail­
way Labor Act. In this respect it is ex­
actly like the administration's proposal­
it applies to all four unions and not to 
three-but to all four unions. 

But it is conditioned by section 2 which 
provides that this act is for the purpose 
of establishing by law interim rules 
governing wages and other conditions of 
employment between said carriers pend­
ing the settlement of their own differ­
ences. 

These rules have _ exactly the same 
effect as the provisions of the admin­
istration's bill, except that negotiation is 
not hindered and is not delayed. The 
parties may serve notice immediately to 
settle a dispute with respect to those 
matters that the sheet metal workers 
have not come to a resolution on because 
of the failure of ratification. 

Now let me tell you why I think this is 
psychologically important. I am speaking 
from some experience in labor rela­
tions-experience of approximately 20 
years. 

The thing that prevents persons from 
going on wildcat strikes is that they have 
something going-they have something 
negotiating at the time-and there is 
something happening. There is some pos­
sibility of a resolution in accordance with 
their views. But you freeze negotiations 
and you provide ratification by legisla­
tive fiat from now until September, and 
you close off this matter in a contract 
until January 1, 1971, and you create the 
maximwn temptation for wildcat strikes. 

Now this amendment is not widely 
different from the administration's pro­
posal. But it does one other important 
thing and I want to submit this for your 
consideration. 

If we continue to operate in the man­
ner in which we do-if we continue to 
provide that these parties may negotiate 
a.s a great body representing all unions 
within the crafts on the one side and on 
the other side as a body of persons repre­
senting all of the railroads-if we do this, 
we create a veritable nuclear force on 
both sides which is so threatening to 
the public interest that neither side can 
use these weapons. The union cannot use 
a national strike effectively without 
bringing public opinion down on their 
heads, and the Congress will then re­
spond. The railroads cannot use a na­
tional lockout. 

What this amendment would do is to 
make it so that when you come to the 
Congress to solve your disputes, we are 
going to break up your little game of tight 
national bargaining. We are going to say 
to you-we will put into effect, not as a 
contract but as an interim created status 
quo, just a.s we continue that status quo 
under existing agreements, the closest 
point to agreement which was reached. 
But we are going to permit immediate 
opening against any railroad. We are 
going to break up this national complex 
that makes it impossible today for the 
strike threat to result in a settlement. 

If we go with the administration pro­
posal, we simply invite the railroads from 
here on out to engage in the same type of 
hard bargaining that has existed in the 
past. 

When they come to the end of the 
road, they tell us, "Write our contract for 
11S." 

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

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairm.an, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
ruinois is recognized. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, m-a.y 
I pay recognition to my distinguished 
colleague from Texas. He is probably the 
most distinguished labor lawyer in this 
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body. He has considerably modified the 
amendment that he presents here today 
from what he presented yesterday, but 
it does mean the same thing. There is 
no substantial change in that amend­
ment, which was defeated in the com­
mittee by .a vote of 16 to 8, or 2 to 1. 
Several Members on his own side who, 
I am sure, are ideologically in sympathy 
with him, voted against him on that 
amendment. 

I think there is a very real reason for 
that. What you are attempting to do here 
is to freeze the contract but yet leave 
the negotiation open. I would say, in very 
direct opposition to the conclusion that 
my distinguished colleague has arrived 
at, that the most logical thing to con­
clude is that it would encourage wildcat 
strikes, slowdowns, and everything you 
could possibly conceive of. His inter­
pretation I am sure is made in good 
faith. 

That is the kind of amendment, in my 
opinion, that throws the matter wide 
open to the point at which we would be 
in chaos. The gentleman has said that 
this is only a small change. May I say 
to my distinguished colleagues that this 
is a very, very wide change, not only 
in what it does, but philosophically in 
what is accomplished in this legislation. 
In my opinion, this is the amendment 
that would do the most damage to the 
possibility of getting labor and manage­
ment together on negotiations the next 
time around; it would be exactly the 
amendment which the gentleman from 
Texas has proposed. 

I hope that in view of the overwhelm­
ing vote against the amendment yester­
day by those on the committee that this 
amendment would be voted down. 

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

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Washington is recognized. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out that a vote of only 16 to 
8 is not overwhelming with the numbers 
that are available on this committee. All 
the colleagues of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) who are of similar 
persuasion supported him on this for the 
very reasons that he has stated. This was 
the least harmful way we could see to 
move out of this situation on a short­
term basis. And I want to state in answer 
to the gentleman from Illinois who has 
just spoken that we will have back these 
unions and railroad management in the 
fall or next year because of what we are 
doing today, because we have allowed 
railroad management to know that there 
cannot be a strike, that economic weap­
ons cannot be used, and that the matter 
will eventually be settled by Congress 
each time. 

In the opinion of many of us that alter­
natives to this are, as mentioned by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas, to 
break down the national bargaining and 
have individual bargaining by individual 
unions with the management of par­
ticular railroads, because that is how the 
Railway Labor Act was originally con­
ceived. This is also how Taft-Hartley was 
originally conceived. We would have 
other competitive modes so that when 
the two parties used their economic 
weapons, the two parties were subject to 

the penalties of either not working or not 
making profits while somebody else was 
doing the business, and therefore the two 
of them would have pressure on them to 
settle. When we have no competitive 
mode, because all are on strike then the 
economic pressures never apply to the 
two parties. Instead, the public is injured 
before either of the two parties has any 
pressure placed on it at all. Therefore, we 
think there should be individual bargain­
ing. That would be done by this amend­
ment. 

The other alternative, of course, is to 
establish an artificial strike, which many 
of us suggested at the time the last 
railroad strike was before this Congress. 
By this we say to management as well as . 
to the men: All right, if you are going to 
put the men under injunction and pre­
vent them from having additional wages, 
we then will say to management they 
cannot raise corporate salaries and we 
will impound their profits during that 
period of time and there will be no 
mergers and no dividends. So they will 
have a little pressure on them too. If we 
do not do that, we will get the result we 
have had three times in the last few 
years, of having management say they 
will go so far and no further and thus 
break down any bargaining. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield now to my 
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say in answer to my distin­
guished colleague, the ranking minority 
member of the committee, that I can as­
sure him as well as I can understand law, 
that this amendment is as binding 
against a strike for a period of time, 
which would practically speaking be 
about 9 months, as the proposal that was 
made originally. It is not selling out the 
bargaining process. The bargaining 
process would continue. I feel assured 
that much of the dispute relating to work 
assignments could be settled by the ordi­
nary processes of collective bargaining. 
There could be agreement with some of 
the railroads. There is no reason why all 
of the railroads should be put into a 
procrustean bed with a single represent­
ative of all railroads. 

That 1s all I am seeking here. It would 
stop a strike, it would continue the dis­
cussion, and it would settle the matter 
perhaps piecemeal, and I think ultimate­
ly completely, but it would absolutely 
avoid in my opinion the wildcat strike in 
the interim, because I am assured that 
even the protesting unions would wel­
come the opportunity to have legislation 
of this type which would at least give 
them an opportunity to continue their 
insistence in a peaceful manner rather 
than on a picket line. 

Most laborers do not want to picket. 
They put themselves out of jobs and they 
put others out of jobs. But give them a 
chance to try to come to an agreement 
during a period of time when we bind 
them to prevent them from striking. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I might 
just conclude by saying that in this par­
ticular strike wages are not in dispute. 
What is in dispute is an incidental work 
rule between these four unions and man­
agement. Management put a price on 

that, and the amendment offered by the 
gentleman gives management what it 
bought, which is the incidental work rule 
during this interim period, but it also 
keeps this bargaining process alive. As 
has been pointed out and as the testi­
mony showed, some of these railroads 
have been able to agree with all the 
parties on an incidental work rule. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask 
the gentleman from Texas, the author 
of this amendment, for whom I have the 
highest regard, a question or two. 

I believe we will all agree that the 
parties to this contract have been ne­
gotiating for about a year or a year and 
a half. 

What, under the terms of your amend­
ment, would prompt the parties to reach 
an agreement, which they have not 
r eached over the period of some 18 
months? 

Actually, would not the amendment 
have the effect of encouraging them not 
even to negotiate further, for the simple 
reason that they have already gotten 
what they have negotiated now pegged 
down, so that they can continue to ap­
proach it on a piecemeal basis by negoti­
ations with individual railroads, which, 
in my judgment, would create, as the 
gentleman from Illinois said, quite a cat­
astrophic situation. 

What, under the terms of your amend­
ment, would prompt the disputing union 
to come to any reasonable voluntary 
terms? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank my col­
league for that thoughtful question. I 
know he has put a great deal of thought 
into this subject because of his ques­
tions on the committee. 

There are two things which would 
prompt action under these circum­
stances. 

One is it would break loose the situa­
tion of the unit bargaining of the union 
on the one side and the unit bargaining 
of all railroads on the other side. For 
instance, it would be relatively easy for 
the machinist group to negotiate a con­
tract today with Santa Fe. Once devising 
a pattern, no doubt they would ask for 
the same pattern elsewhere. 

The other thing which would create 
a breaking of the impasse is that at least 
there would be the possibility of a strike 
which would not shut down the entire 
railroad industry. We would restore the 
same normal relationship between em­
ployees and management that exists 
elsewhere in industry; that is, the union 
acting with the ultimate strike threat 
behind it and management acting with 
its power to say "No." 

I assume that this process would re­
solve the work assignment question. I 
believe it would. 

Mr. WATSON. I appreciate the gentle, 
man's explanation, but I still fail to see 
anything under the terms of the amend­
ment which would prompt this union to 
reach an agreement. They have not 
reached an agreement over a period of 
some 12 or 18 months. 

I should have thought during the 37-
day period which the Congress passed by 
resolution earlier, before the Easter re­
cess, if they were honestly interested in 
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negotiating this matter and avoiding this 
congressional action they would have 
moved in and tried to do something about 
it. 

I believe the gentleman will agree with 
me that the facts reveal even after the 
Congress passed a 37-day extension to al­
low this union to try to negotiate this 
matter to :finality, the president of the 
union took a very adamant attitude 
about it and even refused to discuss the 
matter with the Secretary of Labor. 

Now, under the threat of congressional 
action before April 11, midnight Friday, 
this union, I believe the gentleman will 
agree, has absolutely done nothing to­
ward resolving the conflict. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman 
will permit me a very brief answer to a 
long question--

Mr. WATSON. Does the gentleman 
not agree they have done nothing even 
under the threat of congressional action 
during the past 37 days? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I do not see any 
reason why the railroads should yield an 
inch, when we are in the phase of pass­
ing their proposal into law. There must 
be a situation in which both parties have 
a possibility of losing something to get 
negotiation. 

Mr. WATSON. We seem to lose sight 
of the fact that this agreement the mem­
orandum of December 4 last year-was 
not only agreed to by the negotiator for 
the four unions-and the crafts subse­
quently individually approved it-but 
also was agreed by the negotiator for 
the sheetmetal workers. I believe the 
gentleman will further agree that the 
matter was submitted to the sheetmetal 
workers, and I believe there was a vote 
of 2,200 to 1,100 or something like that. 
They turned it down, and actually the 
constitution of that craft itself did not 
require the submission of this arbitra­
tion agreement to the craft. 

So I hope the gentleman's amendment 
will be defeated. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I be­
lieve under the rules, this shifts back 
and forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has been 
endeavoring to do that. 

Mr. MOSS. I believe that rule has been 
followed. 

There have been two points I have been 
impressed with this afternoon, Mr. 
Chairman. The great emphasis on the 
fact that three out of four unions rati­
fied this agreement and therefore we 
should disregard the rights of the fourth; 
but we could conceivably have a condi­
tion where nine unions were involved and 
five out of the nine would ratify and the 
other four, representing a far larger 
number of employees, would have failed 
to ratify. However, the principle which is 
embodied in the resolution being urged 
upon the members of this Committee to­
day, applied in that instance, would 
force the majority to go to work because 
a majority of the numbers of the unions 
had ratified. 

It is very bad law; it is very bad prece­
dent. What we are doing here, if we adopt 
House Joint Resolution 1124, is we are 

ordering into effect a contract between 
private parties. And make no mistake 
about it. We are not providing any in­
terim step, any fact:finding, any method 
of arbitrating as we have in previous 
cases. This could well be an engraved 
invitation to the railroad industry to 
bring its disputes to the Congress of the 
United States because it is rapidly gain­
ing experience in resolving them. Each 
time, however, it follows a different for­
mula. Back in 1962 we appointed a special 
board. In 1967 we decided to arbitrate 
to :finality. And now we, in a shorter 
span of time intervening, have decided 
to mandate a contract or to ratify it on 
behalf of these individuals. I do not 
think it is good to do this when we have 
alternatives available to us which pre­
serve the integrity of collective bargain­
ing and yet protect the Nation from an 
immediate work stoppage on the rail­
roads. 

Now, the other point I want to empha­
size, Mr. Chairman, is that much was 
made of the impact upon national de­
fense and upon the economy of this Na­
tion if a work stoppage occurs. If that 
were the only alternative we had, either 
adopting this resolution or having a work 
stoppage, then the situation would be 
different, but there is a different alterna­
tive. Two of them have been offered here 
this afternoon. One of them has been 
rejected, and a very modest and moder­
ate one, well reasoned, has been offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. EcK­
HARDT). It would immediately order into 
effect as interim law the rules which had 
been agreed upon and permit bargaining 
to continue, and to continue beween the 
employees and the employers in the units 
in which they are employed rather than 
enforcing a national pattern, which can 
only bring these issues before us every 
few years. 

Believe me, gentlemen, I have said in 
this well before in discussing this same 
issue that it would be coming back again, 
and I predict next year that we will have 
the same issues back before us, if we 
adopt the solution that is proposed in the 
resolution without the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

I strongly urge that we preserve this 
very important principle in American 
labor relations and adopt the Eckhardt 
amendment to the resolution. 

Mr. O'ITINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MOSS. I am very happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I rise in support of 
the Eckhardt amendment. I think it pre­
serves the collective bargaining process, 
and it will insure that we do not get this 
kind of a situation with the Congress of 
the United States resolving disputes by 
imposition in the future. 

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

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

Mr. BROTZMAN. I yield to the gen­
tleme.n from IDinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, if 
what this body wants-and there are 134 
standard railways-if you want 134 
strikes, then there is just that much 
possibility of that many coming back, 

depending upon whose district it goes 
through. If you come to an impasse, you 
will be in here yourselves asking this 
committee to "please settle the strike on 
my railroad." Now, is that what this 
body wants? That is exactly what the 
Eckhardt amendments does. 

Those that are on the Santa Fe and if 
there is a strike involving the Santa Fe, 
every Congressman on the Santa Fe will 
be in before our committee saying, 
"Please will you take up our legislation 
and get ours settled on the Santa Fe." 

Those on the Illinois Central from 
Chicago to New Orleans will be in here, 
if they pick out that railroad to strike, 
saying, "Please help us with this because 
we cannot move any goods from New 
Orleans to Chicago or from Chicago to 
New Orleans; do something about set­
tling the strike on our railroad." 

That is exactly what you are going 
to be faced with if you adopt the Eck­
hardt amendment. 

What they are seeking to do is to frag­
mentize the thing to a point where every­
one who has a railroad in his district 
will be coming to our committee to seek 
some kind of solution to the particular 
problem with which they are faced. 

This is the reason why the Eckhardt 
amendment is so dangerous to the bill. 

It does not in any way, may I say to 
my colleagues, resemble the legislation 
which is pending before you. The entire 
effect of the Eckhardt amendment is dif­
ferent from the thrust and impact of the 
legislation which we have brought from 
the committee. 

I hope I have made it clear enough to 
the Members of this body so that we un­
derstand what will happen to the various 
districts if you adopt the Eckhardt 
amendment. I hope it will be voted down 
now as it was voted down in the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce. It was voted down by a vote of 16 
to 8 or 2 to 1 for the very reasons that 
I am pointing out at this time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by my friend, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to my 
good friend from Illinois who is one of 
our most able Members in this body that 
he has demonstrated rather conclusively 
that he has not read or does not under­
stand either the content or the effect of 
the amendment which has been offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

The effect of the amendment offered 
by my good friend from Texas is simply 
to stop the national rail strike from 
occurring. That is precisely what we 
seek to do today. It is our purpose and 
intent, to prevent there being a railroad 
strike national in scope. 

The amendment would go further than 
this. It would permit and indeed encour­
age something that we very much want, 
and that is a continuation of collective 
bargaining by and between the parties 
so that the issues here may be resolved 
fully and completely by the parties. 

I believe if that is carried forward ef­
fectively and satisfactorily, and if there 
is encouraged more openness to such ne­
gotiations through adoption of the Eck-
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hardt amendment, the parties will go for­
ward to resolve the differences between 
them. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. There is just one 
thing I would like to add here. 

In the case of Congress of Railway 
Unions, et al., against National Railway 
Labor Conference, and others, C.A. 358-
70, in the Federal District Court of the 
District of Columbia, the court held that 
whipsaw strikes, the type that my dis­
tinguished colleague from Illinois (Mr. 
SPRINGER) mentioned here, are not legal 
or permissible. 

The only way that individual strikes 
could exist to accomplish a bargaining 
objective would be as a result of genuine 
failure to come to agreement with re­
spect to such things as work assignments 
or other matters in contest between labor 
and management. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
point out something else here. It is in 
my own memory unique that this body 
should be writing contracts. I have spoken 
of the doubtful constitutionality, and I 
am satisfied that many of my colleagues 
do understand that the writing of con­
tracts between parties by the Congress 
is very probably in open defiance and 
violation of the Constitution, and prob­
ably is an act by this body without due 
process of law. But I would also point 
out something else: There appears to be 
a lack of feeling, I think, in the minds 
of some about the consequences of our 
writing of a contract for unconsenting 
parties. I believe the protection of law 
and of the Constitution, and, indeed, the 
principles of fair play are directed at the 
least influential groups and individuals 
in our society as well as the greatest and 
most numerous. 

I wonder how many of my colleagues 
who were so careless and unconcerned 
over the writing of a piece of legislation 
whose "whereas" clauses say it is only 
a small minority of the workers con­
cerned who are involved, would have 
trouble if we were to set a precedent and 
write contracts by and between the Gov­
ernment and General Motors for the 
procurement of trucks; or if we were 
to write the contracts by and between 
the Federal Government and the uncon­
senting railroads for the carriage of 
goods and services, and do so by legisla­
tion. 

I believe perhaps the lack of tender­
ness and sentimental concern that is 
felt here by some of my colleagues who 
express so light a concern over the rights 
of a number of thousands of honest 
American workers would perhaps be 
more fully and completely outraged in 
those circumstances. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision < demanded by Mr. ECKHARDT) , 
there were-ayes 40, noes 70. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PICKLE 
Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PICKLE: Strike 

out all after the resolving clause and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"That (a) There is hereby established a 
Special Board for the purpose of assisting 
such brotherhoods and carriers (hereafter 
in this section referred to as the 'Parties') in 
the completion of their collective bargaining 
and the resolution of the remaining issues in 
dispute. 

" (b) The Special Board shall consist of 
three members one member to be selected 
by the employees, one by the employer in­
volved, and one member appointed by the 
President and such member shall be chair­
man. The National Mediation Board is au­
thorized and directed ( 1) to compensate the 
members of the Board at a rate not in excess 
of $100 per each day together with necessary 
travel and subsistence expenio:es, and (2) to 
provide such services and facilities as may 
be necessary and appropriate in carrying out 
the purposes of this resolution. For the pur­
pose of any hearing conducted by the Special 
Board, it shall have the authority conferred 
by the provisions of sections 9 and 10 (relat­
ing to the attendance and examination of 
witnesses and the production of books, 
papers, and documents) of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act of September 26, 1914, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 49, 50). 

( c) The Special Boa.rd shall attempt by 
mediation to bring about a resolution of this 
dispute and thereby to complete the col­
lective bargaining process. 

(d) If agreement has not been reached 
within five days after the appointment of the 
Special Board, the Special Boa.rd shall hold 
hearings to determine whether the memo­
randum of understanding dated December 4, 
1969, (1) is in the public interest, (2) is a 
fair and equitable settlement within the 
limits of the collective bargaining and medi­
ation efforts in this case, (3) protects the 
collective bargaining process, and (4) ful­
fills the purposes of the Railway Labor Act. 
At such hearings the parties shall be ac­
corded a full opportunity to present their 
positions concerning the provisions of the 
memorandum of understanding dated De­
cember 4, 1969. 

(e) The Special Board shall make its de­
termination by a vote of the majority of the 
members on or before the thirty-fifth day 
after the appointment of the Special Boa.rd, 
and shall incorporate the memorandum of 
understanding dated December 4, 1969, with 
such modifications, if any, as the Board finds 
to be necessary to (1) be in the public in­
terest, (2) achieve a fair and equitable settle­
ment within the limits of the collective bar­
gaining and mediation efforts in this case, 
(3) protect the collective bargaining process, 
and (4) fulfill the purposes of the Railway 
Labor Act. The determination shall be 
promptly transmitted by the Board to the 
President and the Congress. 

(f) (1) If agreement has not been reached 
by the parties upon the expiration of the 
period specified in subsection (h) the de­
termination of the Special Board shall take 
effect and shall continue in effect until the 
parties reach agreement or, if agreement is 
not reached, until such time, but not after 
December 31, 1970, as the Boa.rd shall deter­
mine to be appropriate. The Board's determi­
nation shall have the same effect (including 
the preclusion of resort to either strike or 
lockout) as though arrived at by agreement 
of the parties under the Railway Labor Act 
(45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.) 

(2) In the event of disagreement as to the 
meaning of any part or an of a determina­
tion by the Special Board, or as to the terms 
of the detailed agreements or arrangements 
necessary to give effect thereto, any party 

may within the effective period of the deter­
mination apply to the Board for clarification 
of its determination, whereupon the Board 
shall reconvene and shall promptly issue a 
further determination with respect to the 
matters raised by any application for clarifi­
cation. Such further determination may, in 
the discretion of the Board, be made with 
or without a further hearing. 

(g) The United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction of all suits concerning the deter­
mination of the Special Board. 

