20718

As America nears its 200th birthday it
stands alone in human history, with more
freedom, food, clothes and shelter than the
average family has ever known.

Somebody, somehow, must have done
something rather right in this land.

I think it's time to tell that story.

WALT SEIFERT.

GUN CONTROL—ONE MAN’'S STEP
TOWARD SANITY

HON. ABNER J. MIKVA

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 17, 1971

Mr. MIEKVA. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished dean of the House and chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, the
gentleman from New York (Mr, CELLER),
has recently introduced a comprehen-
sive bill designed to cut the arms race
which today rampages in the streets of
America.

Opposition to such legislation is based
primarily on emotional reluctance to
yield up the romantic image of the
American frontier. But rationality de-
mands that we adjust to modern civil-
ization and recognizing that the “Wild
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West" was not a model for law and order
then or now. Guns represent a real
threat to the security of us all.

A poignant letter appeared in the
Christian Science Monitor of June 11,
1971. It was written by a former police-
man who used to be adamantly opposed
to gun control. His letter explaining why
he has changed his mind demonstrates
an openmindedness which many of us
in the Congress would do well fo emu-
late.

The letter follows:

HANDGUNS

Your recent editorial urging the outlawing
of handguns and the registration of other
types was of great interest and compelling
impact.

I serlously doubt if anyone has ever been
more adamantly opposed to the gun regis-
tration efforts than I. As an avid hunter and
former police officer, to whom the handling
of guns was a common everyday experience,
the constitutional right of the citizenry to
bear arms was one which I staunchly sup-
ported. But, there comes a time . ., .

After serious thought, I have reached the
cogent conclusion that it is high time the
citizens of this country outgrow thelr ado-
lescent penchant for playing “cops 'n rob-
bers,” or *“cowboys 'n Indians,” and their
preoccupation with violence, and proclivity
for taking the lives of helpless animals, and
begin expressing the maturity and humanity
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which this perlod of history and develop-
ment demands of Intelligent, civilized
peoples,

If the private, virtually unrestricted own-
ership of guns is allowed to continue, this
Nation will face a threat from within, far
more serious than any it has ever faced
from without. It will become a ‘“whited
sepulcher, full of uncleanness,” like the man
who is so heavily armed he becomes a shell
of armor containing nothing worthy of pro-
tection, but a mere container for combusti-
bles ready to explode.

And, while the ownership of handguns
should be restricted to the military and law
enforcement agencles, and all others reg-
istered, this is not enough. Legislation must
be enacted and enforced, which would great-
ly increase the penalty for a crime com-
mitted with any weapon. For this too is a
necessary component in the fight to obliter-
ate violence in our land.

There will be many who will hesitate, as
did I, to take this step, but it must be taken.
It has been sald, “a journey of a thousand
miles begins with but a single step.” The
time 1s here when we must fearlessly step
forth and break trail in this direction. As
we do so, we will see the path widen into
a highway of progress toward the safety of
all men. And, should we look back a short
time hence, we'll find ourselves exclaiming
increduously, “What took us so long?"

Wrirrtam W. BLANKS.

Los ANGELES.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D.,, offered the following prayer:

Depart from evil and do good: Seek
peace and pursue it.—Psalm 34: 14.

Almighty God, unto whom all hearts
are open, all desires known, and from
whom no secrets are hid, we bow our
heads and open our hearts as we stand
in Thy presence.

“We need Thee every hour:
Stay Thou near by:
Temptations lose their power
When Thou are nigh.”

As we pray, may Thy spirit take posses-
sion of our minds and hearts, leading us
to genuine solutions for the problems
that face us both as individuals and as a
nation. May ill will, injustice, and hos-
tility come to an end, and may good will,
justice, and peace arise to new life in us
and in our world.

In the manner and manners of the
Master of Men we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

H.J. Res. 617. Joint resolution to authorize
an ex gratia contribution to certain inhabi-
tants of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands who suffered damages arising out of
the hostilities of the Second World War, to
provide for the payment of noncombat claims
occurring prior to July 1, 1951, and to estab-
lish & Micronesian Claims Commission.

U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
URGES THE PRESIDENT TO SIGN
THE ACCELERATED PUBLIC
WORKS LEGISLATION

(Mr. McFALL 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. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, during the
debate last Tuesday on the accelerated
public works legislation, S. 575, my floor
statement was not complete and did not
include a list of witnesses heard by the
Public Works Committee when the legis-
lation was identified as H.R. 5376. This
list was inadvertently omitted but did
appear in the June 16 issue of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp in the Extensions of
Remarks section.