(h) The provisions of the final paragraph 
of section 10 of the Railway Labor Act (45 
U.S.C. 160) shall apply and be extended for 
an additional period with respect to the par­
ties as defined in subsection (2), so that 
no change except by agreement shall be made 
prior to 12: 01 antimeridiem on the thirty­
sixth day after the appointment of the Spe­
cial Board by the carriers represented by the 
National Railway Labor Conference, or by 
their employees, in the conditions out of 
which such dispute arose. 

Mr. PICKLE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment may be · considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, re­
serving the right to object, may I in­
quire of the gentleman if this is the 
same long amendment that was offered 
in the committee? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. It is the same 
amendment that was offered in the com­
mittee, and there is no basic changes in 
it. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT)? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, this is an 

amendment which you would refer to as 
mediation to :finality. 

This would provide for the appoint­
ment of a special Board to consider the 
merits of the case before us and to ask 
for its recommendation. It keeps the 
Congress from writing a contract--some­
thing we have not done before except 
perhaps in an unusual or limited sense. 
It keeps the Congress from establishing 
a precedent, perhaps that we ought to 
avoid, if there is some other way to do 
it. 

This amendment would provide for a 
special board of three members---one to 
be appointed or selected by the em­
ployees ·involved, one by the employer 
and one member to be appointed by the 
President to serve as the Chairman. 

This special Board would have 35 days 
to consider this particular case that has 
been pending before the American peo­
ple for months and months. After the 
Board was appointed the parties would 
have 5 days to reach an agreement be­
fore the special Board would begin its 
deliberation. 

If the parties have not in 5 days, how­
ever, reached an agreement, the special 
Board would have 30 days to hold hear­
ings and to make recommendations to 
Congress. 

This is exactly the same amendment, 
word for word, by and large, which the 
Congress adopted nearly 3 years ago 
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when we settled the strike at that time 
by the machinists. 

What we are doing here is saying that 
this is a better approach than Congress 
writing a particular contract. This 
amendment will keep Congress out of 
the business of writing a contract and 
at the same time it preserves the elements 
of collective bargaining by sending the 
dispute to a mediation board where some 
type of compromise could be reached. 

This amendment did not pass in the 
committee. In effect, it suffered the same 
type of result the other amendments 
have, not based on the merits in them­
selves, but based on the very sharp di­
vision by those who would not want any 
kind of settlement that resembled com­
pulsory arbitration. I recognize that there 
are some who would not want to vote for 
any kind of means to settle this dispute. 
This amendment does provide for ex­
actly the same procedure that we adopted 
3 years ago. My friends on this side of the 
aisle adopted this procedure, and I would 
remind the chairman on the Republican 
side that this is what his group and his 
friends voted for 3 years ago. I am asking 
that it be done again. 

I want to say to my friend that if I 
felt there was some other way, I would 
try to advance it. But we are at a point 
where I think we are either going to 
adopt House Joint Resolution 1124 ex­
actly as recommended by our committee, 
or else we are going to adopt this pro­
cedure of mediation to finality. 

I wish we had permanent legislation 
on the books. Some of us have been ask­
ing for it for years; yet, we have never 
gotten t.o first base, and it is high time 
that we stop these ad hoc solutions of 
pending strikes. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

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

Mr. WATSON. I take this opportunity 
to commend the gentleman in the well 
for his desire all along to get some per­
manent legislation so that we will not 
have to face these issues on an ad hoc 
basis as we have over the past several 
years. As I stated in the committee, and 
as I have stated privately-and I urge 
all my colleagues to read carefully the 
amendment offered by the gentleman in 
the well in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
later on-I think the amendment pro­
vides a very good framework or a genesis 
for some permanent legislation, and I 
am going to join the gentleman from this 
day forth in trying to press forward to 
get some permanent legislation in this 
field so as to avoid these ad hoc situa­
tions. 

I commend the gentleman for it. But, 
of course, I am sure we need to study this 
proposal. You can tell by the length of it, 
its various ramifications, that we need to 
study it, to have hearings on it. I will 
press forward with him in trying to get 
this so we might use it as a vehicle for 
some permanent legislation so as to 
avoid the present problem we unfortu­
nately now have. 

Under the exigencies of the circum­
stances we must move forward with 
what we have, and unfortunately we will 
have to object to the gentleman's amend-

ment. But I do applaud him, and I com­
mend to everyone in the House a reading 
of the gentleman's amendment. Hope­
fully, we can get together and push for­
ward for some permanent legislation. 

Mr. PICKLE. I appreciate the gentle­
man's comment about the measure call­
ing for permanent legislation which I 
have introduced. That particular bill is 
H.R. 8446. I do hope that Members will 
refer to it. 

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PICKLE 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I wanted 
to comment 1 minute further along the 
lines the gentleman from South Carolina 
has mentioned. I have introduced a bill 
which provides a choice of procedures, 
and which I think is generally conceded 
to be the best approach to try to settle 
these strikes. This bill would give the 
President several alternatives to follow 
in order to prevent strikes. One of the 
alternatives would allow the establish­
ment of a special board, which I am rec­
ommending in this particular amend­
ment. It would also allow seizure, a pro­
vision which, in unusual situations, would 
give the Government authority to take 
charge and actually run the railroads. 
Also the bill would give the President the 
discretion to ask for congressional reme­
dies. These alternatives would be given 
to the President to use at a point in time 
early enough to encourage the parties to 
engage in meaningful collective bargain­
ing. 

It would give to the President the 
power at any given point to put into effect 
some of these alternatives which would 
keep the parties guessing and let them 
know that they will be held to account. 
I hope the Members will look up this bill 
and give it some thought. 

During the hearings the representa­
tives of those involved-management, 
labor, and the Department of Transpor­
tation-said that it was time we should 
adopt permanent legislation. 

In conclusion, may I say this. Either 
we are going to accept the resolution 
which is before us which puts into effect 
what they say is an agreement when 
there was not a total agreement-only 
three out of four unions agreed-or else 
we are going to adopt this particular 
amendment, which would provide for 
mediation to finality. It would appoint a 
special board that would make a recom­
mendation to the Congress, and if the 
parties did not agree to it within 35 days 
after the appointment of the special 
board, then the recommendation would 
have the same effect as though arrived at 
by agreement of the parties. I think this 
approach is highly desirable. 

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

Mr. Ch::tirman, may I say to the Mem­
bers that my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Texas, is to be com­
mended for his dedication and perse­
verance in pushing for legislation which 
would avoid these periodic, one-shot so­
lutions to deadlocked negotiations. 

I think the gentleman is to be com-

mended, but may I say this amendment 
was most carefully considered in the 
committee, and the amendment was de­
feated by 17 to 9, with two voting 
"present." 

Why was it defeated? I think there 
were sound reasons why the amendment 
was not adopted. In effect, it is almost 
the same kind of bill we had 3 years ago 
when President Johnson sent down his 
recommendations. In that case it did 
recommend arbitration and set up a 
board. There was a reason why in that 
instance we had to do it, because man­
agement and labor had in no way agreed. 
In this particular instance here, three of 
the four unions have already negotiated 
to :finality. There is not any problem of 
having a board appointed to negotiate 
for them. They have negotiated. They 
are satisfied with the present arrange­
ment and they are willing to accept it. 
We have just the one in doubt. Why 
would it be necessary now to appoint 
an arbitration board to throw all these 
four unions back into the hopper and 
then have one representative from labor 
and one representative from manage­
ment and then have a Presidential rep­
resentative in this board to go all over 
this argument and then have this come 
back down. I am as sure of this as of 
anything, that it would be back before 
our committee again, and we would be 
out on the floor again with this same 
legislation if the language of my dis­
tinguished colleague from Texas were 
adopted. 

So I think there were sound reasons 
why in the committee they saw flt, by a 
margin of 17 to 9, with two voting "pres­
ent," not to adopt the gentleman's 
amendment. But I know the gentleman 
has given a great deal of thought to it, 
and he is very sincere and earnest. How­
ever, I think it is very unwise at this 
point to accept his amendment. 

I might say for my colleagues who 
might want to know what has happened 
in the other body, I have the :figure on 
it now, that it passed with only the Feb­
ruary 19 amendment, which is now part 
of our bill, in the other body by a vote 
of 88 to 3. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Texas (Mr. PICKLE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 

the preamble. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Whereas the labor dispute between the 

carriers represented by the National Rail­
way Labor Conference and certain of their 
employees represented by the International 
Association of Machinists and Aerospace 
Workers; International Brotherhood of Boil­
ermakers, Iron Shipbuilders, Blacksmiths, 
Forgers, and Helpers; Sheet Metal Workers' 
International Association; International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers function­
ing through the Employees' Conference Com­
mittee, labor organizations, threatens es­
sential transportation services of the Nation; 
and 

Whereas all the procedures for resolving 
such dispute under the Railway Labor Act 
have been exhausted; and 

Whereas the representatives of all parties 
to this dispute reached agreement on all out­
standing issues and entered into a memo­
randum of understanding, dated December 4, 
1969; and 
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Whereas the terms of the memorandum 
of understanding, dated December 4, 1969, 
were ratified by the overwhelming majority 
of all employees voting and by a majority of 
employees in three out of the four labor 
organizations party to the dispute; and 

Whereas the failure of ratification resulted 
from the concern of a relatively small group 
of workers concerning the impact of one pro­
vision of the agreement; and 

Whereas this failure of ratification has 
resulted in a threatened nationwide cessa­
tion of essential rail transportation services; 
and 

Whereas the national interest, including 
the national health and defense, requires 
that transportation services essential to in­
terstate commerce be maintained; and 

Whereas the Congress finds that an emer­
gency measure is essential to security and 
continuity of transportation service: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the preamble be 
dispensed with and that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Chairman of the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported thaJ; that Com­
mittee having had under consideration 
the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 1124) to 
provide for the settlement of the labor 
dispute between certain carriers by rail­
road and certain of their employees, pur­
suant to House Resolution 904, he re­
ported the joint resolution back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

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

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

engrossment and third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

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

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an­
nounced that the Senate had passed a 
joint resolution of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to provide 
for the settlement of the labor dispute be­
tween certain carriers by railroad and cer­
tain of their employees. 

FINAL SETTLEMENT OF RAILWAY 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT DISPUTE, 
1970 

MOTION TO RECOMMrr OFFERED BY MR. CARTER 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op­
posed to the joint resolution? 

Mr. CARTER. In its present form I am, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The· SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CARTER moves to recommit the joint 

resolution (H.J. Res. 1124) to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the mo­
tion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the joint resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob­
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I with­

draw my point of order. 
So the joint resolution was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of a similar Senate joint 
resolution-Senate Joint Resolution 190. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint res­

olution as follows: 
S. J. RF.5. 190 

Joint resolution to provide for the settlement 
of the labor dispute between certain car­
riers by railroad and certain of their em­
ployees 
Whereas the labor dispute between the 

carriers represented by the National Railway 
Labor Conference and certain of their em­
ployees represented by the International As­
sociation of Machinists and Aerospace Work­
ers; International Brotherhood of Boiler­
makers, Iron Shipbuilders, Blacksmiths, 
Forgers and Helpers; Sheet Metal Workers' 
International Association; International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers function­
ing through the Employees' Conference Com­
mittee, labor organizations, threatens essen­
tial transportation services of the Nation; 
and 

Whereas all the procedures for resolving 
such dispute under the Railway Labor Act 
have been exhausted; and 

WheNas the representatives of all parties 
to this dispute reached agreement on all out­
standing issues and entered into a memo­
randum of understanding, dated December 4, 
1969; and 

Whereas the terms of the memorandum of 
understanding, dated December 4, 1969, were 
ratified by the overwhelming majority of all 
employees voting and by a majority of em­
ployees in three out of the four labor orga­
nizations party to the dispute; and 

Whereas the failure of ratification resulted 
from the concern of a relatively small group 
of workers concerning the impact of one 
provision of the agreement; and 

Whereas this failure of ratification has re­
sulted in a threatened nationwide cessation 
of essential rail transportation services; and 

Whereas the memorandum of understand­
ing, dated December 4, 1969, permits the 
service of notices or proposals for changes 

under the Railway Labor Act on September 
1, 1970, to become effective on or after Janu­
ary 1, 1971; and 

Whereas the national interest, including 
the national health and defense, requires 
that transportation services essential to in­
terstate commerce is maintained; and 

Whereas the Congress finds that an emer­
gency measure is essential to security and 
continuity of transportation services: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the memoran­
dum of understanding, dated December 4, 
1969, shall have the same effect (including 
the preclusion of resort to either strike or 
lockout) as though arrived at by agreement 
of the parties under the Railway Labor Act 
(45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.) and that Febuary 19, 
1970, shall be deemed the "date of notifica­
tion of ratification" as used in this memoran­
dum of understanding. 

The Senate joint resolution was or­
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

A similar House joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 1124) was laid on the table. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC WORKS TO FILE RE­
PORTS 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the Committee on 
Public Works may have until midnight 
tonight to file reports on S. 3253, to pro­
vide that the Federal office building and 
U.S. courthouse in Chicago, Ill., shall be 
named the "Everett McKinley Dirksen 
Building East" and that the Federal of­
fice building to be constructed in Chi­
cago, m., shall be named the "Everett 
McKinley Dirksen Building West" in 
memory of the late Everett McKinley 
Dirksen, a Member of Congress of the 
United States from the State of lliinois 
from 1933 to 1969, and H.R. 15207, to 
provide for a modification of the project 
for Denison Dam-Lake Texoma-Red 
River, Tex., and Okla., authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1938, and for 
other purposes. 

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

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
INFORMATION BANK 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous matter.> 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, several of 
my colleagues and I have today intro­
duced legislation to establish a National 
Environmental Information Bank within 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

Joining me as cosponsors of this im­
portant environmental quality proposal 
are my colleagues Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. 
FEIGHAN, Mr. KARTH, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. NEDZI, Mr. PELLY, Mr. ROGERS 
of Florida, Mr. SAYLOR, and Mr. VANIK. 

It is my view that enactment of our 
proposal would provide the final piece 
of environmental quality machinery 
needed by the Federal Government. 

The Council on Environmental Quality 
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established under Public Law 91-190 pro­
vides the President with a strong unit to 
advise him directly on environmental 
policy questions and to assist the Presi­
dent in reporting to Congress on the 
status of environmental policies and 
programs. 

It is my hope that the Congress in the 
near futw·e will approve legislation along 
the lines of House Joint Resolution 1117 
to establish a Joint Committee on En­
vironment and Technology. Such a joint 
committee would afford the Congress the 
ability to exercise strong and continuing 
oversight on environmental matters fall­
ing within the purview of the Federal 
Government, as well as activities of State 
and local governments and private 
entities. 

However, there remains a need for the 
creation of a unit which would serve as 
a central depository for environmental 
data and which would have the capa­
bility of scientifically and objectively 
analyzing legislative and operational 
proposals in the light of the available 
environmental information. 

The national environmental inf orma­
tion bank woulc! fulfill this objective. 

After a good deal of thought, the con­
clusion was reached that the Smithsonian 
Institution would be the entity best 
suited to operate the proposed informa­
tion bank. 

The Smithsonian is not a typical, mis­
sion-oriented Federal agency with spe­
cial vested interests. Because of the ex­
traordinary position of the Smithsonian 
in the Federal and National communities, 
it serves the role of the honest broker 
forging communications links between 
the Federal, public, and p1ivate sectors 
of the Nation. 

As a national scientific organization 
devoted to natural history, the Smith­
sonian is without peer in this country, 
and the underpinnings of ecology and 
ecological assessments are systematics 
and taxonomy, the Smithsonian as a 
national center for systematics and 
toxonomic research is a logical choice for 
this undertaking. 

The Smithsonian's natural history col­
lections, combined with a staff of schol­
ars that span the spectrum of scholar­
ship from astropbysics and molecular 
biology through ecology, history, and the 
arts, collectively provide an intellectual 
environment that is ideally suited for the 
assessment of the cultural as well as the 
biological manifestations of our changing 
ecosystems. 

In summary, the Smithsonian Insti­
tution was designated as the administra­
tive agency because it is essentially a 
nonpolitical organization with a highly 
competent staff of scientists from the 
various disciplines. It already has dem­
onstrated capability in the evironmental 
data area in the scientific information 
exchange which it operates. It is trusted 
by the scientific community and it is re­
moved from the usual pressures faced by 
the operating agencies of the Federal 
Government. This trust and this free­
dom from operating pressures will en­
able a Smithsonian-based center to pro­
vide broad, prompt dissemination of en­
vironmental data and analyses to all 
levels of our society. 

The role of the CounCJil on Environ­
mental Quality will not be adversely af­
fected by creation of the National Envi­
ronmental Information Bank. Rather, 
the bank will enhance the ability of the 
Council to meet its responsibilities since 
the bank is instructed to provide the 
Council with information with respect 
to the impact of operational and legisla­
tive proposals and "the Council shall 
recommend ways and means of assur­
ing that the impact of such proposals 
will enhance the quality of the environ­
ment." Thus, the Council-not the 
bank-would retain the role of making 
policy recommendations. 

I am advised that the environmental 
data banks that exist today have, for the 
most part, two serious defects. They do 
not incorporate eff eclive systems for 
eliminating the flow of erroneous or ·use­
less environmental data, thereby en­
couraging the "GIGO" kind of opera­
tion-garbage in and garbage out--and, 
second, these organizations have little 
responsibility for developing systems for 
the conversion and collation of environ­
mental data to synthesize useful infor­
mation for assessing or evaluating the 
ecological consequences of environment­
al manipulation. 

What is urgently needed, and what our 
bill would create, is a national center for 
the collection of ecological models for 
predicting the ecological changes that 
may occur as a result of natural or man­
made perturbations in the environment. 
The proposed national environmental 
information bank would be responsible 
for bringing together not only the stand­
ard environmental data but also biologi­
cal, sociological, economic, historical, 
and other kinds of information as appro­
priate with the objective of, first, provid­
ing the basis for ecological systems anal­
ysis of selected environmental situations 
already in existence, and second, synthe­
sizing predictive models of proposed 
projects that necessitate substantial in­
tervention in or manipulation of the en­
vironment. 

The center which we propose would 
not compete with or necessarily supplant 
such existing data exchanges as the Na­
tional Oceanographic Data Center­
NODC; the Environmental Sciences 
Services Administration-ESSA; and the 
Science Information Exchange-SIE. In­
stead, our proposed center would provide 
for the first time a blueprint containing 
information requirements and specifica­
tions that the data exchanges I have 
mentioned, as well as others, could re­
spond to in collecting environmental data 
in their respective domains. The center 
would use the data gathered as the raw 
materials or building blocks for develop­
ing systems for measuring, evaluating 
and predicting the impact of changes in 
the environment-natural or manmade 
on living organisms, including man. 

Creation of a national environmental 
information bank would for the first 
time provide our society with a mechan-
ism for developing what can be called a 
set of coefficients of environmental en­
hancement. These coefficients would be 
incorporated in any formulation, equa­
tion or model for planning major proj­
ects that would permit us to measure and 

evaluate the ecological "quality" assets 
or liabilities that would accrue from any 
given project, and on the basis of such 
information make a considered and ra­
tional judgment with regard to the ac­
tions to be taken. 

The text of the bill follows: 
H .R. 16848 

A bill to amend the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, to provide for a National 
EnVironmental Information Bank within 
the Smithsonian Institution 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(P.L. 91-190) ls amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new title: 

"Title m 
"National Environmental Information Bank 

"SEC. 301. This title may be cited as the 
National Environmental Information Bank 
Act". 

"SEC. 302. For the purposes of this title­
" ( 1) The term 'Board• means the Board of 

Regents of the Smithsonian Institution. 
"(2) The term 'Commission• means tlie 

National Environmental Information Bank 
Commission established by this title. 

"(3) The term 'Information Bank' means 
the National Environmental Information 
Bank established by this title. 

"(4) The term 'Council' means the Council 
on Environmental Quality established in 
title II of this Act. 

"SEC. 303. (a) There is hereby established 
in the Smithsonian Institution a National 
Environmental Information Bank. -

" (b) It shall be the function of the In­
formation Bank to serve as the central na­
tional depository of all information, knowl­
edge, and data relating to the environment. 
In order to carry out such function, it shall 
be the duty of the Board to collect and re­
ceive for deposit in the Information Bank all 
available information, knowledge, and data 
relating to the env:lronment. Such informa­
tion shall be collected and received from both 
national and international sources, and the 
President is authorized to enter into such 
treaties and agreements with other nations, 
with the United Nations, and with other in­
ternational organizations as may be neces­
sary to collect and receive such information, 
knowledge, and data. from international 
sources. 

"(c) In carrying out its duties with respect 
to the Information Bank, the Board shall 
establish and maintain such facilities as may 
be necessary, including, but not limited to, 
buildings, oomputers, and data processing 
and other equipment. The principal head­
quarters of the Information Bank shall be 
located within the District of Columbia. The 
head of each department, agency, a.nd instru­
mentality in the executive branch of the 
United States Government shall, to the full­
est extent possible, permit the Board to use, 
without reimbursement, personnel, facilities, 
computers, data processing, and other equip­
ment within such department, agency, or 
instrumentality in carrying out its functions 
under this title, and, to the fullest extent pos­
sible, such computers, data. processing, and 
other equipment shall be made compatible 
with all others in, and available for use by, 
the Information Bank. 

"(d) The head of each department, agency, 
or instrumentality in the executive branch 
of the United States Government sha,11 sup­
ply to the Information Bank all information, 
knowledge, and data on the environment 
which such department, agency, or instru­
mentality may have as a result of its opera­
tions. Such information, knowledge, and data 
shall be supplied to the Information Bank as 
soon as possible after it becomes known to 
such department, agency, or instrumentality. 
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" ( e) In the administratJon of all Federal 

programs resulting in financial assistance to 
any foreign nation or to any State, political 
subdivision, or other public or private en­
tity, and in all contracts in which the United 
States is a party, the head of the department, 
agency, or instrumentality administering 
such program, or entering into such contract, 
shall take action as may be necessary to en­
sure that all information, knowledge, and 
data on the environment which either 
directly or indirectly results from such Fed­
eral financial assistance or contract will, as 
soon as possible after it becomes known, be 
made available to the Information Bank. 

"(f) (1) It shall also be the function of the 
Board through the use of all necessary re­
sources, including but not limited to, pre­
dictive ecological models and the Informa­
tion Bank, to analyze legislative and major 
operational proposals of the departments, 
agencies, and instrumentalities of the execu­
tive branch of the United States Government 
as to their probable impact on the environ­
ment, and to provide the Council with in­
formation with respect to such proposals 
and the Council shall recommend ways and 
means of assuring that the impact of such 
proposals will enhance the quality of the 
environment. Such recommendations to­
gether with the information furnished the 
Council by the Board under this subsection 
shall be made a part of the public record of 
these proposals. 

"(2) It shall also be the function of the 
Board through the use of all necessary re­
sources, including but not limited to, predic­
tive ecological models and the use of In­
formation Bank, to analyze proposals sub­
mitted to it by the Joint committees of Cor..­
gress, by the committees of each House of 
Congress, and by States and the!.: political 
subdivisions as to their impact on the en­
vironment and to provide the committees, 
the States and political subdivisions, with 
information with respect to such proposals. 
Such information shall be made a part of 
the ;,ubl:c record of such proposals. 

"(g) The head of each department, agen­
cy, and instrumentality in the exec~tive 
branch of the United States Government 
shall submit all legislative and major opera­
tional proposa_.; to the Eoard for its analysis 
and for the recommen-.Iations of the Council 
in accordance with subsect.on (f) (1) of this 
section, and no cuch legislative proposal 
shall be submitted to Congress, and no such 
major operational proposal shall take effect, 
until such recommer..dations have been ob­
tained and made part of the public record 
as required by this subsection. 

"SEC. rn4. There is hereb} created the Na­
tional Environmental Information Bank 
Commission. The number, manner of ap­
pointmen ... , and tenure of the members of 
the Commission shall be such as the Board 
may from time to time prescribe. Tht; Board 
may delegate to the Commission any func­
tion or duty of the Board with respect to 
the Information Bank. Tho Board may make 
rules and regulation::. for the conduct of 
the affairs of the Commission and the opera­
tion of the Information Bank, and to the 
extent and, under such limitations as the 
Board deems advisable, the Board may dele­
ga_te to the Commission the power to make 
such rules and regulations. 

"SEc. 305. (a) The Board is authorized to 
accept for the Smithsonian Institution gifts 
of any property for the benefit of the In­
formation Bank, or for the purpose of carry­
ing :mt the Board's functions under this 
title. 

"(b) Legal title to all property ( except 
property of the United States) held for the 
use or benefit of the Information Bank or 
the Board shall oe vested in the Smithsonian 
Institution. Subject to any limitations other­
wise expressly provided by law, and, in the 
case of any gift, subject to any applicable re­
strictions under the terms of such gift, the 

Board is authorized to sell, exchange, or 
otherwise dispose of any property of whatso­
ever nature held by it, and to invest in, re­
invest in, or purchase any property of what­
soever nature for the benefit of the Informa­
tion Bank or for the benefit of the Board 
for the purpose of carrying out its func­
tions under this title. 

"SEc. 306. In carrying out its functions 
under this Act, the Board shall cooperate 
to the fullest extent possible with the Coun­
cil by providing statistical data and other 
information necessary in connection with 
the annual report of the Council required 
under section 201 of this Act, and in the 
development of long range programs for the 
enhancement of the environment. 

"SEC. 307. (a) The information, knowledge, 
and data in the Information Bank, and the 
services of the Board in carrying out its 
functions under this title, shall be made 
available on request without charge-

" ( 1) to Congress and all the agencies of 
the legislative branch of the Federal Govern­
ment. 

"(2) to all States and political subdivisions 
thereof, except that, in any case where the 
Board determines that the service requested 
is substantial, the Board may require the 
payment of such fees and charges as it deter­
mines necessary to recover all, or any part 
of the cost of providing such service, 

"(b) The information, knowledge, and 
data in the Information Bank shall be made 
available to private persons and entities-" ( 1, upon payment of such fees and 
charges as the Board establishes as necessary 
to recover the cost of providing such services, 
and 

"(2) subject to such terms and conditions 
as the Board determines necessary to protect 
the interests of the United States. 

"SEC. 308. (a) The Board may appoint and 
fix the compensation and duties of a director 
of the Information Bank, and his appoint­
ment and salary shall ·not be subject to the 
provisions of title 5 governing appointment 
in the competitive service, classification, and 
pay. The Board may employ such other offi­
cers and employees as may be necessary (1) 
for the efficient administration, operation, 
and maintenance of the Information Bank, 
and (2) to carry out its functions under this 
title. 

"(b) The Board may delegate to the Sec­
retary of the Smithsonian Institution, as well 
as to the Commission, any of its functions 
pursuant to subsection (a) of this section." 

AIRCRAFT SECURITY 
(Mr. FRIEDEL asked and was given 

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

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, recently, 
as we all know, one of our truly fine air­
line pilots was viciously and senselessly 
gunned to death while in the perform­
ance of his important duties. The magni­
tude of the personal loss cannot be un­
derstated and I know the heart::; of all 
Americans go out to the family and loved 
ones of 1st Officer James E. Hartley, 
However, in our horror at this deed we 
must not lose sight of the larger signifi­
cance of this tragedy. U.S. commercial 
aviation cannot have this ~1appen again. 
While I appreciate that the Department 
of Transportation and the Federal A via­
tion Administration are grappling with 
this problem of aircraft security I wish 
to associate myself, as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Transportation and 
Aeronautics, with the urgency expressed 
in a recent letter from Robert L. Tully, 
first vice president, Air Line Pilots Asso-

ciation, to Secretary of Transportation, 
the Honorable John A. Volpe, and under 
unanimous consent I include this letter 
at this point in the RECORD: 

Am LINE Pn.OTS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.O., April 6, 1970. 

Hon. JOHN A. VOLPE, 
Secretary, Department of Transportati on, 
Washington, D.O. 
Mr. JOHN A. SHAFFER, 
Admin;strator, 'Rederal Aviati on Administra­

tion, Department of Transportation, 
Washington, D.O. 

GENTLEMEN: Your promptness and cour­
tesy in meeting with representatives of the 
Air Line Pilots Association relative to aircraft 
security is appreciated. 

The recent incident that resulted in the 
death of one of our pilots is a tragic example 
of a situation that, in my opinion, has been 
perpetuated by a permissive society. This type 
of incident is neither peculiar or restricted 
to airborne vehicles. The operators of buses 
and taxi-cabs in this and other cities will 
attest to this. Individuals who engage in this 
type of activity are, to a great degree, a by­
product of liberalism. We as air line pilots, 
will continue to direct our efforts towards 
safety; however, in areas such as this, our 
effectiveness is limited by factors beyond 
our control. 

Predictions indicate a tremendous growth 
in air commerce. Commercial aircraft with 
a seating capacity in excess of four hundred 
are a reality. A commercial aircraft capable 
of exceeding the speed of sound will be placed 
in service in the near future. The traveling 
public who utilize the air carriers are en­
titled to every consideration as related to 
safety; not to mention the individuals and 
property over which these aircraft are op­
erated. 

The Boston incident should cause an 
awareness of the potential hazard existing 
today. While this incident was tragic, little 
imagination ls needed to visualize the holo­
caust that would result should a large air­
craft such as the Boeing 747 slam into a 
densely populated area. Every precaution 
must be taken in our effort to preclude such 
a tragedy. We dare not do less. 

While many of the suggestions to solve 
this problem have merit, supportive action 
by Congress and affected Federal Agencies ls 
necessary to achieve any lasting success. In­
dividuals who engage in air piracy are crim­
inals and should be handled in a swift, firm 
and severe manner. The desire and what 
sometimes appears to be a obsession, to guar­
antee and protect the constitutional rights 
of the criminal have resulted in acquittals, 
light penalties and/or no prosecution at all. 
This liberalized and overly protective at­
titude results in abrogating the rights of the 
law-abiding citizens. 

Recognizing the limitations as to the scope 
of your office, by copy of this letter to the 
office of President Nixon, Members of Con­
gress, the State Department, the Justice De­
partment and the Federal Bureau of Inves­
tigation, we impore this administration to act 
with all urgency. 

The Air Line Pilots Association will be 
pleased to participate in any effective pro­
gram designed to deal with this problem, 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT L. Tur.LY, 
First Vice President. 

NURSING HOME CONDITIONS 

(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I com­
mend the distinguished gentleman from 
Arkansas, Hon. DAVID PRYOR, for his 
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compassionate and diligent study of con­
ditions surrounding the nursing home 
industry in the United States. By doing 
this, he has performed an important 
service for 20 million elderly Americans 
and for their concerned sons and 
daughters. 

I endorse Mr. PRYOR's resolution to 
create a Select Committee on Nursing 
Homes and Homes for the Aged. It is 
clearly needed, as recent tragic events 
have shown. It is unfortunate that only 
our colleague's determination and the 
death of 32 people in an Ohio nursing 
home fire must glaringly bring to light 
the poor conditions which have long 
existed in some of our Nation's nursing 
homes. 

Such conditions have occurred in many 
cases because of the tremendous expan­
sion which has taken place in this indus­
try in the past 15 years. In 1954 there 
were only 6,539 nursing homes in the 
United States-today just 16 years later, 
the number has jumped to 24,000. 

Partially responsible for this expansion 
are medicare and medicaid programs. 
Nursing homes are guaranteed Federal 
funds under these programs. In 1969 
more than $1.6 billion were paid to nurs­
ing homes under medicare and medicaid. 
With such financial assurances it is no 
wonder that the industry experienced 
such rapid development. The industry 
became known as a "glamour" industry 
on Wall Street because of Federal guar­
antees. Last year alone, nearly 40 com­
panies sold $340 million worth of nursing 
home stock to the public. 

Sadly enough, though, standards and 
regulations for nursing homes have not 
kept up. Nursing home employees do not 
necessarily have to be licensed and many 
do not receive even minimum training. 
Uniform standards do not exist. What 
is considered a nursing home in one State 
is not in another. Even in homes which 
reputedly have high standards-such 
standards are often minimum. The Har­
mar House Convalescent and Retirement 
Home in Marietta, Ohio, was considered 
a "good" nursing home. Thirty-two peo­
ple died there because someone had pur­
chased highly inflammable carpeting­
carpeting which gave off billows of black 
smoke when a fire occurred. If the Har­
mar House nursing home was supported 
by Hill-Burton funds this would not 
have occurred. Hill-Burton support re­
quires a flame spread test for carpets. 
The Harmar House is privately owned. 
Such tests are not required for privately 
owned nursing homes in all States. 

Nor is the quality of care in nursing 
homes uniform. Recent newspaper arti­
cles concerning conditions in nursing 
homes tell of drug abuse, poor food, filth, 
unscrupulous physicians, and of loneli­
ness and boredom. 

Like the rest of the health service in­
dustry, nursing homes have health man­
power problems. Mr. PRYOR has told us 
of a nursing home which employed three 
aides to care for 90 sick and aged peo­
ple. 

Costs t.o the patient and his family 
are high. Charges are made for every­
thing-from bibs to shampoo. Such costs 
are in addition to monthly room rentals. 

Increased funds for the su.PP<>rt of 

nursing homes are not the only reason 
for the industry's rapid growth. Simply 
speaking-we have more elderly people 
in the United States today. Older people 
play a less important role in the life of 
their families and are no longer secure 
in the knowledge that someone related 
to them will care when illness strikes. 

Recent medical advances have ex­
tended the lives of the elderly-but they 
still get ill, more frequently and more 
seriously than young people. It takes 
them longer to recover from these ill­
nesses and they need more treatment 
and medication. 

Hospitals have no room for these peo­
ple. This type of care is expensive and 
often inappropriate. Conditions are too 
crowded and they do not have the facil­
ities or staff for extended care. 

As the general chairman for the Villa 
Scalabrini Development Fund, I was one 
of those in the Chicago community re­
sponsible for establishing the Italian Old 
People's Home in Melrose Park, ill.­
Villa Scalabrini. 

I know for a fact what can be ac­
complished with a little thought, effort 
and imagination in the area of nursing 
home care. Villa Scalabrini stands to­
day as an outstanding example of a 
modem facility which provides compas­
sionate care for its residents. It has pro­
vided not only physical care, but spiritual 
comfort and a refuge of peace and hap­
piness for elderly persons during the last 
18 years of the Villa's existence. 

I agree with my colleague, Congress­
man PRYOR, that changes must be made 
in the nursing home industry, and they 
must be made now. Tomorrow may be 
too late. Uniform standards must be 
established, regulations must be upheld, 
and skilled professionals must be trained 
and employed. Nursing homes should be 
places to live-not mere shells of exist­
ence. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) is to be com­
mended for the work he has started. It 
is important and necessary. His recom­
mendations are vital but only the begin­
ning of what must be an extensive probe 
into the problems and conditions of the 
American nursing home industry. 

FURTHER LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex­
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this time for the purpose of asking 
the distinguished majority leader the 
program for tomorrow. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished minority leader yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, first I ad­
vise the House that we are not going on 
with any further legislative business to­
day and we hope and expect to have up 
tomorrow S. 3690, the Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1970. This will be under a 
rule which will require a two-thirds vote 
similar to that on the resolution t.oday. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I ask the 
distinguished majority leader is it the 

leadership's anticipation that any other 
legislation on the whip notice will be 
considered subsequent to that either to­
morrow or the next day? 

Mr. ALBERT. May I say to the gen­
tleman that if we get that bill up and 
passed, I think we can put over the one 
remaining bill that is left. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the 
gentleman. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield t.o the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. The distinguished major­
ity leader said the postal pay bill. Does 
the gentleman say that this will be lim-· 
ited to postal employees? 

Mr. ALBERT. No; postal, Federal, and 
other employees-an across-the-board 
6-percent bill. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 

MAINE SUGAR INDUSTRIES, INC., 
SEEKS ADDITIONAL LOAN 

(Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, less than a year ago I called· 
attention to the fact that Maine Sugar 
Industries, Inc., had asked the Commerce 
Department for a reduction of over $1 
million in debt service on MSI's $8,745,-
300 loan from the Economic Develop­
ment Administration. I said at that time 
that I had no objection to the Commerce 
Department's action on this request if it 
represented nothing more than an at­
tempt to insure repayment of its loan. 
I recalled the doubts that I had expressed 
many years ago about the wisdom of 
locating a beet-sugar factory in Maine 
and the ill-advised EDA involvement in 
this project which would tend to cause 
unemployment in the long-established 
sugar industry in New England. 

I have now received a preliminary pro­
spectus dated March 11, 1970, for 3 mil­
lion shares of common stock of Maine 
Sugar Industries, Inc. At page 9 of this 
document, under the subtitle "Conditions 
of the Public Offering," I note that MSI 
is now asking the Economic Development 
Administration to pay, pursuant to its 
guarantees, $1,800,000 each to Chase 
Manhattan Bank, N.A. and Morgan 
Guaranty Trust Co., trustee and to add 
such $3,600,000 payment to EDA's sec­
ond mortgage loan of $8,745,300 to the 
Aroostook Development Corp., and to 
further agree that the payments by the 
company to Aroostook for interest and 
principal, which payments, in turn are 
paid by Aroostook to EDA, on the sugar 
plant at Easton, Maine, shall be based 
upon tons of beets sliced and raw cane 
sugar processed by the plant at Easton, 
Maine, and certain other conditions. 

In other words, EDA is begin asked to 
pay $3,600,000 of the working capital 
loans of MSI and to bring MSI's total in­
debtedness to EDA up to $12,345,300, 
plus whatever other sums may be added 
due to the deferment by EDA of principal 
and interest repayments. EDA lays out 
$3,600,000 Jn cold cash and adds $3,600,-
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000 to MSI's IOU with the further agree­
ment that repayment shall be based on 
tons of sugar produced. If the plant 
doesn't run, EDA does not get paid. 

Years ago I criticized the EDA grant to 
Maine Sugar Industries and called it "a· 
colossal waste of the taxpayers' money." 
In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 13, 
1966; August 11, 1966; September 26, 
1966; and April 11, 1967, I presented in 
detail financial and other facts to illus­
trate the folly of this project in view of 
the existing, unused capacity of the two 
sugar refineries in my district in Boston. 
In May of last year, I again reviewed 
this material in testimony in behalf of 
my bill, H.R. 9958, to amend section 702 
of the Public Works and Economic Devel­
opment Act of 1965, identical to legisla­
tion I introduced in the 90th Congress. 

Perhaps more eloquent than any re­
view of the facts I might recite is the 
following statement which appears in 
bold type on page 2 of the MSI pros­
pectus: 

A purchaser of the common stock being 
offered hereunder is cautioned that due to 
the company's weak financial condition, 
lack of working capital, absence of a poi;i­
tive cash flow, defaults on loan and lease 
agreements, the fact that there is no assur­
ance that the proceeds from said public 
offering will be raised and since there is no 
escrow provision with respect to a specified 
amount of proceeds, he may lose his entire 
investment. 

I would have thought that my long 
concern with this project and my at­
tempts at securing remedial legislation 
would have been of some benefit not only 
to the Economic Development Adminis­
tration but also to other departments and 
agencies as well. Apparently my hopes in 
this regard were ill founded for now I 
have learned that the Small Business 
Administration has compounded EDA's 
dismal record by entering into a $27 .4 
million lease guarantee commitment to 
Old Dominion Sugar Corporation for the 
erection of a new cane sugar refinery in 
Portsmouth, Va. This latest outrage has 
only recently been reviewed before the 
Subcommittee on Small Business Prob­
lems in Smaller Towns and Urban Areas 
under the chairmanship of my able col­
league, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
Kr.UCZYNSKI). I await with interest the 
report which his subcommittee will issue 
as a result of hearings on February 19 
and 25, but a number of points elicited 
in testimony before the subcommittee 
have already come t.o my attention and 
are worthy of mention here. 

First, the $27.4 million commitment 
1s the largest such guarantee in SBA 
hist.ory-and is larger in itself than the 
t.otal of all 79 previous guarantees issued 
by the agency. It was issued despite the 
existence of a regulation limiting such 
guarantees to $9 million. 

Second, proponents of the Virginia re­
finery apparently based their expecta­
tions on its success on advice to the effect 
that sugar users in the five-State area 
the refinery intends to serve need an ad­
ditional source of supply. I am advised 
that existing refineries in Baltimore, Md., 
and Savannah, Ga., are operating sub­
stantially below top capacity and could 
easily fulfill any additional demand 
should it develop in the area. Testimony 

indicated that there has never been a 
shortage even during the prolonged long­
shoremen's strike in 1969. 

Third, an acknowledged expert from 
the investment banking field, who is ex­
perienced in sugar industry financing, 
testified, based on material submitted t.o 
him, that the proposed new refinery 
would have to realize 4% percent on sales 
even t.o pay its rent-a rate of return 
which few established sugar companies 
receive. In this connection sugar indus­
try executives projected a 5-year loss of 
over $8 million for this ill-advised 
venture. 

To make matters worse I understand 
that the actual machinery and equip­
ment for the new plant and the engineer­
ing for it are to be supplied by Tate & 
Lyle, Ltd., of London, England, the larg­
est sugar company in the world. Just as 
the owners of Maine Sugar Industries 
chose t.o spend funds on equipment made 
in Germany, we now find that advocates 
of the new refinery are equally anxious 
to append other Government money 
abroad. 

In closing I quote again from the Maine 
Sugar Industries, Inc., preliminary pro­
spectus dated March 11, 1970. On page 3 
I find the following: 

It (Maine Sugar Industries, Inc.) has ex­
perienced substantial losses from the past 
two years' operations totaling approximately 
$10,694,521 with the result that it has a nega­
tive current position, its current liabilities 
substantially exceeding current assets. The 
Company is presently unable to meet its 
fin·ancial obligations as they come due and 
is in default under several of its loan and 
lease agreements. 

This prompts me t.o ask two questions: 
First, how many times is the U.S. tax­

payer going to be called upon to bail out 
Maine Sugar Industries, Inc.; and second, 
if the Old Dominion Sugar Corp. proj­
ect is ultimately approved, how long will 
it be before an obituary similar to the 
one I have just read is published or writ­
ten for it. 

PUERTO RICAN VIBTNAM HERO 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Puerto Rico (Mr. CORDOVA) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CORDOVA. Mr. Speaker, the fol­
lowing account of gallantry and intre­
pidity in the Medal of Honor citation 
posthumously awarded on April 7, 1970, 
for Sp4c. Hector Santiago Col6n, U.S. 
Army, speaks for itself. There is little 
more that I could add except that Sp4c. 
Santiago Col6n is the third Puerto Rican 
soldier thus to honor his name in mili­
tary action during the Vietnam conflict. 

The citation follows: 
The President of the United States of 

America, authorized by Act of Congress, 
March 3, 1863, has awarded in the name of 
The Oongress the Medal of Honor post­
humously to Specialist Four Hector Santi­
ago-Colon, United States Army, for oonspic­
uous gallantry and intrepidity in action wt 
the risk of his life above and beyond the call 
of duty: 

Specialist Four Hector Santi~-Oolon dis­
tinguished himseti' by conspicuous gallantry 
and intrepidity at the cost of his life on 
28 June 1968 while serving a.s a gunner in the 
mortar platoon of Company B, 5th Battalion, 

7th Cavalry, 1st Cavalry Division {Airmobile) 
in Quang Tri Province, Republic of Vietnam. 
On this date, while serving as a perimeter 
sentry, Specialist Sa.ntiago-Oolon heard dis­
tinct movement in the heavily wooded area 
to his front and flanks. Immediately he 
alerted his fellow sentries in the area to move 
to their foxholes and remain alert for any 
enemy probing forces. From the wooded area 
around his position heavy enemy automatic 
weapons and small arms fire suddenly broke 
out, but extreme darkness rendered. difficult 
the precise location and identification of the 
hostile force. Only the muzzle flashes from 
enemy weapons indicated their position. 
Specialist Santiago-Colon and the other 
members of his position immediately began 
to repel the attackers, utilizing hand gre­
nades, anti-personnel mines and small arms 
fire. Due to the heavy volume of enemy fire 
and exploding grenades around them, a North 
Vietnamese soldier was able to crawl, un­
detected, to their position. Suddenly, the 
enemy soldier lobbed a hand grenade into 
Specialist Santiago-Oolon's foxhole. Realiz­
ing that there was no time to throw the 
grenade out of his position, Specialist San­
tiago-Colon retrieved the grenade, tucked 
it in to his stomach and, turning away from 
his comrades, absorbed the full impact of 
the blast. His heroic self-sacrifice saved the 
lives of those who occupied. the foxhole with 
him, and provided. them with the inspiration 
to continue fighting until they had forced 
the enemy to retreat from the perimeter. By 
his conspicuous gallantry at the cost of his 
own life in the highest traditions of the 
military service, Specialist Four Hector San­
tiago-Colon has reflected great credit upon 
himself, his unit and the United States 
Army. 