Last Wednesday, the U.S. Conference
of Mayors, assembled in Philadelphia,
urged the President to sign the accel-
erated public works legislation now on
his desk for signature. I am glad to in-
clude at this point of the ReEcorp a copy
of the U.S. Conference of Mayors' res-
olution:

ACCELERATED PuBLIC WORKS LEGISLATION

Whereas, unemployment is at its highest
levels in nearly a decade; and

Whereas, because of the local financial
crisis many cities are unable to construct
urgently needed public works facilities; and

Whereas, the Congress has passed the Ac-
velerated Public Works Act to provide $2 bil-
lion to ald local localities in areas of high
unemployment construct needed public
works facilities; and

Whereas, the Accelerated Public Works
Act In combination with the public service
employment legislation will aid significantly
in solving unemployment problems and up-
grading the quality of municipal services
now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the United States Confer-
ence of Mayors urges the President to sign
the Accelerated Public Works Act; and be it
further

Resolved, That the Conference urges the
Administration and the Congress to appro-
priate and commit to local projects the full
82 billlon in assistance authorized in the
Accelerated Public Works Act.

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

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

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr, Speaker, when I
offered my cosponsorship to the news-
men’s privilege bill of 1971, H.R. 9027,
I noted that the better part of my adult
life has been spent in the pursuit of law
and journalism.

I am, therefore, especially sensitive to
any encroachment on the freedom of the
press, which I consider vital to a free
society. The Government cannot tamper
with th2 freedom of the press without
tampering with the right of the public
to information essential for the opera-
tion of a democratic society.

Without touching here on the complex
historical and legal consideration in-
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volved in the recent Justice Department
action with regard to the New York
Times, I would here affirm my convic-
tion that encroachment on freedom of
the press can only be viewed as a prelude
to the denial of other basic constitutional
freedoms.

This latest action by the Justice De-
partment comes as its second serious er-
ror of this year. When the veterans of
the Vietnam conflict came to this city,
the Justice Department rushed to court
to request an injunction against them,
and 2 days later went back to court to
withdraw that request. I believe this is
alarming evidence of basic unsound pol-
icy, of jittery guardians of justice.

I, therefore, urge you, Mr. Speaker, to
join with the majority leader of the other
body in launching full-scale congression-
al hearings on the New York Times is-
sue and the executive policy of classifi-
cation of documents in general. Nothing
less than the right of free expression in
America is at stake here.

THE MERCHANT MARINE AND
GRAIN PRODUCERS MUST REAL-
IZE THEIR MAXIMUM VALUE TO
SOCIETY

(Mr. ANDERSON of California asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, by eliminating the requirement
that U.S.-flag vessels carry at least 50
percent of the grain to Communist China,
another blow has been struck for the
foreign and runaway shippers who would
like to see the U.S. flag disappear from
the high seas.

Mr. Speaker, we must not let this hap-
pen. We must build up our merchant
marine, which presently carries less than
5 percent of our foreign commerce.

Besides being in the interest of our
national defense, it is in our economic
interest. A U.S.-flag vessel pays taxes to
the U.S. Government—foreign vessels do
not.

U.S. maritime workers—seamen, yard
workers—pay taxes to the U.S. Govern-
ment, Foreign seamen and workers do
not.

Mr. Speaker, we must reach an agree-
ment whereby two important segments
of our economy—merchant marine and
grain producers—both can realize their
maximum value to our society.

THE REVERSION OF OKINAWA TO
JAPAN

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, the
reversion of Okinawa to Japan appears
to be an accomplished fact without any
type of congressional approval. I am
deeply concerned over this action.

Okinawa is very valuable from a mili-
tary standpoint since it is the only U.S.
possession within a reasonable distance
of Peking, Seoul, Saigon, Bangkok, and
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Hanoi. It is a very important site for nu-
clear and modern conventional weapons
needed for the preventive defense of the
Pacific, and more specifically the State
of Hawaii and America’s west coast.

Okinawa also holds a great deal of his-
torical and sentimental value since 12,000
U.S. servicemen gave their lives to liber-
ate Okinawa.

I hardly believe the payment to be
made by Japan will be just compensation
for the suffering caused during World
War II and the vast defense installation
our Nation has built out of necessity
since the end of the war.

Japan has also approached Russia con-
cerning the return of an island being oc-
cupied by the Soviets. Of course, you can
imagine where the Russians told the
Japanese Government to go.

TRUCK BUMPERS

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I
was shocked this morning to learn that
the Department of Transportation has
abandoned its efforts for the present to
establish requirements for rear bumpers
or underride guards on trucks. The Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration states:

Based upon the information received in
response to the notices and evaluations of
cost and accldent data, the administration
has concluded that, at the present time, the
safety benefits achievable in terms of lives
and injuries saved would not be commen-
surate with the cost of implementing the
proposed requirements,

Mr. Speaker, this is incredible and un-
believable. Testimony and the record
show that collision between the truck
and passenger cars is very frequent and
when this happens, the truck and/or
truckdriver has, by far, the best chance
of coming out without injury or death.
In fact, testimony before the Public
Works Committee indicates in every 37
deaths where trucks and passenger cars
are involved, there is only one truck-
driver killed compared to 36 passenger
car drivers. Testimony further shows that
proper bumpers on both cars and trucks
could have saved a large percentage of
these plus millions of dollars in property
value.

Mr. Speaker, I am contacting the De-
partment of Transportation and all
people in the Government who deal with
safety to call attention to the volumes
of testimony that shows that there is
a need for study on the need for
bumpers and that trucks can be made
more safe, millions of dollars in property
damage can be averted, and most im-
portantly lives can be saved. Further,
Mr. Speaker, if we are so lacking in
technical expertise that we can minimize
proper protection of the rear end of
trucks, we clearly are not in any position
to allow any increase in the size or
weight of these vehicles. Someone must,
and I will, pursue this problem until we
bring some reasonable judgment to all
in government who can be influential in
making our vehicles safe and they cer-
tainly will be safer when all vehicles have
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the adequate and efficient bumpers that
are available and can and should be put
on all vehicles.

IOWA RURAL ELECTRIC YOUTH
TOUR

(Mr. MAYNE 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. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, during this
week it has been my great privilege to
meet on several occasions with a truly
outstanding group of young Americans.
More than 90 of them of high school age
have been here in Washington visiting
their Nation’s Capital on the 14th an-
nual Iowa Rural Electric Youth Tour.
They arrived Monday and will return to
Jowa on Saturday. Most qualified to rep-
resent their own county rural electric
coperatives on this trip by writing prize-
winning essays on the subject of rural
electrification. The contest and tour were
organized by the Iowa Association of
Electric Cooperatives represenitng 54
REC’s and 132,000 rural families.

Twenty-four of these young citizens
came from Iowa’s Sixth Congressional
District which I have the honor to rep-
resent. We have had some lively and
stimulating discussions of today’s issues
together during their visit here and I
have enjoyed showing them around the
Capitol. I have been most impressed by
their tremendous interest in and knowl-
edge of our Federal Government. Obvi-
ously their parents and teachers have
gotten these young people off to an ex-
cellent start toward useful and dedicated
citizenship. Anyone concerned about con-
tinuing and strengthening our American
way of life could not help being greatly
encouraged and inspired when meeting
our Iowa Rural Electric Youth this week.
I am confident that our country’'s future
will be in good hands with this new gen-
eration of such remarkable character and
ability coming up.

I congratulate all of the young Iowans
who were selected to make the tour this
year and commend the sponsoring Rural
Electric Cooperatives of Iowa for mak-
ing it possible.

AUTHORIZING ADDITIONAL INVES-
TIGATIVE AUTHORITY TO THE
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
LABOR

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 434 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REes. 434

Resolved, That, notwithstanding the pro-
visions of H. Res. 213 of the Ninety-second
Congress, the Committee on Education and
Labor, acting as a whole or by subcommittee,
is authorized to conduct full and complete
studies and investigations and make in-
quiries within its jurisdiction regarding—