INTRODUCES Bn.L TO CREATE A NA­
TIONAL COLLEGE OF ECOLOGICAL 
AND ENVffiONMENTAL STUDms 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Maryland (Mr. HOGAN) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill to create a National 
College of Ecological and Environmental 
Studies. The college would be adminis­
tered by the National Science Foundation 
and would be funded with "seed" money 
from Federal funds. The bulk of the cost 
would, however, be provided by the 
private and commercial sectors of the 
country. 

Students who would participate in the 
college will be a select group of science 
and engineering undergraduates. They 
would be selected by the board of di­
rectors chosen by the director of the 
National Science Foundation. 

Mr. Speaker, the merit of this legis­
lation 1s realized in the recognition that 
very few of our colleges and universities 
include environmental studies as a part 
of their course offerings. It is imperative 
that concern for the problems of our en­
vironment be studied at the university 
level. 

On April 22, the date of the National 
Environmental Teach-in on college 
campuses and in many high schools, I 
and many of the Members of this body 
will speak to students throughout the 
country about the environmental crisis 
which this Nation faces. While the tea.ch­
in provides a means to exercise dissatis­
faction with present environmental con­
ditions, it 1s important to react positively 
as well. A National College of Eoological 
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and Environmental Studies, such as this 
bill would establish, will provide our 
young people a means to be fully edu­
cated about the problem and make sig­
nificant, constructive contributions to­
ward restoration and preservation of our 
natural environment. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that this bill be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

H.R. 16847 
A bill to establish a National College of Eco­

logical and Environmental Studies 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer­
ica in Congress assembled, That (a) there is 
hereby established within the National Sci­
ence Foundation a National College of Eco­
logical and Environmental Studies (hereafter 
in this Act referred to as the "college"). 

(b) The purpose of the college shall be to 
encourage the pursuit of ecological and en­
vironmental studies and vocations by recog­
nizing outstanding scholarship and potential 
of undergraduate science and engineering 
students. 

SEC. 2. The college shall be administered by 
a Board of Directors (hereafter in this Act 
referred to as the "Boa.rd") consisting of 12 
members who shall be appointed by and who 
shall serve subject to the direction (and at 
the pleasure of) the Director of the National 
Science Foundation. 

SEC. 3. (a) The Board shall-
(1) select annually a number of outstand­

ing undergraduate science or engineering 
students who have displayed interest in eco­
logical or environmental studies, and 

(2) provide by grant or contract with in­
stitutions of higher education (or other pub­
lic or non-profit private organizations) for 
the attendance of such students at short 
term institutes or seminars at which the stu­
dents so selected and professionals in the 
disciplines of ecology, environmental studies, 
and related fields may interchange knowledge 
and materials. 

(b) Students attending institutes or semi­
nars shall be allowed travel expenses, in­
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, in 
the same manner as the expenses authorized 
by section 5703(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, for persons in the Government service 
employed intermittently. 

SEC. 4. The Board is authorized to accept, 
hold, administer, and utilize gifts and be­
quests of property, both real and personal, 
for the purpose of aiding or facllltating the 
work of the ~ollege. Gifts and bequests of 
money and the proceeds from sales of other 
property received as gifts or bequests shall 
be deposited in the Treasury in a separate 
fund and shall be disbursed upon order of 
the Board. 

SEC. 5. (a) There a.re authorized to be ap­
propriated $100,000 for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1971, and for each of the four 
succeeding fiscal years to carry out this Act. 
Sums appropriated under this subsection 
shall remain available !or expenditure until 
June 30, 1975. 

(b) The aggregate amount expended by the 
Board from sums appropriated under sub­
section (a) shall not at any time exceed 33¥3 
percent of the aggregate amount of gifts (in­
cluding gifts of property, valued at fair mar­
ket value) received by the Boa.rd under sec­
tion 4. 

NATIONAL ENVIRON?vIENTAL 
TEACH-IN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Texas (Mr. BusH) is recog­
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks from 
today on April 22, there will be a national 
environmental teach-in on college cam-

puses all over this country and in many 
high schools as well. 

The youth of America demands to be 
heard on this very real and urgent prob­
lem of environmental degradation. The 
youth of America wants to participate in 
the process and have an affect on the 
judgments that must be made in bring­
ing about a proper ecological balance to 
the growth of our Nation. 

It is important that we listen to what 
our young people have to say on this issue 
for it will be their demands for goods and 
services in the not too distant future that 
will influence changes in industry, educa­
tion, and our society as a whole. If we are 
to be smart managers we must have the 
vision necessary to comprehend the true 
purpose of this national teach-in-a need 
to communicate. 

At the University of Michigan last 
month a 4-day environmental teach-in 
was conducted which indicated some of 
the problems that are inescapable in the 
performance of such an affair. 

As I view the intentions of the teach­
in leadership, I understand their intrin­
sic desire to have me--all of us-hear 
and feel their dislike and repudiation of 
the past neglect of our environment. Re­
gardless of our actions over the past few 
years to correct these problems, these 
young people want to be sure that we 
continue aggressive policies and changes 
that will render a quality environment 
for their inheritance. 

Many of their suggestions will be 
thoughtful and sincere and will warrant 
consideration. Yet, the general nature 
of the teach-in, will smother much of 
the good, solid thinking of many stu­
dents. The University of Michigan teach­
in, though well planned, was splintered 
with conflicts of purpose once it was 
underway, consequently hurting its va­
lidity and the conscientious hard work of 
its leaders. 

This kind of interference is frustrating 
and leads to a useless feeling on the part 
of students who really have worthwhile 
thinking to contribute. We need to en­
courage the students who have the schol­
arship to off er constructive thought and 
who desperately desire to contribute or­
ganized thinking to the leaders of our 
society. 

Presently, these young Americans do 
not have an organized communications 
system to accomplish this purpose. The 
teach-in has provided a means to exer­
cise this need to communicate. I believe 
there is a better means for these young 
Americans to communicate and I feel 
we should establish an organized forum 
as a better means without inhibiting the 
creativity of these students. 

Therefore, I am introducing legisla­
tion today that will create a National 
College of Ecological and Environmental 
Studies under the direction of the Na­
tional Science Foundation. 

The term "college" as used in this leg­
islation identifies a select group of under­
graduate science and engineering college 
students who would be recognized for 
their outstanding scholarship and po­
tential for the purpose of encouraging 
these students to pursue careers and 
further studies in the fields of environ­
ment and ecology as well as to provide a 

forum in which to receive their ideas 
and suggestions for action that could be 
taken by the Government, commercial, 
and privia.te sectors of our society to re­
store an ecological balance to our en­
vironment. The legislation offers: 

An opportunity for students to exer­
cise their intellects in an organized at­
mosphere of conferences and problem­
solving seminars; 

An opportunity for the private and 
commercial sectors of society to exem­
plify their interest and concern over 
youth involvement in environmental 
problem solving by providing at least 
two-thirds of the cost of the program; 
and 

A new role for Government leadership 
by providing "seed" money to ignite the 
program-$100,000 per year-and utilize 
the input of these intellectual forums. 

Organized and funded in this fashion, 
the input of these intellectual forums 
can be utilized by the Federal Govern­
ment. But the Government could not in­
hibit the growth or the content of the 
program since the strength and lon­
gevity of the program would be depend­
ent upon the moneys contributed by the 
private and commercial sectors of our 
society. 

The quality and the quantity of the 
activities of this College would emanate 
from the interest of the students them­
selves with the guidance of the Board of 
Directors and would be dependent on the 
financial structure provided by the pri­
vate and commercial sectors. 

This legislation does not specify any 
mandate nor does it set criteria for re­
sults. It allows for the free and original 
thinking on the part of bright young 
students who want to participate and 
who should be encouraged to participate 
in the intellectual process of selecting, 
defining, and solving national problems 
relating to the environment and ecology. 

The members of this College would be 
selected by the Board of Directors cho­
sen by the Director of the National Sci­
ence Foundation. 

As chairman of the Republican Task 
Force on Earth Resources and Popula­
tion which has studied for the past 10 
months the complexities of this problem 
of environmental degradation, deplet­
ing natural resources, and population 
growth, I can understand the concern of 
our young people over these problems. It 
is their future that is at stake and it is 
their generation that will bear most of 
the burden of our mistakes. 

Environmental quality is an interna­
tional problem. President Nixon has 
pledged a national effort of restoration. 
Young Americans are due consideration 
in what they have to offer in solving 
this urgent problem. We not only need to 
enlist their intellects but also their en­
thusiasm and willingness to be involved. 
We must encourage them to continue 
this involvement beyond their younger 
years. Environmental problems will 
never end. The future will demand dedi­
cated environmental managers of var­
ious sciences and engineering disciplines. 

This legislation is unique in several 
ways but its merits do not lie in just its 
uniqueness. Its total merit is realized in 
recognizing that our social structure 
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lacks an organized nonpolitical youth 
forum where needed communications 
could be channeled in solving the prob­
lems of an extremely fast changing 
world. 

FREE-WORLD-FLAG SHIP ARRIVALS 
TO NORTH VIETNAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Michigan <Mr. CHAMBERLA~) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
figures for the number of free-world­
fiag ship arrivals to North Vietnam dur­
ing the first quarter of 1970 are now 
available. I am encouraged that they 
reveal a 50-percent reduction in the level 
of traffic as compared with the first quar­
ter of 1969. 

This past March witnessed the arrival 
of four more free world ships-three Bri­
tish flag and one Somali registry-bring­
ing the total so far this year to 14 ar­
rivals. Over the period of January, Feb­
ruary, and March of 1969 the number of 
such arrivals stood at 28. 

The administration is to be commend­
ed for its efforts to date to dry up this 
source of supply to the enemy and I 
would strongly urge that it continue to 
make every effort to end this traffic so 
long as North Vietnam persists in its 
prosecution of the war in the South. 

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to­
day we should take note of America's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our faith and confidence in our­
selves as individuals and as a nation. The 
United States is the largest producer of 
china clay in the world. In 1967 the 
United States produced 3,973,143 short 
tons of china clay. The United Kingdom 
was second producing 2,935,000 short 
tons. 

A RESPONSIBLE POSITION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Minnesota <Mr. MACGREGOR) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, the 
single word which best describes Presi­
dent Nixon's recent comprehensive state­
ment on school desegregation is "re­
sponsible." No one who reads this state­
ment can miss the central point: the 
President will not stoop to formulas or 
oversimplification in dealing with this 
highly complex problem. 

A wise man once said: 
The essence of intelllgence is the ab111ty 

t o make distinctions. 

By this test, the President's statement 
displays high intelligence, indeed, for it 
draws critical distinctions which too 
many have missed. 

Most importantly, it distinguishes be­
tween officially imposed, de jure segrega­
tion and de facto school segregation re­
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sulting from patterns of housing. It 
draws further distinctions between vari­
ous Supreme Court decisions on both 
these topics and between the decisions of 
various other Federal courts. The state­
ment also distinguishes between what 
has been made clear in the law at this 
time and what requires further clarifica­
tion. All of these distinctions constitute 
significant contributions to the public 
understanding of a most difficult issue. 

The highly responsible nature of the 
President's approach is also evident in 
his determination to go beyond mere 
rhetoric. He says: 

Words often ring empty without deeds. 
In Government, words can ring even emptier 
without dollars. 

But one can detect the ringing of no 
empty words in this message. For the 
deeds are present and so are the dol­
lars--some $1.5 billion of them over the 
next 2 years to ease the transition to 
desegregated and high quality education. 

When the President calls for "compas­
sionate balance" in approaching this 
problem, his call is highly credible. For 
compassionate balance is precisely what 
characterizes the President's statement. 
Because it is a responsible statement it 
will produce a responsible reaction-and 
that is precisely what the Nation needs 
most as we seek more light and less heat 
on school desegregation. 

COAST GUARD RESERVE 
PHASEOUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Texas <Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec­
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the bud­
get submitted by the President for :fiscal 
year 1971, contains a request for $10 mil­
lion to phase out the selected Coas~ 
Guard Reserve. The President's message 
with respect to the proposed Federal 
Economy Act of 1970, includes a statu­
tory proposal to terminate the Selected 
Reserve. 

I am strongly opposed to this proposal. 
Since the administration contends the 
the proposed phasing out is an economy 
measure, I will begin my analysis of the 
proposal in that area first. 

In his message with respect to the pro­
posed Federal Economy Act of 1970, the 
President states: 

First full year savings are approximately 
$25 million.1 

In fiscal year 1970 the Coast Guard re­
quested $26.6 million for reserve training, 
the fiscal year 1971 budget includes $10 
million just to phase out the Selected Re­
serve. It seems to me the difference is 
about $16.6 million and not $25 million 
as the President contends. 

Phasing out the Selected' Coast Guard 
Reserve will significantly curtail the 
effectiveness of the Coast Guard to re­
spond in case of war or national emer­
gency. For the mission of the Coast 
Guard in time of war or national emer­
gency I turn to the testimony of the 
Coast Guard Commandant, Adm. Wil-

1 CONGRE.SSIONAL RECORD, February 26, 1970, 
page 5093. 

lard J. Smith, speaking before the Sub­
committee on Coast Guard, of the House 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com­
mittee in 1969. Admiral Smith said of 
the Coast Guard: 

It has grown to become a multipurpose 
uniformed service, capable of performing a 
vast variety of water connected missions.2 

Some of the missions Admiral Smith 
named were, search and rescue, aids to 
navigation, merchant marine safety, 
maritime pollution control, and port 
security. Speaking of port security the 
admiral said: 

In times of national emergency or wa.r, 
the emphasis is placed on preventing loss 
through sabotage or other subversive acts 
while still maintaining a high-level of port 
safety. 

The Coast Guard Reserve is already 
trained in the area of port security and 
provides training to entire reserve units 
in specialties such as explosive loading 
and dangerous cargomen. 

I con tend this type of training is 
unique to the Coast Guard and that 
they alone would be able to provide 
trained personnel to meet the need in case 
of a war or national emergency. Consider 
also the fact that entire Reserve units 
could be recalled and deployed to major 
port areas. The fact that Coast Guard 
reservists are trained as units increase 
their operating efficiency. 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that the 
Coast Guard has already trained these 
personnel-the program is operative­
the costs for the training have already 
been paid. There can be no doubt as to 
the need in case of a war or national 
emergency. If the Selected Coast Guard 
Reserve is phased out, another branch 
of the Armed Forces will have to train 
new personnel to assure the kind of de­
fense we would require in an emergency. 
New programs would have to be insti­
tuted at an additional cost to the Gov­
ernment. The additional expenditure of 
funds to duplicate existing programs is 
far from being economical. Unless per­
sonnel are trained to perform the port 
security mission, there will be a serious 
gap in our military readiness. 

Let me turn for a moment to testi­
mony Admiral Smith gave in 1969 be­
fore a subcommittee of the House Appro­
priations Committee. In response to a 
question on Reserve callups similar to 
those made by the National Guard, Ad­
miral Smith said in part: 

I think a good example of that is a thing 
such as the hurricane that recently hit the 
gulf coast where I think if we had had some 
Reserve units that we could have called on 
at that time that these people would have 
been more than willing to step in and help 
and contribute. I think it would be an asset 
to their morale to be occasionally contribut­
ing in a. positive way rather than always in a 
purely training status.1. 

2 Hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and 
Navigation Of the Committee on Merchant 
M a rine and Fisheries, House of Representa­
tives. Ninety-first Congress. Page 7. First 
session. See also page 12. 

. 4 Hearings before a subcommittee of the 
Com.m.ittee on Appropriations, House of Rep­
resentatives. Ninety-First Congress. Part I. 
Page 258. First session. 
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We can conclude from Admiral Smith's 
statement that reserve personnel could 
be utilized in times of disaster and not 
only in time of a war or national emer­
gency. 

Testifying before the House Armed 
Services Committee 1n connection with 
fiscal year 1971 Selected Reserve strength 
authorizations, Admiral Smith said: 

With respect to the possibility of Reserves 
being called we note that the call-ups made 
since World War II have not included the 
Coast Guard.6 

Using the reasoning that the Coast 
Guard Reserve has not been called up 
since World War II, as justification for 
phasing the program out is analogous 
to canceling one's automobile insurance 
simply because he has not had a claim for 
the past 20 years-or of doing away with 
the fire department simply because our 
fire prevention measures have become 
more effective. 

The Reserve-any Reserve compo­
nent--provides an insurance against fu­
ture need. In short, if the Reserve does 
not exist--they cannot be called up. In 
view of the stated need for port security 
personnel, the administration's economic 
argument is of questionable validity. We 
must also consider the fact that Coast 
Guard reservists could be utilized for 
emergencies other than military in 
nature. 

Any of the reasons which I have cited 
are sufficient for continuation of the Se­
lected Coast Guard Reserve, but I want 
to make a brief additional analysis of 
some of the new problems which will 
arise if the program is phased out. 

The Selected Reserve contains both of­
ficers and enlisted men who have con­
tinued to reenlist and serve once their 
original military obligation has been 
completed. They are serving toward a re­
tirement after 20 years of Reserve serv­
ice. What are their alternatives? Are 
they to transfer to another Reserve com­
ponent? Will they complete their train­
ing through correspondence courses? 
How will they be allowed to complete 
their 20 years-or I should ask, Will they 
be allowed to complete 20 years? 

Second, what about the reservists who 
only recently completely active duty for 
training? Will they be discharged "for 
the convenience of the Government" 
while having completed only a portion 
of their obligated military service? Will 
they again be subject to the draft? Will 
they be called up for extended active 
duty? Certainly, there are many ques­
tions which remain unanswered. 

It seems to me the Federal Government 
has a commitment to these men-that 
contract will be changed if the Selected 
Reserve of the Coast Guard is phased out. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I am most con­
cerned about the actions which have al-
ready been taken by the Coast Guard to 
phase out the Selected Reserve. Specifi­
cally, reserve recruiting has been dis-

& Statement of Admiral wmard J. Smith, 
Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, before the 
House Armed Services Committee, in con­
nection with fl.seal year 1971 Selected Reserve 
strength authorizations. February 1970. 

continued and reserve training is being 
phased down.6 

The Congress has the constitutional 
responsibility to raise and maintain an 
Army and NavY. Because the President 
has failed to include a request for suffi­
cient funds to operate the Coast Guard 
Selected Reserve during fiscal year 
1971-the Coast Guard is already moving 
to phase out the program. 

It seems to me that if the President 
and the Coast Guard phase out the re­
serve-the Congress will have no prerog­
ative as to whether the program should 
or should not have been phased out. The 
action will already have been accom­
plished. 

The President contends the proposal is 
an economy measure, however, after 
making an economic analysis I find the 
administration faces a strange dilemma. 
If another branch of the Armed Forces 
does not train personnel to perform a 
port security mission we will have a seri­
ous gap in our ability to respond in case 
of a war or national emergency. If, on 
the other hand, new training programs 
are instituted, it will be an additional ex­
pense and the economic contention is 
not valid. Second, what alternatives will 
individual reservists be given toward 
completing either their initial military 
obligation or service toward retirement? 

Mr. Speaker, I will introduce a pro­
posal which will provide sufficient funds 
for the Selected Coast Guard Reserve to 
operate at a fiscal year 1970 level. Sec­
ond, I call upon the Coast Guard to halt 
action to phase out the program until 
the Congress makes the final decision. 

YOU HAVE TO GET THEffi ATTEN­
TION BEFORE YOU CAN INFLU­
ENCE THEM 
<Mr. SIKES asked and was given per­

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous material.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, 28 years ago, 
the Voice of America took to the air­
ways to tell America's story abroad. In 
1953, President Eisenhower set up the 
USIA, an agency independent of the 
State Department, to broaden our capa­
bilities of winning friends and influenc­
ing people in other countries. During the 
intervening years, America's popularity 
abroad has waxed and waned: today, the 
American image, I am sorry to say, is not 
what it ought to be. This matter has been 
discussed many times in the Appropria­
tions Committee and on the floor of 
the House. Today, I do not intend to ar­
gue whether the fault lies with the U.S. 
Information Agency, with the Govern­
ment policies it defends, or with the 
growth of nationalism and other forces 
in the world beyond our control. Yet one 
thing is certain. We cannot hope to in· 
fluence people whom we do not even try 
to reach. 

e Hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and 
Navigation of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, House of Representa.­
tlves. Ninety-First Congress, Second Session, 
Page 32. 

Promoting understanding between the 
people of the United States and the peo­
ple of other countries is given by Public 
Law 402-the Smith-Mundt Act of 
1948-as the purpose of the U.S. infor­
mation program. To reach most people, 
you must talk to them in their own na­
tive languages. Yet it is a fact that the 
Voice of America is not broadcasting in 
some of the world's most important lan­
guages. You have to get people's atten­
tion before you can influence them. You 
cannot get their attention if you speak a 
language which they do not understand. 

We do not even broadcast in Japanese, 
although Japan is the third nation on 
earth in terms of gross national product 
and one of the largest in population. This 
year Japan produced more goods and 
services than Germany and France com­
bined. It may be that our current diffi­
culties with the Japanese over Okinawa, 
over bases, and over trade polices could 
be helped if more Japanese understood 
us. 