(1) the circumstances surrounding the
production in foreign nations of goods which
are subsequently scld in the United States
in competition with domestically produced
goods, welfare and pension plan programs
in such countries, and the operation by the
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Federal Government of elementary and sec-
ondary schools, both at home and abroad,
with a view to determining means of assur-
ing that the children of officers and employ-
ees, and members of the Armed Forces, of
the United States will receive high-quality
elementary and secondary education in the
following countries: Italy, Germany, Aus-
tria, Yugoslavia, Greece, the Unlon of So-
viet Socialist Republics, Kenya, and Ethio-
ia;
P (2) postsecondary education, including vo-
cational and technical education, In the fol-
lowing countries: Austria, Germany, the Un-
fon of Soviet Soclalist Republics, and Israel;

(3) laws and practices relating to labor-
management relations in the following coun-
tries: United Kingdom, France, Italy, and
Germany;

(4) educational research, development and
innovation and early childhood development
and education in the following countries:
Poland and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

For the purpose of carrying out each of the
investigations, studies, and Inquiries enum-
erated above, the committee is authorized to
send not more than eleven members (seven
majority and four minority) and three staff
assistants (two majority and one minority)
to those countries within with such in-
vestigation, study, or inquiry is authorized
to be conducted.

The Committee on Education and Labor is
further authorized to send not more than
ten members of the committee (five major-
ity and five minority) to the International
Labor Organization Conference to be con-
ducted in Geneva, Switzerland, between
June 2, 1971, and June 25, 1971.

Notwithstanding the provisions of H. Res.
213 of the Ninety-second Congress, first ses-
sion, local currencies owned by the United
States shall be made available to the mem-
bers of the Committee on Education and

Labor of the House of Representatives and

employees engaged In carrying out their
official duties for the purpose of carrying
out the authority, as set forth in this resolu-
tion, to travel outside the United States. In
addition to any other condition that may be
applicable with respect to the use of local
currencies owned by the United States by
members and employees of the committee,
the following conditions shall apply with
respect to their use of such currencies:

(1) No member or employee of such com-
mittee shall receive or expend local curren-
cles for subsistence in any country at a rate
in excess of the maximum per diem rate set
forth in section 502(b) of the Mutual Secu-
rity Act of 1954 (22 U.B.C. 1754).

(2) No member or employee of such com-
mittee shall recelve or expend an amount of
local currencles for transportation in excess
of actual transportation costs.

(3) No appropriated funds shall be ex-
pended for the purpose of defraying ex-
penses of members of such committee or
its employees Iin any country where local
currencles are avallable for this purpose.

(4) Each member or employee of such com-
mittee shall make to the chalirman of such
committee an itemized report showing the
number of days visited in each country whose
local currencies were spent, the amount of
per diem furnished, and the cost of trans-
portation if furnished by publie carrier, or,
if such transportation 1s furnished by an
agency of the United States Government, the
cost of such transportation, and the iden-
tification of the agency. All such individual
reports shall be filed by the chalrman with
the Committee on House Administration and
shall be open to public inspection.

(5) Amounts of per diem shall not be fur-
nished for a period of time in any country
if per diem has been furnished for the same
period of time in any other country, irrespec-
tive of differences in time zones.
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With the following commitfee amend-
ments:

On page 2, line 9, strike out “Israel;” and
insert in lleu thereof “Japan;”.

On page 2, line 19, strike out “eleven mem-
bers (seven" and insert in lieu thereof “nine
members (five".

On page 2, line 25, strike out “ten" and
insert in leu thereof *“four”.

On page 3, line 1, strike out “(five majority
and five minority)" and insert in lieu thereof
“{two majority and two minority)".

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
committee amendments will be agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I would like to ask a ques-
tion concerning one of these amend-
ments. There are more than a few coun-
try miles difference in distance as be-
tween this country and Israel and Japan.
Why is Israel now struck out and Japan
substituted? This is basically the same
resolution the House defeated not so long
ago, is it not?

Mr. BOLLING. If the gentleman will
yleld, no, it is not. It is a substantially
modified resolution, and the committee
amendments are the modifications.

The question that the gentleman asked
about the change from Israel to Japan
was made at the request of the chairman
of that particular subcommittee, Mrs.
GRreEN of Oregon. Frankly, I do not know
the reason for the change, but it seemed
reasonable to me, if the subcommittee did
not want to go to Israel, to grant that
request. There was no controversy in the
committee over there.

Mr. GROSS. It would be interesting to
know why the sudden switch. This resolu-
tion was before us only a couple of weeks
ago.

Mr. BOLLING. I will attempt to find
that out and ascertain it and explain it
prior to the vote not on the amendment
but on the resolution.