The VOA, because of budget problems, 
was even forced to eliminate a Japanese 
language feed, which transmitted ma­
terial to be picked up and rebroadcast by 
Japanese broadcasting stations. Our 
foreign broadcasting effort is danger­
ously behind that of the Soviet Union 
and Communist China in volume. In 
many respects it is well behind Great 
Britain also. Indeed, the Voice of Amer­
ica is outbroadcast in hours by the United 
Arab Republic-Egypt. 

Radio Moscow, supplemented by the 
so-called radio peace and progress and 
other broadcasts from the non-Russian 
Union republics of the U.S.S.R., carries 
1,920 hours of programs for foreign 
listeners every week, in 82 different lan­
guages. VOA broadcasts only 848 hours 
per week in 36 languages and this is about 
to be reduced. At the present time, VOA 
is broadcasting to the Chinese, the world's 
most populous nation in only one lan­
guage--Mandarin. Russia, on the other 
hand, broadcasts to China in Uighur, 
Mongolian, Shanghai dialect and Can­
tonese, as well as Mandarin. I can but 
ask, are we not deficient in our efforts to 
communicate with these people? Com­
munist China broadcasts 1,469 hours 
weekly, in 38 languages, the United Arab 
Republic for 1,001 hours in 33 languages 
and the British Broadcasting Corpora­
tion for 730 hours in 39 languages. In 
other words, the United States is fourth, 
both in number of hours and in the 
number of languages broadcast. 

I am concentrating on radio broadcasts 
because they constitute our primary 
means of reaching people directly, rather 
than through foreign intermediaries. Un­
like other USIA activities, direct broad­
casts do not depend upon the cooperation 
of foreign governments. Since the 1967 
Arab-Israel war, for example, VOA 
broadcasts have become our only ef­
fective means of reporting on American 
policy and world events to people of the 
Arab world, in the nations of Egypt, Iraq, 
Syria, and Algeria. After the ooup of last 
fall, USIS was also virtually put out of 
business in Libya. 

Since USIS offices in these nations 
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were closed, the VOA became the only 
fast, direct line of communication be­
tween our Government and Nation and 
the Arab governments and people. This 
imposed upon the Voice of America an 
awesome task and responsibility. 

And how are we doing with our Arabic 
programs? Before the 1967 war the VOA 
received about 100,000 letters a year in 
response to Arabic broadcasts. The audi­
ence in Arab countries was estimated at 
2 million weekly with a high percentage 
of college students. Today the audience 
is hard to estimate. But it is not difficult 
to see that the resources we put into 
Arabic broadcasts are inadequate. Britain 
surely does not have greater interests in 
the Near East than does the United 
States; yet the BBC broadcasts 10 hours 
a day in Arabic, compared to 6 for the 
VOA. More important, the staff of the 
BBC Arabic Service is about three times 
as big as the staff of VOA Arabic. Over­
all, the programing effort of the BBC 
External Services is much greater than 
that of the VOA. 

Let us look at Africa, where Secretary 
Rogers and Assistant Secretary Newsom 
have been trying to make friends and 
mend fences. It is a continent which suf­
fers not only from frequent changes in 
government but also from severe com­
munications limitations. Listening to 
foreign broadcasts is common. What sort 
of a job is the Voice of America doing 
there? I am told that it broadcasts in just 
four languages: English, French, Arabic, 
and Swahili, of which only the last is 
native to the continent. Meanwhile, the 
U.S.S.R. beams programs to Africa in 15 
languages, including 11 native tongues. 
Radio Cairo, whose propaganda is cer­
tainly not geared to serve the interests 
of the United States, broadcasts· to Africa 
in 20 languages. 

Language is one of the most politically 
explosive issues on the Indian subconti­
nent. The quality of English spoken there, 
even among the elite, is falling off. Rus­
sia broadcasts in 14 languages native to 
Pakistan and India. The VOA now broad­
casts in four: · Hindi, Urdu, Bengali, and 
Tamil. Due to measures of economy­
false economy, in my opinion-the Voice 
is about to eliminate its program in 
Tamil, spoken by some 60 million people, 
mostly in the area around Madras. 
Meanwhile, the Indian government has 
demanded that we close five USIS centers 
which have been doing their best to pro­
mote understanding between the United 
States and the world's most populous 
democracy. 

Of all the countries which we need 
to reach most urgently, the Soviet Union 
is certainly the first. Half of the popula­
tion of the U.S.S.R.-now more than 
half if our demographers are right-is 
made up of non-Russian peoples. The 
Voice of America broadcasts in six lan­
guages spoken there, besides Russian, 
and this is a good thing, although the 
Ukraine, which has a population and re­
sources comparable to France, deserves 
more than 1 hour a day in Ukrainian. 
So far, however, we have ignored the 
Turkic-speaking peoples in the strate­
gically significant area of Soviet Central 
Asia, bordering on China. The Moslems 
of the U.S.S.R., most of whom speak 
Turkic languages, now number some 35 

million. Their· birth rate iE 2 % times 
that of the Russians. Far !rom being as­
similated, they have maintained their 
religious, cultural, and national tradi­
tions, despite Communist attempts to 
eradicate them. The Voice of America 
should be broadcasting in Uzbek, in 
Tatar, in Azeri and perhaps in Kazak, 
Turkmen, Tadzhik and Uighur. 

Who else but the Voice of America can 
carry the American story-be it policy 
justification or information-to the 
world accurately and depEndably and 
under our control? The answer is nobody, 
because except by the electronic medium 
of radio we have no other way of reach­
ing a large proportion of the people of 
the earth. 

The Voice of America should do the 
best job it possibly can in English as well 
as in other languages. English is our lan­
guage. It is far and away the most im­
portant international language. The 
President, Members of Congress, Ameri­
cans from all walks of life can speak 
over the Voice of America directly to 
some 800,000,000 English-speaking people 
outside this country. But people who have 
learned EngU.h are a small minority in 
most countries and most people who use 
it as a second language can get more out 
of broadcasts in their native tongues. 

Radio broadcasts are our only effective 
means of reaching people in countries 
with governments unfriendly to the 
United States. They cross boundaries in 
spite of hostile governments. They go 
over the head of hostile leaders directly 
to the people. They constitute a prime 
means of keeping people friendly else­
where-not only the government officials 
and the elite but also the masses. I say 
that we should not abdicate the airways 
to Moscow, Peking, and Cairo. I say that 
we should not be content with fourth 
place. The Voice of America should gpeak 
to people in their own languages. And 
every effort should be made to see that 
the VOA is the best international broad­
caster in the business. rt should have 
larger and better quarters, more trans­
mitters, more people, and more money. 

The greatest force for opening closed 
minds and closed societies is the free flow 
of ideas. Since we cannot always arrange 
exchanges in societies closed to us, such 
as China and many of the Arabic areas, 
we must do much more to insure that 
ideas and truth do reach the people of 
those nations. And the only practical way 
available today is by radio. For that rea­
son we should enlarge and strengthen 
the radio arm of our Government, the 
Voice of America, and give it the where­
withal to talk to the peoples of the world 
in their own languages as well as Eng­
lish and with programs of adequate 
length. 

The United States of America, if it will 
enlarge the Voice of America, can have 
an instrument to deepen and broaden 
worldwide understanding and leading 
hopefully to a more stable and peaceful 
world. I consider this a very urgent 
priority. 

THE F-111, THE ONLY COMPLETELY 
MODERN PLANE IN OUR INVEN­
TORY, DESERVES ANOTHER LOOK 
<Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-

mission to extend his remarks at this 

point in the RECORD, and to· include ex­
traneous material.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, recently I 
had the gratifying experience of receiv­
ing a letter-a long and quite detailed 
letter-from a constituent, Mr. C. c. 
Widaman, who is very actively engaged 
in a test program involving the F-111. 
This program is being carried on at Eglin 
Air Force Base in my district. 

The letter is at the one time so expert 
in its analysis, so important to all of us 
here in the Congress and to the decision­
makers in the Department of Defense, 
and so uncontrived in its presentation of 
the facts, that I have sent that letter to 
the Secretary of Defense for his study 
and consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, I will take the time allot­
ted to me to read my letter to the Secre­
tary because I believe the subject is im­
portant at this particular time and be­
cause all of us here will be called upon in 
the near future to make decisions which 
can be rendered somewhat easier by rea­
son of the expressed concern of a man 
who is both a dedicated employee of his 
company and a dedicated American. 

It is my intention both to read my let­
ter to the Secretary and to have printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks the letter that I have received 
from my constituent. Please note in par­
ticular the appended record on aircraft 
destroyed in accidents. It places the 
F-111 in an entirely new and improved 
light. 

The material follows: 
Hon. MELVIN R. LAIRD, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: At this critical time 
in the deliberations concerning the future of 
the F-111, deliberations which must lead t.o 
judgments both in your Department and in 
the Congress, I wish to draw your attention 
to a letter that I have received from a con­
stituent. I consider the letter to be an im­
portant one for three reasons: first, the writer 
can obviously be classified as an expert in 
his field; second, the information which his 
letter contains ls of very particular import 
at this time; third, perhaps most impor­
tantly, it is a letter of such spontaneity as 
to give the message it conveys a very special 
credibility. 

My correspondent, Mr. C. C. Widaman, is, 
as he describes himself, a member of "a 
small but effective contingent of contractor 
personnel .•• directing and implementing 
an extensive . . . flight test program. The 
flight test program is one, Mr. Widaman says, 
that is directed for the most part t.o the 
F-lll's penetration aids, electronic counter­
measures, weapons-airplane compatibility, 
and weapons delivery accuracy. The letter 
also points out that although the activities 
enumerated comprise the principle purpose 
of the test program in which Mr. Widaman 
is engaged, the program by its very nature 
reveals a much broader spectrum of the 
capabilities of the F-111 than th06e being 
specifically studied. 

I personally am very much impressed with 
the description given of the F-lll's Pene­
tration Aids System which makes note of 
the fact that where conventional fighter­
bombers require integrated formation tactics 
in order to penetrate enemy defenses, the 
F-111 penetrates these defenses by flying 
autonomously at low altitude, following the 
terrain, and slipping under ground-surface 
radar screens. And it appears from informa­
tion gained during the testing that the rela­
tive loss rate is three times greater for con­
ventional fighter-bombers than for the F-
111 with its high speed, terrain following 
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capab111ty and the self-contained penetra­
tion aids. 

Similar lmpresslve information is pre­
sented with respect to the extra.ordinary 
capablllty of the F-111 in the launching, fir­
ing, or ejection from the F-111 of virtually 
all types of ordnance. While I cannot speak 
from the standpoint of expertise on the sub­
ject, Mr. Wida.man states it t.o be his belief 
that the F-111 is the only airplane that has 
successfully and repeatedly launched weap­
ons from a weapons bay at speeds in excess 
of Mach 1.0. 

I will not enumerate all of the special, 
sometimes unique, capabilities and actual 
performances of the F-111 as set out in the 
letter. They are all there to· be read and 
considered. Certainly they constitute an im­
pressive endorsement of the only fully mod­
ern aircraft In our invent.ory today. 

Knowing you as I do I am wholly confident 
that this rather remarkable expression of 
confidence in the F-111 wm be read by you 
in the same spirit with which I sent It to 
you: a.n always a.biding determination that 
this country have the weapons that its mili­
tary forces require, and the best weapons 
available. 

With all good wishes, I am, 
Sincerely, 

BOB SIKES. 

FORT WALTON BEACH, FLA., 
March 12, 1970. 

Hon. BOB SIKES, 
First District, Florida, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BoB: For the past several months I 
have observed much adverse publicity con­
cerning the future of the F-111 program, and 
on this date ca.me the public announcement 
that F-111 production would be limited to 
556 articles. As a citizen and constituent of 
your district, I am writing you this letter in 
the hope that you will elect to take some 
action on the floor of Congress that will help 
set the record straight regarding at least 
those facets to which this missive addresses 
itself. I feel that you and others who a.re 
dedicated to a free and defensive country 
and are looking out for the national inter­
ests of its people must not let unfortunate 
political harangue or unqualified rationale 
by the uninformed obscure the !.act that the 
F-111 ls a credible weapon system and that 
it must be given continued considerations in 
our defense posture. The investment in the 
F-111 to this point has been sound. We a.re 
now at the point where it will begin to pay 
dividends. This ls not the time 10 sell it 
short. The following will lllustrate some of 
the dividends of which I speak. It is based 
on first-hand knowledge resulting from in­
volvement in very pertinent F-111 filght test 
activity that has been conducted at the 
Armament Development Test Center, Eglin 
AFB, Florida. 

Over the past four yea.rs a small but effec­
tive contingent of contractor personnel has 
been directing and Implementing a.n exten­
sive Category I filght test program. The con­
tractor group, working In concert with the 
myriad of dedicated mllltary and civil service 
personnel of the test center, comprise a team. 
of outstanding capabilities. During this test 
period, more than 600 data flights have been 
conducted by the contractor for purposes of 
development and performance certification 
of many facets of the F-111 weapon system. 
The most significant of these filght test ac­
tivities have evolved around, but has not 
been limited to, the penetration aids, elec­
tronic countermeasures, weapons-airplane 
compatibility, and weapons delivery accu­
racy. In the next few paragraphs, I would 
like to address the results of these test ac­
tivities t.o you. 

Since late 1965 there have been 265 data 
test filghts conducted over the Eglin ranges 
for evaluation of the Penetration Aids Sys­
tem. The F-111 penetration aids consists of 

several subsystems whose basic function ls 
to give the airplane protection against at­
tack from enemy ground and airborne weap­
ons systems. These subsystems give warning 
and provide automatic countermeasures 
against enemy radars and missile-equipped 
interceptors. Evaluation of the performance 
of these systems demands a tremendously 
complex text support capability. This sup­
port involves two primary functions; first, to 
create a realistic tactical environment and, 
secondly, to enable the recording of accurate 
quantitative test data so that system capabil­
ity can be analyzed and evaluated. This sup­
port environment, available only at Eglin 
AFB, consists of tactical radars, radar and 
phototheodolite for aircraft space-position 
data, a central time correlation system, and 
a multitude of special ranges for conducting 
the test filghts. 

Results of these tests utilizing such sup­
port and an equally sophisticated onboard 
data recording system have verlfled the capa­
bility of the F-111 Penetration Aids System 
in detecting and displaying the presence and 
operating characteristics of tactical type 
radars as well as providing countermeasures 
against these radars. Another facet of this 
penetration system has repeatedly performed 
the prescribed function of detecting jet­
engine interceptors and missiles, and dis­
pensing decoy countermeasures. Conven­
tional fighter-bombers require Integrated 
formation tactics in order to penetrate en­
emy defenses, whereas the F-111 penetrates 
enemy defenses by flying autonomously at 
low altitude, following the terrain, and slip­
ping under ground-surface radar screens. It 
has been forecast that the relative loss rate 
is three times greater for conventional 
fighter-bombers that do not enjoy the high 
speed, terrain following, and the all-impor­
tant self-contained penetration aids capa­
bilities of the F-111. 

The above-noted penetration capability is 
for naught if the ordnance and the airplane 
are not compatible, hence the requirement 
to establish and certify a family of weapons 
suitable for fulfilling the operational mis­
sion of the airplane. In the course of some 
290 weapon-airplane compatibility data test 
filghts at Eglin, almost 2000 ordnance items 
of various types and configurations ( conven­
tional bombs, nuclear shapes, missiles, rock­
ets, dispenser, racks, pylons, tanks) have 
been launched, fired, or ejected from the F-
111 aircraft at varied wing sweep angles and 
altitudes up to 50,000 feet, and at speeds up 
to 2.0 Mach number. With few exceptions, 
these drops have validated empirical and 
wind tunnel weapon separation data. The 
variable sweep wing and the large family 
of munitions which the airplane can carry 
makes it a tremendously potent weapon sys­
tem-one capable of covering an extensive 
range of operational requirements. It ls the 
only airplane that I know of that has suc­
cessfully and repeatedly launched weapons 
out of a weapon bay at speeds in excess of 
1.0 Mach number, and its high speed weapon 
launch capabilities at sea level is uncon­
tested by contemporary fixed wing aircraft. 

The Fire Power Control System provides 
the F-111 with a highly accurate means of 
navigation and bombing for either visual or 
blind conditions. A key feature of this facet 
of our flight test activities has been to evalu­
ate and demonstrate these capabilities. The 
Eglin bombing ranges are equipped to pro­
vide highly accurate data as to space-posi­
tion of the aircraft versus time; and, the 
space-position of the munition versus time 
from weapon release point to target impact. 

Ballistic range and onboard data results 
from 55 filghts to date show that exception­
ally satisfactory bombing accuracies were 
obtained in both visual (optical sight) and 
all-weather (radar) modes of operation. In 
the optimum delivery mode (clear day and 
undefended), it has been determined that 
the F-:111 bombing accuracy is two times 

better than that of any other conventional 
fighter-bomber. In an all-weather or night 
delivery mode, navigation accuracy is im­
portant in finding the target. The F-lll's 
navigation accuracy is greater than twice 
that of conventional fighter-bombers. 

Since World War II the Army Air Corps, 
and later the Air Force, has sought the abil­
ity to bomb at night and In all-weather con­
ditions to preclude the movement of enemy 
troops and supplies. It took until the early 
1960's for technology to provide a solution 
of this night/all-weather bombing gap. By 
this time, enemy defenses had become so 
sophisticated that the ability to penetrate 
became an issue. And this, a penetration gap, 
was added to the already existing night/ 
all-weather bombing gap. Again, the tech­
nology of variable sweep aerodynamics, after­
burning turbo-fan engine, fully self-con­
tained and autonomous penetration aids and 
terrain following radar, all converged to pro­
vide the high speed, low level, penetrator to 
:fill these gaps. The P-111 represents the Air 
Force's only all-weather fighter-bomber and 
its only true penetrator against a sophisti­
cated defense. 

In my opinion the above technological de­
velopments and flight test activities have 
successfully demonstrated the advanced 
electronic penetration aids capa.b111ty of the 
F-111; the F-111's ability to carry and de­
liver a broad spectrum of ordnance (for ex­
ample, as many as 24 M-117 bombs---19,000 
lbs.) which ls two to three times that carried 
by present day conventional fighter-bomb­
ers; and, the extreme accuracy of it.5 navi­
gation-bombing system. These capabilities 
give the F-111 its remarkable effectiveness 
of delivering ordnance around the clock and 
In all-weather conditions. 

Most of the recent publicity has been 
prompted by the accident which occurred 
at Nellis AFB. As a result of that accident 
the contractor has been compelled to con­
duct unprecedented fleet inspections and 
test procedures · to insure against a similar 
type failure in the future. I feel it is per­
tinent t.o state that the subject discrepancy 
was in the nature of an adverse metal­
lurgical-manufacturing phenomenon and 
not one of design deficiency or poor quality 
control. As such, it is felt that the phe­
nomenon tha.t precipitated the material fail­
ure and subsequent accident has a signifi­
cantly low probability of occurring again. 
The contractor has agreed to an unprece­
dented demonstration of the airplane's 
structural integrity by proof loading each 
and every airplane manufactured to the 
maximum load it is expected to encounter 
under filght conditions. Normally, this ls 
done only on one test article which suffices 
for the entire fleet. In consequence, I feel 
proof testing each and every airplane to 
this extreme to be an over-response t.o the 
problem and that a well selected sample of 
airplanes for such testing would Rufflce. Fur­
ther, this approach would seem technically 
reasonable based on the excellent safety 
record which the F-111 has enjoyed. En­
closed a.re some Air Force accident data 
which you may peruse at your 1elsure. In 
essence, these data state the safety record 
of the F-111 and its contemporaries in the 
Century Series. From this data you will see 
that the F-111 accident rate has been less 
than half that of the Century Series aver­
age. It is unreasonable and discouraging to 
think that an airplane with such a safety 
record should be constrained and jeopardized 
relative to fulfilling its intended mission. 

It ls particularly alarming when one re­
flects on how badly the free world needs an 
airplane with the capabilities of the F-111, 

In the foregoing I have attempted to keep 
the material specific, yet in unclassl:fied lay­
man terms. As you know, qualitative data 
are available through channels to those who 
need to know. 

Thank you very much for your Interest 
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~d indulgence in this subject. We ·are look­
ing forward to seeing you in Northwest Flor­
ida soon. 

Respectfully, 
0. 0. WmAMAN. 

TOTALLY DESTROYED AIRCRAFT AT 50,000 
FLIGHT-HOURS 

F-100 -------------------------------- 25 
F-101 -------------------------------- 14 
F-102 -------------------------------- 15 
F-104 -------------------------------- 29 
F-105 -------------------------------- 17 
F-106 -------------------------------- 8 
F-111 -------------------------------- *13 

• Does not include the F-lllA crash on 
22 December 1969 at Nellis AFB (it occurred 
after 50,000 hours), but does include 2 Navy 
F-lllB's and 2 F-lllA's listed at missing in 
Southeast Asia. 

The above numbers refer only to aircraft 
totally destroyed in accidents. However, at 
the 50,000 flight hour mark, F-lll's had been 
involved in fewer major accidents than any 
aircraft in the Century Series. 

"Major accidents" include those in which 
~craft were destroyed and those in which 
aircraft sustained substantial damage. 

A BILLION FOR DEFENSE AGAINST 
CRIME 

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD, and to include ex­
traneous material.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on March 
17, 1970, I had the honor of testifying 
before Subcommittee No. 5 of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary in support of 
my bill, H.R. 15949, which would author­
ize $1 billion for the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1971. 

My conviction that $1 billion is neces­
sary to continue and to expand this pro­
gram results from the direct testimony 
of literally hundreds of witnesses who 
have appeared before the Select Commit­
tee on Crime, which I chair, during our 
hearings last year and this year in cities 
aeross the Nation. 

Thus far, we have held seven hearings 
away from the Capitol, in communities 
often very different in their social, cul­
tural, ethnic, and economic patterns. The 
members of this committee have had a 
unique opportunity to meet and talk 
with concerned citizens and key officials 
in cities of the east coast, the west coast, 
the Midwest, and the South. 