Mr. GROSS. I see the gentleman from
Kentucky is here. I am sure he can ex-
plain why the switch from Israel to
Japan.

Mr. PERKINS. If the gentleman will
vield, this is authority for a study
planned by Mrs. GREEN's subcommittee.
There are persuasive reasons for the
change. The subcommittee wishes to look
at the educational system in Japan
rather than in Israel. I am informed
that recently new information was
brought to Mrs. GReEEN's attention about
innovations in vocational and technical
education in Japan. The subcommittee
feels it would be more profitable to study
these innovations during their study.

Mr. GROSS. And they do not have in-
novative ways of doing things in Israel,
is that correct?

Mr. PERKINS. Yes; there is a differ-
ence. I will say to the gentleman from
Towa that I have worked with the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GrReeN) for a long time and I re-
spect her judgment in this matter. Mrs.
Green felt that it would be more im-
portant to go to Japan than to Israel.

Mr. GROSS. Is this a better time of
the year to go to Japan than it is to go to
Israel?

Mr. PERKINS. They are contemplat-
ing going to Japan when we are in recess.
They would stay on the job here when
the Congress is in session.
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Mr. GROSS. They are also going, or
would be authorized to go, to Austria,
Germany, the Soviet Union, and Japan.

Mr. PERKINS. They will not go before
the August recess.

Mr. GROSS. Are they going to be able
to do all that during the Fourth of July
recess?

Mr. PERKINS. No, no, no. It will be
during the August recess. That is the
time when the subcommittees have made
their plans to travel, not before.

Mr. GROSS. With respect to these
tourists who are going over to the Inter-
national Labor Organization confer-
ence—and I note the number has been
reduced from 10 to four. According to this
resolution, the ILO conference ends on
June 25. Are they going to get there in
time for the ending of it, or what is the
story?

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the gentleman asks a
good question and I asked the same ques-
tion. They said that the ILO will be in
session for the rest of this week and next
week.

Mr. GROSS. The rest of this week is
today, is it not, insofar as any business
meeting? And I cannot conceive that
they will meet on Saturday and Sunday
in Geneva, Switzerland.

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman han-
dling this matter is not familiar with
whether they do or do not.

Mr. GROSS. How are they going to
sail up and down the blue Danube and
do a few other things if not over the week
end.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the last week
is not most important week of the con-
ference. The State Department has sug-
gested if any of our representatives go,
that we certainly attend during the last
week.

Mr. GROSS. If the State Department
wanted them over there so badly, it could
send them, could it not?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. HAYS. I will say to the gentleman
from Iowa that unless they have moved
the blue Danube, it is nowhere near
Geneva.

Mr. GROSS. They can get to the blue
Danube from Geneva for the weekend.
I know where the blue Danube Is, and
there will be no trouble for them to go
from Geneva to the blue Danube over the
weekend.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I have
not seen the blue Danube but Lake Le
Mans is very attractive,

In response to the question about the
State Department, unhappily, they have
no funds, as they say, with which to send
any warm bodies to Geneva. One of our
closest friends from Missouri and dis-
tinguished colleagues is in the air now
somewhere between Ohio and here.

Mr. GROSS. That is about the saddest
situation I have heard of today, that the
State Department does not have any
money with which to send tourists
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around the world, and especially Mem-
bers of Congress. That is, indeed, sad. I
would hope that the proper committee
would do something about it.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
would hope so, too. As the gentleman
from Iowa knows, some of us—innumer-
able friends of the gentleman from Iowa,
have been urging the gentleman for some
time to tour some of the places of the
world. I hope the gentleman will do so. Of
course the gentleman will have to stay
here until after June 30 which we will
celebrate here appropriately.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman should be
aware of the fact that my personal physi-
cian, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Harr) has not yet given me clearance for
such travel.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey, If I
can continue further, I have been as-
sured that he has promised to do a com-
plete rundown for us between now and
the 30th of June—a matter which we will
refer to on that auspicious day. And the
gentleman knows the resolution that the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK)
has, it is a sense of the House resolution
urging the gentleman from Iowa to
travel, but including in that resolution,
of course, a requirement that his personal
physician, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. HaLn) accompany him.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. THoMPSON) or the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING)
really think there can be any accomplish-
ment on the part of these four Members
who are going over, together with staff,
to Geneva, for the closing-out week of
the International Labor Conference?

Surely there will be closing festivities
for the next 2 or 3 days. Does the gentle-
man really think there will be anything
accomplished ?

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman would
have to reply to the gentleman from Iowa
that he does not know, but he assumes
there would be because of the presence
of a very bipartisan and very competent
group which includes the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. AsHBROOK). I have been as-
sured by everybody involved—and I have
never been to an ILO conference and, in
fact, I have only been to Geneva to
change planes—but I have been assured
by everybody, including people in the
executive branch, that this is an im-
portant conference, and that they do
hope that these Members will be able
to go.

I frankly do not know anything about
the schedule or the festivities, or the
business.

Mr. GROSS. Only last year we were
denying the IO any new money. We
said then that we were through with con-
tributing to the organization because a
Communist supported candidate had
been elected to one of the most important
posts.

I wonder why we have so quickly re-
established such an affinity for the or-
ganization that we must rush this dele-
gation over to Geneva.

But I would like to ask the gentleman,
is this resolution 50 percent of the busi-
ness that is going to be called up today?
Is that what we are here for today, to
take up this resolution as 50 percent of
the business?
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Mr. BOLLING. No, I understand there
is another item on the schedule, a bill
from the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. I frankly do not be-
lieve I am qualified to describe this as
any particular percentage of the total
business.

Mr. GROSS. So on this Friday at least
50 percent of the business is to get four
people on their way to Geneva? /

Mr. BOLLING. I would like to reply to
that, if the gentleman from Iowa will
permit me, by saying that this is the first
time in years and years that I have been
here that the Members of this House
have had a schedule provided to them
by the leadership on both sides, and that
we have known for the first time in my
experience here when there would be
recesses, and when there would be days
to work. It was announced some time
ago—and I do not remember exactly
when—that this would be a day on which
the House would work. We have some
work to do, and we are doing the work
that we are able to do. I happen to think
that it makes a great deal of difference
to all the Members that we are now oper-
ating on a schedule, and I happen to
have a sort of a simple-minded view that,
while we know when we can be away,
when we are supposed to be working we
ought to be here.

Mr. GROSS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s explanation, but I am sure the
gentleman is aware that two of the bills
programed for this week will not be
brought up this afternoon—I do not
know why. I do not know why we can-
not go along until 7 or 8 o’clock tonight,
if necessary, to finish the bills that were
programed for this week.

Mr. BOLLING. I am perfectly willing to
comment on that, although I am not
in the leadership and I am not in a posi-
tion to talk about delays in schedules.
But I have with me a copy of a card
which notes what rules are outstanding
and I am aware that we are going to have
a good many appropriations bills next
week. But what has happened today real-
ly has very little to do with the two
bills. The fact is the House has caught up
with its committees and what we really
need today and other days in the future
if we are going to succeed in moving rela-
tively rapidly is to have more matters
before the Committee on Rules to be
cleared by the Committee on Rules. Since
I am a member of the Committee on
Rules, I feel justified in making that
comment.

‘We have mostly bills on schedule on
the card I have in my hand which have
been deferred for varlous specific rea-
sons and we have scheduled for the im-
mediate future. There is no great back-
log before the House and I think we are
moving in an orderly fashion.

Mr. GROSS. The House may have
caught up with the committees but it
has not caught up with itself, otherwise
we would dispose of this afternoon the
two bills that apparently are being car-
ried over. I do not want to be too critical,
but I cannot understand why we were
called into session today to pass this con-
gressional junketing resolution which
was defeated a couple of weeks ago and
ought to be defeated today.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of oblection.
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
committee amendments are agreed to.

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. MarTIN), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution has been
around before. It is a retread. Originally,
when it was presented to the Committee
on Rules, it called for 15 members on
each of the four subcommittees to travel.
It called for 10 members—five of the
majority and five of the minority to go to
the ILO conference.

It was reduced by the Rules Commit-
tee, but nevertheless when it came to the
floor with 11 Members to travel on each
of the subcommittees, and 10 for the ILO,
it was defeated. It was defeated narrowly,
but it was defeated.

It was reintroduced by the chairman
of the Committee on Education and
Labor—at 11 for each of the committees
to travel with the staff authorization of
three.

The Committee on Rules saw fit to
reduce again the recommendation of the
Committee on Education and Labor and
we reduced the number of subcommittee
members who may travel from 11 with
a division of seven and four—to nine,
with a division of five and four—in other
words, five of the majority and four of
the minority.