Wherever we have gone we have found 
dedicated and able officials and citizens, 
well aware that crime is, indeed, one of 
our greatest domestic problems, and bris­
tling with sound ideas for applying prac­
tical solutions to the problem of crime 
in their own backyards. Yet, we found 
these officials and citizens constantly ex­
pressing their frustration over their in- . 
ability to translate these ideas into mean­
ingful action against crime. 
. Mr. Speaker, they are ready; they are 

willing; but they are not able. The finan­
cial muscle simply is not there. Nor will 
it be there if the Congress agrees to do 
no more than meet the administration's 
request for less than a half billion dol­
lars for LEAA in fiscal 1971. 

Congress acted responsibly and wisely 
in 1968 when it enacted truly landmark 
legislation that provided Federal finan­
cial resources for the first time to States 

and localities to aid in their law en­
forcement and crime control efforts. 
Since then we have been involved in the 
intricate planning process and, last year, 
in the first tentative experiment with ac­
tion funds. We would be shortsighted in 
the extreme if we failed to recognize that 
now is the time for the massive input that 
Congress envisaged in 1968. 

In my testimony I pointed out some 
of the problems revealed in the early op­
eration of the funding program. We must 
provide more funds for the high-crime 
cities and provide a flexible formula of 
matching grants, taking into considera­
tion the ability of the States and cities 
to bear their share of the costs. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call mY 
remarks before the subcommittee to the 
attention of my colleagues and urge their 
support of the fullest possible funding 
of this vital anticrime assistance pro­
gram: 
STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CLAUDE PEP­

PER, CHAmMAN, SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
CRIME OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA­
TIVES, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMrrTEE No. 5 OF 
THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE, U.S. HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES, MARCH 17, 1970 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Sub­

committee, it is indeed a great pleasure to 
appear before you this morning. Because of 
your full schedule, I will try to keep my 
remarks as brief as possible. 

I have introduced H.R. 15949 to bring be­
fore this subcommittee my strong personal 
belief that we must make massive infusions 
of federal funds available to state and local 
criminal justice authorities. 

I appear today in my capacity as a member 
of the Congress but also to express the senti­
ments of colleagues of both parties on the 
Select Committee on Crime who share the 
s-ense of urgency that has led me to propose 
a one-billion-dollar appTopriation for the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
for fiscal 1971. 

This funding is embodied in the bill before 
you. The one billion dollars ls the minimum 
amount we can afford to spend on what we 
all agree is the natlon•s gravest domestic 
concern. Such a dramatic infusion of Fed­
eral funds would make it abundantly clear 
to the American people that there is as much 
cash as there is rhetoric in the national com­
mitment to prevent and control crime. 

As you perhaps ar-e aware, the Select Com­
m1ttee on Crime, which this Body created 
some ten months ago, has conducted field 
hearings across the country. The seven mem­
bers began without preconceived notions or 
doctrinake solutions. We went to listen and 
learn, and the message we bring back to 
Washington is that the American people de­
mand a solution to the problem of crime and 
are willing to pay for it. In every city we 
visited, whether it was Boston, Mass.; Omaha, 
Nebraska; or Columbia, South carouna., the 
people have asked for our help. We were told 
of the need for more and better trained 
policemen, expanded court facilities, im­
proved correctional facilities. The Congress 
must be prepared to help pay for these ex­
pensive but absolutely necessary programs. 

I propose that of the one billion dollars 
I have recommended, $650 million be dis­
bursed by LEAA through its established pro­
cedures and $350 million be designated as 
added discretionary funds, to be spent by 
LEAA in the manner in which it presently 
makes direct grants. 

In this way, we would ensure that the 
States continue to receive block-grants pro­
portional to their popuiation, while at the 
same time making available a substantial 
sum to be spent in the nation's high crime 
areas, the large cities. 

However, it would be a grave error, I be-

lleve, to channel all LEAA funds into high 
crime areas. That is why, with $650 million 
dollars at its disposal, LEAA could continue 
to help less crime-ridden areas develop pro­
grams to keep their crime rate low. It would 
be both unwise and dangerous for us to 
neglect :fighting crime in areas where the 
problem has not become epidemic and to 
concentrate solely on areas where it has. 
With $650 mlllion available under the pres­
ent grant system, LEAA could maintain a 
needed flow of funds to all areas of the 
country. 

But at the same time, the $350 million 
that I propose be given to LEAA for dis­
cretionary expenditure would be the added 
weapon that is needed to fight crime in high 
criine areas. These funds would in large 
measures be available · to our large cities, 
which must cope with a highly dispropor­
tionate incidence of crime. Our cities need 
help, they are crying for help, and the Con­
gress must respond. If our cities are to sur­
vive as the economic, social and cultural 
centers of the nation, we must give them 
every tool we can to help them fight criine. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, I maintain that the 
$480 million requested by the Ad.ministra­
tion for LEAA is simply inadequate to meet 
the challenge. It is insufficient even to begin 
to fulfill the Administration's pledge to give 
the war on crime the highest priority and 
it is insufficient to meet the demonstrated 
needs of the country. 

In his testimony before this body last 
week, the Attorney General maintained that 
LEAA could not effectively spend more than 
$480 million in fiscal 1971. Yet it is no secret 
that LEAA officials themselves felt they were 
capable of utilizing effectively and fairly 
$650 million under the present funding sys­
tem. This is what they requested of the 
Bureau of the Budget and this is what we in 
the Congress should give them. In addition, 
I feel we must also provide them with $350 
million more for discretionary grants, which 
are not processed through state planning 
bodies. 

I would remind you that the Attorney 
General himself predicted that the federal 
government's commitment would probably 
reach a billion dollars annually in the near 
future. I maintain that the time to make that 
commitment is now, not a.t some later date 
when the problem has grown worse. A billion 
dollar commitment now, today, will save oth­
er billions in the years to come. It is an 
investment we cannot afford not to make. 

Understandably, LEAA funds to date have 
concentrated on the needs of law enforce­
ment. But we all recognize that the solution 
to the nation's crime problem lies not only 
in the hiring of more policemen, or the build­
ing of more jails, of added courtrooms or im­
proved correctional facilities. The solutions 
lie in a comprehensive program that recog­
nizes that law enforcement, the courts, and 
the jails and reform 1.tories are all integral 
and inseparable part; of a complex criminal 
justice system. 

To accomplish thE>lSe objectives, I believe 
that certain statutory changes as well as 
funding increases a.re required for LEAA's 
future operations. 

The term law enforcement" should be 
broadened to include the courts, corrections, 
probation, parole, rehabilitation and related 
social services in addition to the present 
definition of police efforts. 

I further recommend removing the prohi­
bition against funding programs tha.t ask 
for more than one-third of the grant for 
personnel costs. 

We wouid all agree that ideally a. police 
department should attract the highest ca.U­
ber of personnel, preferably persons with 
college training and backgrounds in crim­
inology. 

Yet, very soon a city in my State hopes 
to make application to LEAA for funds to 
materially upgrade its force by providing 
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for lateral entry from other departments 
and seeking college trained personnel. In 
exchange, the department would offer signi!· 
icantly higher salaries. 

The LEAA application may be turned down 
because funds in excess of one-third of the 
program cost tor personnel may be required. 

But I am almost certain that even if the 
one-third limitation is removed, LEA.A will 
nevertheless turn down this exciting oppor­
tunity on the grounds that it does not have 
enough funds. Can we not provide LEAA 
with enough money to finance a break­
through in police recruitment and person­
nel management? I propose that we give 
LEA.A the funds to make a real beginning 
in changing our out-dated police personnel 
practices. 

I propose that we give it the money to 
make these and other breakthroughs in the 
common objective of controlling and pre­
venting crime. We should not allow those 
who tell us today that they cannot use ad­
d! tional money to bla.me us tomorrow for not 
providing them with the funds to do the job. 

I also take issue with those who say that 
the courts, correction and probation serv­
ices are generally state funotions. In in­
numerable instances, this is simply not the 
case. 

In my own District, for example, the coun­
ty government administers an 11-story jail 
filled to over-capacity, a county home for 
delinquents, a dilapidated Youth Home tor 
deta.inlng juveniles, a barracks-like stockade 
and a Metropolitan Court with an ever­
increasing case backlog problem. Most of 
the 27 municipalities in the Metropolitan 
Miami area also provide cl ty courts and 
maintain police departments of varying size. 

Nearly all of these local units of govern­
ment are strapped to maintain, let alone 
upgrade, their courts and police forces. 

When the Attorney General states that 
community matching money for LEAA pro­
grams ls reaching a breaking point, I can 
understand the reasons why. 

There are simply not enough funds avail­
able on the local level for undertaking ex­
pensive new programs. It is not a question of 
need, it ls a. question of money. Therefore, 
I suggest that the Committee consider a. 
:flexible matching fund ratio based on the 
ability of a state or city to contribute. 

President authority provides 75 percent 
Federal and 25 percent local contribution for 
organized crime and civil disorder control; a 
50-50 split on construction of new buildings 
and fac11lties and 60 percent Federal and 40 
percent local funds for the remainder of the 
fundable programs. 

We may well consider it in the best inter­
est of the objectives we seek to judge an 
application for improving the courts, the 
police or correctional facilities not on the 
basis o:r local matching contribution but on 
the basis of need and abillty of local unit of 
government to pay. If it ls clearly demon­
strated that a. program ls sound though the 
funds may be lacking under a matching fund 
formula., then LEA.A should be flexible 
enough to make up the difference through 
a larger Federal share. 

We should not, for example, turn down an 
application for funds to fight organized crime 
simply because a state 1s able to pledge only 
15 or 20 percent matching funds though 26 
percent ma.y be required. 

I also suggest that an appeal procedure be 
established that would permit cities to by­
pass State Planning Agencies and request 
Regional LEAA consideration of a program 
if the State fails to act favorably on an 
application within 90 days. 

I agree with the statements of others be­
fore this Committee-notably the Attorney 
General-in claiming that there is not 
enough expertise on the Federal, state and 
local level to plan for the efficient expendi­
ture of LEAA funds. 

If cities in my own District a.re examples, 

of the nation as a whole-and I believe they 
are-then there ls not enough knowledge 
among local officials of how to submit fund 
applications or even what funds are avail­
able. 

As a service to small and medium size 
cities, LEA.A should consider providing field 
personnel through its regional offices to 
advise municipalities on the drafting of 
applications. 

All of this requires a lot of money-a good 
deal more than the Administ ration has seen 
fit to request at this time. 

In his statement to the Committee, the 
Attorney Genera.I said: "I think the day is 
gone when cities were independent political 
fiefdoms, running their affairs without any 
consideration for the areas and even the 
states they dominate." 

This could perhaps equally be said of the 
relationship of the States to the Federal 
Government. For it is for Congress to search 
out the means to assure that a. citizen will 
be just as safe in life and property in Port­
land, Oregon, as in Portland, Maine. 

THE PUBLIC WELFARE 
(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, today Sen­
ator MONDALE'S Special Subcommittee 
on the Evaluation and Planning of Social 
Programs has reported favorably legisla­
tion which addresses itself to the vital 
need to understand and evaluate more 
scientifically the social progress and the 
unmet social needs of the American peo­
ple. As the House cosponsor of Senator 
MoNDALE's proposal, I am delighted by 
this significant action in the other body. 

Last July I Wa.$ privileged to testify 
before the subcommittee in support of 
S. 5, which I had introduced as H.R. 9483. 
Entitled "The Full Opportunity Act,'' this 
measure would establish a Presidential 
Council of Social Advisers to devise a 
system of social indicators to be used in 
evaluating national policies and to assist 
the President in the preparation of an 
annual social report to the Congress. It 
would also establish a Joint Committee 
on the Social Report composed of Mem­
bers of Congress from both bodies to 
study this report and to make recom­
mendations to the Congress. The Council, 
the social report, and the Joint Commit­
tee on the report would parallel the 
present structure we have for determin­
ing our economic progress through the 
President's Council of Economic Advisers, 
the economic report, and the joint com­
mittee on that report. 

I would like to draw your attention 
also to an important addition to this 
bill offered by Sena.tor JAVITS and in­
cluded in the committee report, estab­
lishing within the Congress an Office of 
Goals and National Priorities Analysis 
which would "conduct a continuing non­
partisan analysis of national goals and 
priorities" and would provide Congress 
with the information necessary for mak­
ing more enlightened decisions on mat­
ters of national policy. It is my opinion 
that this amendment fills a need that 
has long been felt by Congress in assess­
ing our priorities and coordinating them 
with the legislative proposals at hand. 
This would provide analysis for the Con­
gress in a manner similar to the financial 

analysis of the General Accounting 
Office. 

I would like to insert a copy of the 
legislation, as reported by Senator MoN­
DALE's subcommittee, in the RECORD. I 
commend this bill to my colleagues and 
ask that they join me in sponsoring what 
may prove to be a most effective tool for 
systematically evaluating our social needs 
and directions and for formulating re­
sponsive public policy. 

The bill follows: 
A bill to promote the public welfare 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Full Opportunity 
and National Priorities Act." 

TITLE I-FULL OPPORTUNITY 
DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEC. 101. In order to promote the general 
welfare, the Congress declares that it is the 
continuing policy and responsibility of the 
Federal Government, consistent with the pri­
mary responsibilities o:r State and local gov­
ernments and the private sector, to promote 
and encourage such conditions as will give 
every American the opportunity to live in 
decency and dignity, and to provide a clear 
and precise picture of whether such condi­
tions are promoted and encouraged in such 
areas as health, eduoa.tion, and tra.ining, re­
habilitation, housing, vocational opportuni­
ties, the arts and humanities, and special as­
sistance for the mentally ill and retarded, 
the deprived, the abandoned, and the crimi­
nal, and by measuring progress in meeting 
such needs. 

SOCIAL REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT 

SEC. 102. (a) The President shall transmit 
to the Congress not later th•an February 15 
of each year a report to be known as the 
social report, setting forth ( 1) the overall 
progress and effectiveness of Federal efforts 
designed to carry out the policy declared in 
section 101 with parvlcula.r emphasis upon 
the manner in which such efforts serve to 
meet national social needs is such areas as 
health, education and tMining rehabilita­
tion, housing, vocational opportunities, the 
arts a.n.d humanities, and special assistance 
for the mentally ill and retarded the de­
prived, the abandoned, and the crin'.una1; (2) 
a review of State, local and private efforts 
designed to create the conditions specified 
in section 101; (3) current and foreseeable 
needs in the areas served by such efforts and 
the progress of development of plans to 
meet such needs; and (4) programs and 
policies for carrying out the policy declared 
in section 101, together with such recom­
mendations for legislation as he may deem 
necessary or desirable. 

(b) The President may transmit from 
time to time to the Congress reports supple­
mentary to the social report, each of which 
shall include such supplementary or revised 
recommendations as he may deem necessary 
or desirable to achieve the policy declared 
in section 101. 

(c) The social report, and all supplemen­
tary reports transmitted under subsection 
(b) of this section, shall, when transmitted 
to Congress, be referred to the joint com­
mittee created by section 104. 
COUNCil. OF SOCIAL ADVISERS TO THE PRESIDE NT 

SEC. 103. (a) There is created in the Ex­
ecutive Office of the President a Council of 
Social Advisers (hereinafter called the Coun­
cil). The Council shall be composed of three 
members who shall be appointed by the Pres­
ident, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, and each of whom shall be 
a person who, as a result of his training, ex­
perience, and attainments, ls exceptionally 
qualified to appraise programs and activities 
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of the Government in the light of the policy 
declared in section 101, and to formulate 
and recommend programs to carry out such 
policy. Each member of the Council, other 
than the Chairman, shall receive compensa­
tion at the rate prescribed for level IV of the 
Executive Schedule by section 5315 of title 5 
of the United States Code. The President 
shall designate one of the members of the 
Council as Chairman who shall receive com­
pensation at the rate prescribed for level II 
of such schedule. 

(b) The Chairman of the Council is au­
thorized to employ, and fix the compensa­
tion of, such specialists and other experts as 
may be necessary for the carrying out of its 
functions under this Act, without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and without regard to the provisions 
of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chap­
ter 53 of such title relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates, and is au­
thorized, subject to such provisions, to em­
ploy such other officers and employees as 
may be necessary for carrying out its func­
tions under this Act, and fix their compen­
sation in accordance with the provisions of 
such chapter 51 and subchapter III of chap­
ter 53. 

( c) It shall be the duty and function of 
the Council-

( 1) to assist and advise the President in 
the preparation of the social report; 

(2) to gather timely and authoritative in­
formation and statistical data concerning 
developments and programs designed to carry 
out the policy declared in section 101, both 
current and prospective, and to develop a 
series of social indicators to analyze and in­
terpret such information and data in the 
light of the policy declared in section 101 
and to compile and submit to the President 
studies relating to such developments and 
programs; 

(3) to appraise the various programs and 
activities of the Federal Government in the 
light of the policy declared in section 101 
of this Act for the purpose of determining 
the extent to which such programs and ac­
tivities contribute to the achievement of 
such policy, and to make recommendations 
to the President with respect thereto; 

(4) to develop priorities for programs de­
signed to c;arry out the policy declared in 
section 101 and recommend to the President 
the most efficient way to allocate Federal re­
sources and the level of government--Fed­
eral, State, or local-best suited to carry out 
such programs; 

( 5 J w ma.Ke and furnish such studies, re­
porm thereon, and recommendations with 
respect to programs, activities, and legisla­
tion to carry out the policy declared in sec­
tion 101 as the President may request. 

(6) to make and furnish such studies, re­
ports thereon, and recommendations with 
respect to programs, activities, and legisla­
tion as the President may request in ap­
praising long-range aspects of social pollcy 
and programing consistent with the policy 
declared in section 101. 

( d) Recogniz:l.ng the predominance of 
State .and local governments in the social 
area, the President shall, when appropriate, 
provide for the dissemination of such States 
and localities information or daita developed 
by the Council pursuant to subsection (c) 
of this section. 

( e) The Council shall make an annual re­
port to the President in February of each 
year. 

(f) In exercising its powers, functions, 
and duties under this Act-

( 1) the Council may constitute such ad­
visory committees and may consult with such 
represent.atives of industry, agricul<ture, 
labor, consumers, State and local govern­
ments, and other groups, organizations, and 
individuals as it deems advisable to insure 

the direct participation in the Council's 
planning of interested parties; 

(2) the Council shall, to the fullest ex­
tent possible, use the services, facilities, and 
information (including statistical informa­
tion) of Federal, State, and loc;al government 
agencies as well as of private research agen­
cies, in order that duplication of effort and 
expense may be avoided; 

(3) The Council sha,!l, to the fullest extent 
possible, insure that the individual's right 
to privacy is not infringed by its activites; 
and 

(4) (1) the Council may enter into essen­
tial contractual relationships with educa­
tional institutions, private research organi­
zations, and others as needed to fulfill its 
duties and functions enumerated in section 
103(c); and 

(2) any reports, studies, or analyses re­
sulting from such contractual relationships 
shall be made available to any person for 
purposes of study. 

(g) To enable the Council to exercise its 
powers, functions, and duties under this 
Act, there are authorized to be appropriated 
(except for the salaries of the members and 
officers and employees of the Council) such 
sums as may be necessary. For the salaries of 
the members and salaries of officers and em­
ployees of the Council, there is authorized to 
be appropriated not exceeding $900,000 in the 
aggregate for each fiscal year. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE SOCIAL REPORT 

SEC. 104. (a) There is established a Joint 
Committee on the Social Report, to be com­
posed of eight Members of the Senate, to be 
appointed by the President of the Senate, 
and eight Members of the House of Repre­
sentatives, to be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. In each case, 
the majority party shall be represented by 
five members and the minority party shall be 
represented by five members and the mi­
nority party shall be represented by three 
members. 

(b) It shall be the function of the joint 
committee--

(1) to make a continuing study of all 
matters relating to the social report; and 

(2) as a guide to the several committees 
of the Congress dealing with legislation re­
lating to the social report, not later than 
April 1 of each year to file a report with the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
containing its findings and recommendations 
with respect to each of the main recom­
mendations made by the President in the 
social report, and from time to time make 
such other reports and recommendations to 
the Senate and House of Representatives as 
it deems advisable. 

(c) Vacancies in the membership of the 
joint committee shall not affect the power of 
remaining members to execute the functions 
of the joint committee, and shall be filled 
in the same manner as in the case of the 
original selection. The joint committee shall 
select a chairman and vice chairman from 
among its members. 

(d) The joint committee, or any duly au­
thorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized 
to hold such hearings as it deems advisable, 
and, within the limitations of its appro­
priations, the joint committee ls empowered 
to appoint and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, technicians, and cler­
ical and stenographic assistants to procure 
such printing and binding, and to make 
such expenditures, as it deems necessary and 
advisable. The cost of stenographic services 
to report hearings of the joint committee, 
or any subcom.mittee thereof, shall not ex­
ceed 25 cents per hundred words. The Joint 
committee is authorized to utilize the serv­
ices, information, and facilities of the de­
partments and agencies of the Government 
and private research agencies. 

(c) There is hereby authorized to be ap­
propriated for each fiscal year the sum of 

$425,000, or so much thereof as may be nec­
essary, to carry out the provisions of this 
section to be disbursed by the Secretary of 
the Senate on vouchers signed by the chair­
man or vice chairman. 

TITLE II-NATIONAL PRIORITIES 
DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 

SEC. 201. The Congress finds and declares 
that there is a need for a more explicit and 
rational formulation of national goals and 
priorities, and that the Congress needs more 
detailed and current budget data and eco­
nomic analysis in order to make informed 
priority decisions among alternative pro­
grams and courses of action. In order to meet 
these needs and establish a framework of 
national priorities within which individual 
decisions can be made in a consistent and 
considered manner, and to stimulate an in­
formed awareness and discussion of national 
priorities, it is hereby declared to be the in­
tent of Congress to establish an office within 
the Congress which will conduct a. contin­
uing analysis of national goals and priorities 
and will provide the Congress with the in­
formation, data, and analysis necessary for 
enlightened priority decisions. 

ESTABLISHMENT 

SEC. 202. (a) There is established an Of­
fice of Priorities Analysis (hereafter referred 
to as the "Office") which shall be within 
the Congress. 

(b) There shall be in the Office a Director 
of Priorities Analysis (hereafter referred to 
as the "Director") and an Assistant Director 
of Priorities Analysis (hereafter referred to 
as the "Assistant Director"), each of whom 
shall be appointed jointly by the majority 
leader of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and confirmed by 
a majority vote of each House. The Office 
shall be under the control and supervision 
of the Director, and shall have a seal adopted 
by him. The Assistant Director shall perform 
such duties as may be assigned to him by 
the Director, and, during the absence or in­
capacity of the Director, or during a vacancy 
in that office, shall act as the Director. The 
Director shall designate an employee of the 
Office to act as Director during the absence 
or incapacity of the Director and the As­
sistant Director, or during a vacancy in both 
of such offices. 

(c) The annual compensation of the Di­
rector shall be equal to the annual compen­
sation of the Comptroller General of the 
United States. The annual compensation of 
the Assistant Director shall be equal to that 
of the Assistant Comptroller General of the 
United States. 

( d) The terms of office of the Director and 
the Assistant Director first appointed shall 
expire on January 31, 1973. The terms of office 
of Directors and Assistant Directors subse­
quently appointed shall expire on January 
31 every four yea.rs thereafter. 

(e) The Director or Assistant Director may 
be removed at any time by a resolution of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives. 
A vacancy occurring during the term of the 
Director or Assistant Director shall be filled 
by appointment, as provided in this section. 

(f) The professional staff members, in­
cluding the Director and Assistant Director, 
shall be persons selected without regard to 
political affiliations who, as a result of train­
ing, experience, and attainments, are excep­
tionally qualified to analyze and interpret 
public polices and programs. 

FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 203. (a) The Office shall make such 
studies as it deems necessary to carry out 
the purposes of section 201. Primary empha­
sis shall be given to supplying such analysis 
as will be most useful to the Congress in vot­
ing on the measures and appropriations 
which come before it, and on providing the 
framework and overview of priority consider­
ations within which a meaningful consider-
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ation of individual measures can be under­
taken. 

(b) The Office shall submit to the Con­
gress on March 1 of each year a national 
priorities report and copies of such report 
shall be furnished to the Committees on Ap­
propriations of the Senate and of the House 
of Representatives, the Joint Economic Com­
mittee, and other interested committees. The 
report shall include, but not be limited to--

( 1) an analysis, in terms of national pri­
orities, of the Federal programs in annual 
budget submitted by the President, the Eco­
nomic Report of the President, and the Social 
Report of the President; 

(2) an examination of resources available 
to the Nation, the foreseeable costs and ex­
pected benefits of existing and proposed Fed­
eral programs, and the resource and cost im­
plications of alternative sets of national pri­
orities; and 

(3) recommendations concerning spending 
priorities among Federal programs and 
courses of action, including the identification 
of those programs and courses of action 
which should be given greatest priority and 
those which could more properly be deferred. 

(c) In addition to the national priorities 
report and other reports and studies which 
the Office submits to the Congress, the Office 
shall provide upon request to any Member 
of the Congress further information, data, or 
analysis relevant to an informed determina­
tion of national priorities. 

POWERS OF THE OFFICE 
SEC. 204. (a) In the performance of its 

functions under this title, the Office is 
authorized- · 

(1) to make, promulgate, issue, rescind, 
a.nd a.mend rules and regulations governing 
the manner of the operations of the Office; 

(2) to employ and :fix the compensation of 
such employees, and purchase or otherwise 
acquire such furniture, office equipment, 
books, stationery, and other supplies, as may 
be necessary for the proper performance of 
the duties of the Office and as may be ap­
propriated for by Congress; 

(3) to obtain the services of experts and 
consultants, in accordance with the provi­
sions of section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, at rates for individuals not to exceed 
$125 per day; and 

(4) to use the United States mails in the 
same manner and upon the same conditions 
as other departments and agencies of the 
United States. 

(b) (1) Each department, agency, and in­
strumentality of the executive branch of the 
Government, lncludlng independent agen­
cies, ls authorized and directed, to the extent 
permitted by law, to furnish to the Office, 
upon request made by the Director, such 
information as the Director considers neces­
sary to carry out the functions of the Office. 

(2) The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall furnish to the Director copies of 
analyses of expenditures prepared by the 
General Accounting Office with respect to 
any department or agency in the executive 
branch. 

(3) The Bureau of the Budget will furnish 
to the Director copies of special analytic 
studies, program and financial plans, and 
such other reports of a slmllar nature as may 
be required under the planning-programing­
budgeting system, or any other law. 

(c) Section 2107 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by-

( 1) striking out the "and" at the end 
of paragraph (7); 

( 2) striking the period a t the end of para­
graph (8) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and the word "and"; and 

(3) adding at the end thereof the follow­
ing new paragraph: 

"(9) The Director, Assistant Director, and 
employees of the Office of Priorities Analysis.". 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMrrTEE HEARINGS 
SEC. 205. The Joint Economic Committee 

of the Congress shall hold hearings on the 

national priorities report and on such other 
reports and duties of the Office as it deems 
advisable. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 206. There a.re hereby authorized to 

be appropriated such sums as may be neces­
sary to carry out the provisions of this title. 

HORTON STRESSES NECESSITY OF 
RAILROAD ANNUITY· INCREASE 
(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, the need 
for increased railroad annuities was very 
evident in the minds of my colleagues 
yesterday, when the House passed H.R. 
15733, the Railroad Retirement Act, by 
a vote of 379 to 0. 

I unavoidably missed the vote because 
I was on necessary business in my dis­
trict. Had I been here, I would have cer­
tainly cast my vote in favor of such an 
increase. 

The bill provides a 15-percent increase 
in railroad retirement benefits and mod­
ernizes the method of investment of 
funds. The bill also stipulates that a 
study of the railroad retirement system 
is to be undertaken by the Railroad Re­
tirement Board and a report is to be 
made to the Congress on or before July 
1, 1971. 

The necessity for the bill is very sim­
ply the increase in the cost of living. 
Congress realized the fact that the peo­
ple hardest hit by inflation are those on 
fixed incomes, when we increased social 
security several months ago. 

It would certainly be unjust to increase 
social security and do nothing about rail­
road retirement. The purpose of H.R. 
15733 is to extend to those on railroad 
retirement the same benefits received by 
others under social security. Histori­
cally, railroad retirement benefits have 
risen whenever social security did. 

For many years, I have felt that these 
increases should be automatic so that 
our senior citizens would be spared the 
constant and real fear of a shrinking 
fixed income. In 1967, I introduced leg­
islation which would provide for auto­
matic increases in the levels of both rail­
road retirement and social security based 
on periodic changes in the national 
standard of living. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 15733 will benefit 
many railroaders in my district. There 
is no question in my mind that this is the 
equitable treatment railroad retirees de­
serve, and I am therefore most pleased 
that my colleagues passed this measure. 

MISSILE RACE MORATORIUM 
(Mr. ANDERSON of IDinois asked and 

was given permission to extend his re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous material.) 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I was pleased to read in this 
morning's New York Times that Presi­
dent Nixon's policy advisory committee 
to the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency has recommended that the 
United States propose to the Soviet 
Union an immediate and mutual halt to 
missile deployment while the arms talks 
are in progress. The General Advisory 

Committee of ACDA is headed by New 
York banker and former diplomat John 
J. Mccloy and is comprised of distin­
guished representatives of the business, 
labor, and scientific communities as well 
as former Government officials. 

The committee's recommendation 
closely parallels the thrust of the Brooke­
Cooper resolution now pending in the 
other body. That resolution calls on the 
President to propose to the Soviets an 
immediate suspension on the further 
testing and deployment of strategic 
weapons. The resolution now has the sup­
port of 54 Senators, the most recent 
being the distinguished minority leader. 

A similar resolution aimed at a mu­
tual cessation of multiple-warhead-mis­
sile testing was introduced in this body 
last year by myself and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CoHELAN) and is 
cosponsored by one-fourth of the House 
membership. 

It is my fervent hope that the Presi­
dent will see flt to adopt this approach as 
we enter the second round of arms talks 
with the Soviets in Vienna on April 16. 
Should we fail to reach a limitation 
agreement at those talks there will likely 
be a dangerous new spiral in the arms 
race that will drain away billions of 
dollars without providing us with any 
additional security. That is why it is so 
crucial that we seize upon this oppor­
tunity while there is still time; it may be 
the last chance we will ever have to check 
the mad momentum of the arms race. 

At this point in the RECORD ::E- include 
the New York Times article: 

NIXON PANEL ASKS MORATORIUM Now 
IN MISSILES RACE 

(By John W. Finney) 
WASHINGTON, April 7.-A prestigious Ad­

ministration advisory committee has recom­
mended that the United States propose to 
the Soviet Union an immediate moratorium 
on further deployment of strategic weapons 
when the talks on control of arms resume in 
Vienna next week. 

The committee, which serves as a policy 
adviser to the Arms Control and Disarma­
ment Agency, was appointed by President 
Nixon with the Senate's consent and is com­
posed of representatives of business, labor 
and the scientific community, as well as 
former government officials. 

With only one dissenting vote, the com­
mittee reportedly decided at a recent meeting 
that the United States should propose to 
the Soviet Union an immediate and mutual 
ha.It to further deployment of strategic weap­
ons while they attempt to work out an agree­
ment on control of strategic arms. 

M'CLOY IS CHAIRMAN 
As pa.rt of such a. halt, according to dis­

armament specialists who have seen the rec­
ommendations, the committee proposed an 
immediate suspension of the testing of 
multiple warheads for offensive missiles. 

The committee's chairman is John J. Mc­
cloy, the New York banker who served as a 
disarmament negotiator in the Kennedy Ad­
ministration. Among its other members are 
Dean Rusk, former Secretary of State, Wil­
liam W. Scranton, former Governor of Penn­
sylvania., Cyrus R. Va.nee, former Deputy Sec­
retary of Defense, William C. Foster, former 
director of the disarmament agency, and 
James R. Killian Jr., former Presidential 
sclentifl.c adviser. 

The Senate Democratic Policy Committee 
meanwhile told the President that he could 
count on Democratic Congressional support 
if he chose to propose such a. mutual halt 
to the Soviet Union. At a meeting today, the 
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policy committee adopted a resolution en­
dorsing an immediate mutual freeze of 
weapons deployment and stating that Sen­
ate Democrats would support the President 
if he took the initiative in proposing it. 

As he approached critical decisions on the 
United States position in the talks with the 
Soviet Union, President Nixon finds himself 
under pressure from several directions to 
propose an immediate suspension on ~he 
deployment of both offensive and defensive 
weapons. 

The talks resume on April 16. In prepara­
tion for them, the President will meet with 
the National Security Council tomorrow to 
draft the United States negotiating position. 

KISSINGER'S SUGGESTIONS 

The White House press secretary, Ronald 
L. Ziegler, gave an insight into the Adminis­
tration's approach today when he referred to 
past briefings by Henry A. Kissinger, the 
President's National Security Adviser, in 
which Mr. Kissinger suggested that the Ad­
ministration wanted to go into the talks not 
with a set position but rather with a series 
of adjustable proposals that could be adapted 
to meet the Soviet Union. 

But it ls just such a flexible, noncommit­
tal approach that the President now finds 
himself being urged to abandon in favor of 
a proposal under which the United States 
would seize the diplomatic initiative by rec­
ommending right at the outset o! the talks 
a.n immediate halt to the deployment of stra­
tegic weapons. The last-minute advice is 
coming from within the Administration, from 
Congress and from the scientific and Aca­
demic communities. 

The Senate later this week is exepcted to 
adopt a resolution calling upon the Presi­
dent to propose to the Soviet Union an "im­
mediate suspension" of deployment of stra­
tegic offensive and defensive weapons. Pri­
vately, some prominent Republican Senators 
have called upon the President to urge his 
adoption of the Senate proposal. 

Senator Hugh Scott, the Senate Republican 
leader, today became the 51st co-sponsor of 
the Senate resolution, originally introduced 
by Senator Edward w. Brooke, Republican of 
Massachusetts, and amended by Senator John 
Sherman Cooper, Republican of Kentucky. 
With more than a majority of the Senate co­
sponsoring the resolution, it seemed certain 
of adoption on Thursday or Friday. 

A similar proposal for an "interim halt" 
1n deployment of strategic weapons came last 
week from a panel of scientists and arms­
control specialists convened by the American 
Assembly of Columbia University. 

COMMITTEE IS INFLUENTIAL 

But the recomendations that may have 
the greatest influence upon the President-­
though they are not binding-are those com­
ing from the Genera.I Advisory Committee of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 

In outlining its concept of a moratorium, 
the committee was said to have proposed a 
freeze on the further deployment of offensive 
missiles as well as on defensive a.ntiballistic 
missiles. Thus the Soviet Union would stop 
further deployment of its large SS-9 inter­
continental missiles while the United States 
would defer deployment of its Safeguard 
an,tiba.llistic missile system. 

In addition, under the committee's recom­
mendations, the two sides would agree to halt 
further construction of missile-carrying sub­
marines. This step would particularly apply 
to the Soviet Union, which has begun a sub­
stantial submarine program 1n an apparent 
attempt to offset the United States advantage 
in missile-carrying submarines. 

The committee also proposed that the two 
sides agree that they would make no changes 
1n their antiaircraft systems, particularly by 
iLstalling new radars, during the suspension. 
The purpose would be to make sure that 
neither side, under the guise of improving 
antibomber defenses was developing anti· 
missile defenses. 

The underlying purpose of the proposed 
halt, as stated by the committee, would be 
to bring about a pause in the nuclear arms 
race while the two sides attempt to work out 
a permanent agreement limiting their stra­
tegic weapons arsenals. 

AIR TRAFFIC SAFETY 
(Mr. DINGELL asked and was give~ 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include per­
tinent material.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
days the chilling problem of air traffic 
safety throughout the Nation has been 
brought into public view by the so-called 
sickout of a substantial portion of the 
8 500 professional air traffic controllers 
einployed by the Federal Aviation Ad­
ministration. While the number of con­
trollers who are participating may be 
open to question, depending up.on ~hose 
figures you believe, there certamly IS no 
question that the Nation's conunerc~al 
aviation system has been severely dIS­
rupted in the last week. 

My purpose here is to ask the question 
I have heard no one ask: Why has this 
occurred. As an example, the first time 
that the controllers voiced their concern 
over air traffic safety took place in the 
summer of 1968 when they started going, 
as it were, strictly by the FAA safety 
manual concerning the number of miles 
that separate airliners in flight. The re­
sult was a massive slowup of traffic in and 
out of the Nation's major airports-a 
rude but dramatic way of alerting the 
public to the fact that something was 
wrong. 

At the time I remember being sur­
prised that the air traffic controllers had 
to take such a drastic step to bring the 
air traffic safety problem to the :Public's 
attention. This seemed to me to be the 
FAA's responsibility, and, when the facts 
came out that substantiated the control­
lers' contentions, I felt that the FAA had 
somehow been derelict in not informing 
the public about these conditions. 

The controllers' self-styled "Operation 
Air Safety" in the summer of 1968 did 
suceed in spotlighting the problem. For 
instance a severe shortage of controllers 
was revealed; while aviation operations 
increased by 80 percent at FAA-run fa­
cilities in the years 1963-68, the number 
of controllers was increased by less than 
8 percent during the same period. To 
cover for the shortage, the FAA was 
found to be using the dangerous expedi­
ent of working controllers up to 60 hours 
a week. 

Another revelation was that con­
trollers largely were working with out­
dated equipment--150-mile-per-hour 
radar for 650-mile-per-hour jets, as one 
controller put it-or used military radar 
that adapted poorly to commercial avia­
tion usage. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, a potentially 
dangerous situation was brought to light. 

I bring up this background inf orma­
tion because it bears directly upon what 
I intend to say here on the floor about 
the present controversy. 

It is questionable just how much ha.s 
been done to improve working conditions 
for the controllers or safety on our air­
ways. Congress is moving forward with 

enactment of a multimillion-dollar air 
safety and airport construction bill. But 
what has the FAA done? · 

While we have heard optimistic state­
ments voiced by Secretary of Transpor"' 
tation John Volpe and FAA Administra­
tor John Shaffer, the events of last week 
are sufficient for one to make the in­
quiry: Is something still wrong with the 
FAA? The controllers' "sickout" obvi­
ously was not merely staged by a small 
minority of dissidents, as they have been 
categorized. Nor do I believe it was pre­
cipitated by a fight for survival by Patco, 
as has been suggested. 

Something is wrong when upward of 
3,500 intelligent, highly motivated and 
well paid men leave their jobs to protest 
the conditions under which they work, 
something has to be wrong. The question 
is: What? 

Is it true, as the New York Daily News 
suggested editorially on March 26, that 
the FAA "has been long on promises and 
short on performance as regards hiring 
and training enough personnel to handle 
the intricate and nerve-taxing work of 
directing air traffic from the Nation's 
airport control towers?" 

In its analysis of the controversy on 
March 29, the New York Times suggests 
that the dispute "perhaps as much as 
anything is a contest of wills between Mr. 
Shaffer and F. Lee Bailey, the Boston 
lawyer who became executive director of 
Patco last year after serving as its gen­
eral counsel." The Times also sees much 
of the conflict resulting from "a per­
sonal battle between Messrs. Bailey and 
Shaffer." 

Mr. Speaker, I would hate to think that 
this unfortunate slowdown, with its re­
sulting discomfiture to the flying public 
and to the Nation's commerce, had been 
caused largely by a personnel battle. I 
would hope that a high ranking official, 
such as the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, would be above 
such motivations. I hope that the New 
York Times has it wrong and that this 
slowdown has been caused by something 
of more substance than a mere contest of 
wills. Yet, I suspect that this is, unf ortu­
nately, the case. Mr. Shaffer has said as 
much himself. "The struggle is for their 
loyalty," he is quoted as saying. 

In fact, while I am somewhat ac­
quainted with the basic outlines of this 
controversy, there are many questions 
about it to which I do not pretend to 
have the answers. And I am not alone in 
my ignorance. For instance, the New 
York Dally News has suggested "an in­
depth probe of the FAA." 

I think this is a good idea. My pref er­
ence would be for an indepth series of 
hearings to be held by the Transporta­
tion Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. This 
subcommittee, with its vast expertise in 
the field, should be able to quickly get to 
the heart of what is wrong between the 
FAA and the controllers. 

There are many questions that need to 
be answered. In general, how well has the 
FAA followed the mandate given it by 
Congress with respect to air traffic 
safety? In its December 5, 1969, report 
on the Airport and Airways Development 
Act, the Senate Committee on Commerce 
points out that-
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There are admlnistra.tive remedies ava.ila­

ble to correct, without legislation, many of 
these problems. 

Meaning those held by air traffic con­
trollers. 

For example--

The committee points out--
the FAA should immediately a,bolish the 
practice of allowing inexperienced controllers 
to control traffic without direct and constant 
supervision by an experienced controller. 

Has the FAA adopted this suggestion? 
I think the Congress should know. 

What is the FAA doing about provid­
ing adequate rest periods for controllers 
in high density traffic areas? What is it 
doing about allowing controllers to 
trans! er from high density locations to 
centers and towers of lower density, after 
considerable service at the former loca­
tion, without being reduced in grade? 

Many questions of this nature have 
been raised by an admirable document 
released on February 1, 1970, by the De­
partment of Transportation. Titled the 
"Air Traffic Controller Career Committee 
Report," it is the result of a committee 
appointed last August by Secretary Volpe 
to inquire into various aspects of the air 
traffic controller career. The committee, 
headed by Dr. John J. Corson of Prince­
ton University, has produced a brilliant 
study that should be examined by every­
one concerned with aviation in the 
United States. 

Certainly the questions raised by the 
Corson committee should be subjects of 
inquiry by the Aviation Subcommittee. 
In fact, I would hope that Dr. Corson 
would be one of the first witnesses called 
because of his broad range of inde­
pendent expertise on the subject. 

There are operational questions, ques­
tions that bear upon the relationships 
between FAA officials and individual con­
trollers, that also need to be answered. 

For instance, there was a controller in 
Indianapolis who went on a local televi­
sion show after last September's colli­
sion of a DC-9 and a small private plane 
and told the audience that he was work­
ing with inadequate equipment. He was 
fired-why? 

Are the three controllers at Baton 
Rouge, La., being involuntarily trans­
ferred because they have consistently re­
ported unsafe conditions at this facility? 

I believe that the subcommittee should 
explore questions of this nature because, 
uniquely, there do not seem to be any 
real economic issues in this dispute. Nor 
do there seem to be any points of great 
difference involved in this controversy. 
I have heard and read Mr. Shaffer's tes­
timony on the air traffic control prob­
lem, and he seems to agree with prac­
tically all the points brought up by the 
controllers. Their demands for early re­
tirement, rotation between high and low 
density facilities, more aggressive re­
cruiting, area pay differentials, and bet­
ter equipment have been publicly recog­
nized or endorsed by the FAA. 

Given this stance and with the immi­
nent enactment of the Airport and Air­
ways Development Act by Congress, 
which will provide the funds to do the 
job, it is a wonder that this controversy 
ever errupted. But the fact that it did, 
with its resulting pains to both passen-

gers and airline companies, should not 
be ignored by the Congress. An unpleas­
ant situation must be exposed to the 
light of investigation. 

In the Washington Post of March 29 
I was disturbed when I read a story quot­
ing individual controllers in this area. 
One of them was quoted as saying: 

For years we've been looking for improve­
ment, and all we've gotlten is promises. The 
Administration promised to give priority to 
controllers. But we got Mr. Shaffer who has 
done nothing but create an atmosphere of 
distrust. 

Is there an "atmosphere of distrust" 
at the FAA? Have relationships between 
FAA officials and a key group of em­
ployees deteriorated to such a low point? 

And, even more important, what will 
happen in the aftermath of the current 
controversy. How will the Government 
handle the controllers who participated 
in the "sickout"? 

I would be personally hopeful that the 
Government will maintain a judicious 
attitude of sympathetic understanding 
toward these controllers--and for every 
practical reasons. As a steady airline 
passenger, as are most Members of Con­
gress, I do not want to see an "atmos­
phere of distrust" between the FAA and 
the controllers grow worse than it al­
ready appears to be. I do not want to see 
the agency attempt to play off one group 
of controllers against another. I do not 
want to see unwise measures taken to in­
crease both the controversy and the haz­
ards before us. 

In summation, Mr. Speaker, we have 
before us a situation which cries for 
early investigation by the Congress. We 
need to know whether the airways are 
safe. Is air safety equipment of all types 
sufficiently modern and adequate to the 
task? Are the FAA rules and the FAA 
air safety manual adequate to the de­
mands of today's air traffic, and are they 
being properly enforced and carried out? 
Is there sufficient equipment to handle 
adequately the safety of the American 
traveling public? Are the working con­
ditions and the hours of the air traffic 
controllers within the bounds of the re­
quirements of air safety? Is the relation­
ship of the FAA and the traffic control­
lers of the sort which the safety of the 
American traveling public requires? Are 
the requirements and findings of the Cor­
son committee valid and are they being 
properly and promptly implemented? Is 
Mr. Shaffer, the Administrator of the 
FAA, doing an adequate job of employee­
management relations, and is he taking 
steps necessary to assure to the highest 
degree safety to the American traveling 
public? Are complaints and recommen­
dations of controllers with regard to 
safety questions being properly handled 
and fairly reviewed by the FAA and the 
administration under Mr. Shaffer? The 
Government has before it a controversy 
of major importance not only to the 
safety of the American traveling public, 
but also to good Government adminis­
tration. 

In resolution of this controversy, care­
ful factfinding will be required and large 
grievances must be taken into account. 
It is my hope that the administration 
will follow a careful course. If this is not 
done, the Congress must independently 

seek to ascertain the facts and, if neces­
sary, by legislative action work out this 
situation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of a 
commentary by Clayton Fritchey as car­
ried in the Washington Evening Star of 
April 6, 1970, entitled "Two Egos Delay 
Settlement of Controllers' Sick-out," at 
the conclusion of these remarks: 
Two EGOS DELAY SETTLEMENT OF CONTROL­

LERS' SICK-OUT 

(By Clayton Fritchey) 
Both the postal workers' strike and the 

walkout (or sick-out) of the Professional 
Air Traffic Controllers Organization could 
have, and should have, been avoided, but 
outside of that they don't have much in 
common. Unlike the airline situation, the 
mail shutdown did not center on individuals 
or personalities. It was a spontaneous explo­
sion, sparked by prolonged governmental 
neglect, with neither Congress nor the Ad­
ministration responding to the just com­
plaints of postal workers who had been de­
nied even a small raise of 5 percent, despite 
a low wage scale starting at $6,176 a year. 

Many public officials, both executive and 
legislative, were involved on the government 
side, and the mailmen ( over 700,000) were 
represented by half a dozen unions. So the 
problem was much larger and more diffuse 
than the one which resulted in PATCO's 
small union (7,500 mem~rs) tying up air 
travel. 

While government neglect is also a factor 
ln the controllers' sick-out much of the 
blame in this case can be traced to the Will­
ful, high-handed, public-be-damned atti­
tude of two egoistic opponents who are bent 
on putting each other down, namely: F. Lee 
Bailey, the theatrical criminal lawyer, who is 
executive director of PATCO, and John Hixon 
Shaffer, the blustery head of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, which is locked in 
combat with the controllers it hires. 

Even a cursory examination of the situa­
tion indicates the differences between the 
union and FAA could have been resolved if 
there had been any Will tu do so on the part 
of Bailey and Shaffer, for the difficulties are 
relatively minor compared to those in the 
mail strike, After all, many controllers al­
ready make from $17,000 to $25,000 a year, so 
the usually difficult problem of pay is not the 
vital issue. 

The statements of both Bailey and Shaffer 
are charged With the kind of inflexibility 
which has led to the public interest being 
subordinated to a feud, rather than vice 
versa. Bailey, for instance, led off by saying, 
"It's beginning to look like a long haul, but 
eventually the FAA will have to buckle." 
Shaffer, in turn, said, "These people have 
ooen misled by a handful of men whose ac­
tions have been characterized by a thirst for 
power and an utter disregard for the law." 

With good cause, the controllers have been 
complaining for years of overwork and fa­
tigue because the FAA failed to train enough 
men to handle American's rapidly expanding 
air traffic. Some improvements have been 
made in working conditions, but relations 
between the union and FAA have deterio­
rated since Shaffer was appointed by Nixon. 

"The new administration,'' says one union 
member, "promised to give priority to con­
trollers. But we got Shaffer, who has done 
nothing but create distrust." The chairman 
of the union. Michael Rock, adds, "Control­
lers have lost all faith in Shaffer." 

The key issue in the immediate dispute 
has been Shaffer's transfer of three PATCO 
members from an FAA control tower in 
Baton Rouge, La. to other cities, which, in 
the eyes of PATCO, is a union-busting move. 
Bailey and other union officers want to let 
the issue be resolved by the Federal Media­
tion Service, but Shaffer has opposed this, 
and hence the airlines were shut down while 
force was substituted for mediation. 
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Shaffer's view is that the sick-out is illegal 

and there is nothing to negotiate. As for 
the controversial transfers, Shaffer brusque­
ly says, "There'll be a lot more of this around 
the system. We're going to have more mobil­
ity." In his modest way, he adds, "I intend 
through my demonstrated leadership to 
bring them (the controllers) a.round to my 
side--or bring them back to the FAA, I 
should say." 

Shaffer is also quoted as saying, "I've got 
the best job in Washington-better than 
Nixon's." He is entitled to be proud of his 
place, but he shouldn't confuse it with the 
presidency. The Chief Executive has recom­
mended mediation and binding arbitration 
for the transportation industry as a whole, 
and so he should lose no time in directing 
Shaffer to embrace this principle in settling 
his conflict with P ATCO. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous request, leave of ab­

sence was granted to: 
Mr. WIGGINS <at the request of Mr. 

GERALD R. FORD)' for the week of April 
6, on account of official business as a 
member of the Select Committee on 
Crime. 

Mr. GUDE (at the request of Mr. GER­
ALD R. FORD), for today, on account of 
death in family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis­
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. LANDGREBE) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. CORDOVA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOGAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BusH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MACGREGOR, for 10 minutes, today. 
(The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. ANDERSON of California) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in­
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FARBSTEIN, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. CORBETT. 
Mr. MCCLORY to revise and extend fol­

lowing Mr. CELLER on H.R. 4249. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of Mr. LANDGREBE) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra­
neous matter:) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. GUBSER. 
Mr. HORTON in three instances. 
Mr. NELSEN. 
Mr. McKNEALLY. 
Mr. HOGAN. 
Mr. ZWACH. 
Mr. MIZE. 
Mr. PELL Y in two instances. 
Mr. SCHADEBERG. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN in two instances. 
Mr. KLEPPE. 

Mr. SCHERLE. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in five instances. 
Mr. DELLENBACK in three instances. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. CONTE. 
Mr. HALL. 
Mr. KEITH. 
Mr. GUDE. 
Mr. BUSH. 
Mr. BELCHER. 
Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania in five in-

stances. 
Mr. FREY in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. LLOYD. 
(The following Members <at the request 

of Mr. ANDERSON of California) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. 
Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD in three in-

stances. 
Mr. PucmsKI in six instances. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN in five instances. 
Mr. WOLFF in three instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. GILBERT. 
Mr. KYROS. 
Mr. GONZALEZ in two instances. 
Mr. PODELL. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. 
Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. PATTEN. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. 
Mr. WALDIE in two instances. 
Mr. CULVER. 
Mr. EvINs of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. SCHEUER in three instances. 
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. 
Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN in two instances. 
Mr. HELSTOSKI. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California. 
Mr. TIERNAN. 

SENATE BILLS AND CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

Bills and a concurrent resolution of the 
Senate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker's table and, under the 
rule, ref erred as follows: 

S. 2484. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 to author­
ize marketing agreements providing for the 
advertising of papayas; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

S. 3598. An act to amend section 32 ( e) of 
title m of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act, as amended, to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to furnish financial assistance 
in carrying out plans for works of improve­
ment for land conservation and utilization, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

S. Con. Res. 49. Concurrent resolution pro­
Viding for congressional recognition of the 
Goddard Rocket and Space Museum; to the 
Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill .of the House of the fol­
lowing title, which was thereupon signed 
by the Speaker: 

H.R. 514. An act to extend programs of 
assistance for elementary and secondary ed­
ucation, and for other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The Speaker announced his signature 

to enrolled bills of the Senate of the fol­
lowing titles: 

S. 2363. An act to confer U.S. citizenship 
posthumously upon L. Cpl. Andre L. Knop­
pert; and 

S. 2595. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 with regard to the use of dairy 
products, and for other purposes. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 514. To extend programs of assistance 
for elementary and secondary education, and 
for .other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 3 o'clock and 54 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs­
day, April 9, 1970, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and ref erred as follows: 

1900. A letter from the president and the 
national executive director of the Girl Scouts 
of America, transmitting the 20th annual re­
port of the Girl Scouts including an audited 
financial statement for the fiscal year end­
ing September 30, 1969, pursuant to section 
7 of the act of incorporation (H. Doc. No. 91-
302) ; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia and ordered to be printed, with 
illustrations. 

1901. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
April 30, 1969, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and an illustra­
tion, on Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay, N.C., re­
quested by resolutions of the Committee on 
Public Works, U.S. Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives, adopted April 17 and September 
26, 1963 (H. Doc. No. 91-303); to the Commit­
tee on Public Works and ordered to be print­
ed, with an illustration. 

1902. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to authorize the long-term char­
tering of ships by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1903. A letter from the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, transmitting the an­
nual report on the prevention and control 
of a.Ir pollution at Federal facilities, pur­
suant to section 111 (b) of the Clean Air Act, 
as a.mended; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

1904. A letter from the Secretary of Trans­
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to require load lines on U.S. ves­
sels engaged in foreign voyages and foreign 
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vessels within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisherles. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB­
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 
904. Resolution to provide for the settlement 
of the labor dispute between certain carriers 
by railroad and certain of their employees. 
(Rept. No. 91-985) . Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H .R . 780. A bill 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Merlin 
division, Rogue River Basin project, Oreg., 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 91-986). Referred to the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California : Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 9854. A bill 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the East 
Greenacres unit, Rathdrum Prairie project, 
Idaho, and for other purposes; with amend­
ments (Rept. No. 91-987). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. DULSKI: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. H.R. 4. A bill to modernize the 
U.S. Postal Establishment, to provide for effi­
cient and economical postal service to the 
public, to improve postal employee-manage­
ment relations, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept No. 91-988). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Works. 
H .R. 15207. A bill to provide for a modifica­
tion of the project for Denison Dam (Lake 
Texoma), Red River, Tex. and Okla., author­
ized by the Flood Control Act of 1938, and 
for other purpooes; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 91-989). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Uni0;'\, 

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Work :, 
S. 3253. An act to provide that the Federal 
office building and U.S. courthouse in Chi­
cago, Ill., shall be named the "Everett Mc­
Kinley Dirksen Building Ea.st" and that the 
Federal office building to be constructed in 
Chicago, Ill. , shall be named the ·'Everett Mc­
Kinley Dirksen Building West" in memory of 
the late Everett McKinley Dirksen, a Mem­
ber of the Congress of the United States from 
the State of Illinois from 1933 to 1969; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 91-990). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of the rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introdueed and 
severally ref erred as follows : 

By Mr. ASPINALL : 
H.R. 16833. A bill to provide for the dispo­

sition of funds appropriated to pay a judg­
ment in favor of the Confederated Bands of 
Ute Indians in Court of Claims Case 47567, 
and a. judgment in favor of the Ute Tribe of 
the Uintah and Ouray Reservation for and 
on behalf of the Uncompahgre Band of Ute 
Indians in Indian Claims Commission docket 
No. 349, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. COLLIER : 
H.R. 16834. A bill to provide that, after 

January 1, 1971, Memorial Day be observed 
on May 30 of each year a.nd Veterans Day 
be observed on the second Monday in No­
vember of each year; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORBET!': 
H.R. 16835. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to correct unfair labor practices 
and inequities with respect to the compu­
tation of duty time and overtime, night, holi­
day, and Sunday pay of certain employees 
engaged in negotiations of labor-manage­
ment contracts based on statute or Execu­
tive order; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GILBERT: 
H.R. 16836. A blll to amend title 10 of the 

United States Code to require the presen­
tation of full military honors at the burial 
of veterans; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 16837. A bill to provide for the ap­

pointment, promotion, separation, and re­
tirement of commissioned officers of the En­
vironmental Science Services Administra­
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. KLEPPE: 
H.R. 16838. A b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
additions to the reserves for bad debts of 
certain agricultural and livestock credit 
corporations; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MOLLOHAN: 
H.R. 16839. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a tax credit 
for investments in certain economically lag­
ging regions; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H.R. 16840. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to increase from $3,200 
to $4,000 the annual income amount which 
a veteran with dependents may have in order 
to qualify for the minimum non-service­
connected disability pension; to the Com­
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H .R. 16841. A bill to authorize the estab· 

lishment of a.n older worker community 
service program; to the Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. REUSS (for himself and Mr. 
HANLEY): 

H.R. 16842. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act a.s amended, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H .R. 16843. A bill to adjust agricultural 

production, to provide a transitional pro­
gram for farmers , and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. DUL· 
SKI, Mr. CORBETT, Mr. OLSEN, Mr. 
DANIELS of New Jersey, Mr. NIX, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. CHARLES H. Wn.soN, 
Mr. BRASCO, Mr. BUTTON, and Mr. 
HOGAN): 

H.R. 16844. A bill to increase the pay of 
Federal employees, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee : 
H.R. 16845. A bill to amend section 32(e) 

of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended, to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to furnish financial 
assistance in carrying out plans for works 
of improvement for land conservation and 
utilization, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 16846. A bill to transfer responsibility 

for the Coast Guard Reserve to the Secretary 
of Defense; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine a.nd Fisheries. 

By Mr. BUSH (for himself, Mr. BELL of 
California, Mr. CARTER, Mr. COUGH­
LIN, Mr. ESCH, Mr. FREY, Mr. GUBSER, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. HOGAN, Mr. HOR• 
TON, Mr. LUKENS, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. MOSHER, Mr. PETTIS, Mr. POL• 
LOCK, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. REID of 

New York, Mr. STEIGER of Wiscon­
sin, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. WHITEHURST, 
Mr. WINN, and Mr. WYDLER) : 

H.R. 16847. A bill to establish a National 
College of Ecological and Environmental 
Studies; to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr. 
BLATNIK, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. KARTH, 
Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. 
NEDZI, Mr. PEI.LY, Mr. ROGERS of 
Florida, Mr. SAYLOR, and Mr. VANIK): 

H.R. 16848. A bill to amend the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, to pro­
vide for a National Environmental Informa­
tion Bank within the Smithsonian Institu­
tion; to the Committee on House Admln· 
istration. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 
H.R.16849. A blll to extend commissary 

and exchange privileges to certain disabled 
veterans and the widows of certain decea.sed 
veterans; to the Committee on Armed 
Ser vices. 

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. BYRNE of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. NIX and Mr. EIL· 
BERG): 

H.R.16850. A blll to encourage the Shte 
to extend coverage under their State un­
employment compensation laws to agricul­
tural labor; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GRIFFIN: 
H.R. 16851. A bill to amend the Federal 

Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 in order to establish Federal policy con­
cerning the selection of firms and individu­
als to perform architectural, engineering, and 
related services for the Federal Government; 
to the Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. 
DERWINSKl, Mr. OBEY, Mr. MYERS, 
and Mr. TuNNEY): 

H.R. 16852. A bill to provide for annual ad­
justments in monthly monetary benefits ad­
ministered by the Veterans' Administration, 
according to changes in the Consumer Price 
Index; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H .R. 16853. A bill to extend to all unma.r­

ried individuals the full tax benefits of in­
come splitting now enjoyed by married 
individuals filing joint returns; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALDIE (for himself, Mr. ED­
WARDS of California, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
CHARLES H. WILSON, Mr. REES, and 
Mr. HANNA); 

H.R. 16864. A bill to amend the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (Public 
Law 90-542), to include the Eel, Klamath 
and Trinity Rivers as components of the Na­
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON: 
H .R. 16855. A bill to amend the Fair Pack­

aging and Labeling Act to require a pack­
aged perishable food to bear a label specify­
ing the date after which it is not to be sold 
for consumption; to the Committee on Int er­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McKNEALLY : 
H .J . Res. 1157. Joint Resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States permitting the right to read 
from the Holy Bible and to offer nonsectar­
ian prayers in the public schools or other 
public places if participation therein is not 
compulsory; to the Committee on the Ju­
diciary. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.J. Res. 1158. Joint resolution authoriz­

ing the President to proclaim the second 
week of March 1971 as Volunteers of America 
Week; to t he Committ ee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H .J. Res. 1159. Joint Resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
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Unlt.ed states relative to equal rights for men 
and women; to the Committee on the Judici• 
ary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as fallows: 

By Mr. BELCHER: 
H.R. 16856. A bill for relief of M. Sgt. 

George H. Jennings, Jr.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H.R. 16857. A bill for the relief of Soon Ho 

Yoo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
H.R. 16858. A bill for the relief of Joseph A. 

Coan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROGERS of Florida (by 

request): 
H.R. 16859. A bill for the relief of Uhel D. 

Polly; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin: 

H.R. 16860. A bill for the relief of Song Han 
Kyou; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
349. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of South Caro-

Una, relative to insuring continued opera­
tion of the U.S. Coast Guard Reserve, which 
was referred to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
436. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 
Jacksonville, Fla., relative to designating 
Cape Kennedy as the operational base for 
the space shuttle system, which was referred 
to the Committee on Science and Astronau­
tics. 

SENATE-Wednesday, April 8, 1970 

The Senate, in executive session, met 
at 10 o'clock a.m., on the expiration of 
the recess, and was called to order by 
Hon. WILLIAM B. SPONG, Jr., a Senator 
from the State of Virginia. 
' The Chaplain, the Rev. Edward L. R. 

Elson, D.D., offered the following prayer: 
O Thou supreme judge, to whom men 

and nations are accountable, help us to 
walk uprightly, to work diligently, to 
contend fairly, and to judge wisely here 
that in the final judgment we may not be 
found wanting. Help us this day and 
every day to be obedient to conscience, 
the silent sentinel of the soul, and to be 
guided by the inner light of Thy truth. 
May Thy spirit sustain us without blem­
ish or regret to the end. Then in Thy 
mercy grant us a safe lodging, a holy rest, 
and peace at the last. Through Him 
whose name is above every name. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI­
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read a communication to the Senate. 

The bill clerk read the fallowing letter: 
U.S. SENATE, 

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1970. 

To the Senate: 
· Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 

I appoint Hon. Wn.LIAM B. SPONG, Jr., a Sen­
ator from the State of Virginia, to perform 
the duties of the Chair during my a.psence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. SPONG thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

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

unanimous consent that I may proceed, 
with the time ·to be taken equally out of 
both sides. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, April 7, 1970) 

PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the information· of the Senate, there will 
be a number of votes today-and I ask 
the distinguished minority leader to con­
firm this, because we have discussed this 
matter jointly. After the Carswell nom­
ination is disposed of, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 761, Senate Joint Resolution 190, a 
joint resolution to provide for the settle­
ment of the labor dispute between certain 
carriers by railroad and certain of their 
employees; and that will be followed, 
hopefully, after its disposition this 
afternoon, by Calendar No. 767, S. 3690, 
a bill to increase the pay of Federal 
employees. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SCOTT. I should like to point out 
that today will be one of the most im­
portant days in this session of the Sen­
ate. 

I hope that all Senators and attaches 
will be particularly careful to be here 
because, as has been said, we have not 
only a vote on the confirmation of the 
nominee to the Supreme Court, but we 
have also the extremely difficult prob­
lem of what to do on settlement of the 
railroad labor dispute. We also have 
the Federal employee pay raise bill and 
that, in turn, will be a prelude to what 
I hope will be a further carrying out 
of the agreement reached · among the 
heads of the various postal unions and 
the administration, whereby, as the first 
step in the act of good faith, the admin­
istration agrees to support the postal 
pay raise which will be before us today; 
and, in turn, the administration and 
the union leaders have agreed that be­
fore there shall be any additional pay 
raise to the postal unions as distin­
guished from the general pay raise, there 
will be a tie-in with postal reorganiza­
tion and reform, which is a very much 
needed development, in my opinion, and 
a bonanza, if it is properly structured 
in. that we can save the budget about $i 
billion a year. 

Therefore, I think, if we are going to 
keep the faith all around, it should be 
reinembered that the pay raise bill to­
d~Y •. which applies to virtually all Fed-

eral employees, is only step No. 1 
in a good faith commitment which in­
volves two more steps, a further postal 
raise, a restructuring of the postal or­
ganization into a new kind of unit and, 
of course, the final phase, how to pay 
for it. That is the responsibility of the 
administration and Congress. The Pres­
ident has spoken out on that. We will 
have our opportunity here to work out 
the way in which it is to be paid. 

Essentially, the money will have to be 
found for the fiscal 1971 budget, but if 
certain postal rates are approved later, 
then other budgets will, more or less, 
take care of themselves as regards this 
problem, but there will be a shortage in 
the fiscal 1971 budget unless we find 
some way to make it up. 

I do thank the majority leader for 
yielding to me. 

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

unanimous consent, as in legislative ses­
sion, that the Journal of the proceedings 
of Tuesday, April 7, 1970, be approved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

SUPREME COURT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the nomination of George 
Harrold Carswell to be an Associate Jus­
tice of the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. How much time does 
the Senator require? Is his speech on 
Judge Carswell? 

Mr. BIBLE. Yes; it will not be too long. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Nevada or, if the Senator needs it, more 
time. 

Mr. BIBLE. I do n ,t know whose time 
I shall speak on. I J:.selieve it will be ap­
parent in a few moments, though. 

I think I would ask the Senator from 
Michigan to allow me 5 minutes to pro­
ceed. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Nevada. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
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