We reduced the number of Members to
go to the ILO, the International Labor
Organization, from 10—that is five and
five to four—that is two and two.

There are no staff authorized to go to
the ILO conference.

I think we responded to the action of
the House when it defeated the resolu-
tion, and it seems to me this resolution
should be passed and passed promptly
and I hope unanimously.

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

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. .

Mr. Speaker, on May 6, only a couple
of weeks ago, the House considered
House Resolution 434, the travel resolu-
tion from the Committee on Education
and Labor, as the gentleman from Mis-
souri has explained.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution was de-
feated on a rollcall vote by a vote of 172
to 156.

Shortly thereafter, incredible as it
may seem, the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor again rein-
troduced exactly the same travel resolu-
tion as had been defeated a few days pre-
viously on the floor of the House.

Then on June 14, the chairman of the
Committee on Education and Labor
wrote a letter, I assume to all members
of the Committee on Rules, suggesting
that the number of observers, and I want
to emphasize that they are observers and
not delegates to the IO conference in
Geneva be reduced from 10 to four—
that is two on both sides of the aisle.

His letter also requested 10 members
from each of the four subcommittees to
travel, six and four for each one of the
four subcommittees.

The House Rules Committee consid-
ered this resolution earlier this week and
reduced the number from 10 to nine,
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and the observers to the ILO would num-
ber four. The chairman of the Education
and Labor Committee had requested that.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, MARTIN. I yvield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. May I suggest to the
chairman of the House Commitiee on
Education and Labor that he study the
school systems of this Nation, because
certainly in the last few years his com-
mittee has so disrupted the school sys-
tems of our Nation that they now need a
lot of study. Some things need to be done
in order to help the schoolchildren of
America, rather than running off all over
the world. I just do not think it is fair
that we go abroad and try to get the peo-
ple of other countries to adopt any school
system that we have here.

Mr. MARTIN. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks.

I would like also to call attention, Mr.
Speaker, to the fact that the ILO ses-
sions began on June 2. They conclude
next Thursday. Normally no business is
conducted at the ILO on weekends,
Saturdays and Sundays. In other words,
the four-member delegation who would
be allowed to go by this resolution would
only be there during the sessions of the
4 days of next week, because the con-
vention concludes on Thursday.

As was brought out in the previous
debate on this resolution on May 4, Mr.
Rooney, the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on Appropriations for
the Department of Justice and State, and
Mr. Bow, of Ohio, the ranking member
of that subcommittee, saw that funds for
paying the assessment of the United
States to the ILO were eliminated from
the appropriation bill last year. It was
also stated by those two gentleman on
the floor during the course of that debate
that, as far as they were concerned, they
did not want to include, and did not plan
to include any funds for the U.S. assess-
ment of the ILO in the coming fiscal year.

It was further stated that there would
be embarrassment in the position of the
Congress in cutting out these funds from
the appropriation bill and then to go
ahead and send 10 Members as observers
to the ILO Convention.

Mr. Speaker; I think that same argu-
ment still holds, even though the number
has been reduced to four.

There is very little that can be accom-
plished. The Members from the House
would not be delegates; they would
merely be observers. Only four voting
delegates are allowed to each nation. In
the case of our country, one would be
from the State Department, one from
the Department of Labor, one from in-
dustry, who is appointed by the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, and one from
labor, who would be appointed by the
AFL~CIO, Those are the only four mem-
bers who have any say in any vote in the
activities of the ILO Convention. Mem-
bers of Congress are simply observers.

I was informed this morning that one
Member from the other body, on a trip
to Europe for another purpose, Senator
Javirs, of New York, spent 2 days at
Geneva. He is the only Member from
the other body who had been there, and,
as I said, he was in Europe on other
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business and stopped by in Geneva to
attend the sessions for 2 days. It does not
appear of great importance that Mem-
bers of the Congress be in attendance at
that ILO meeting.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALIL. I appreciate the distin-
guished gentleman from Nebraska, of the
Committee on Rules, yielding to me.

I rise simply to ask a question and in
the search of information. I have more
than a personal and vested interest as
a member of the Committee on Armed
Services, in what we call our defense
schools abroad.

Item 1 of the first “Resolved” in the
resolution under consideration, refers to
those circumstances; and a study of the
operation by the Federal Government of
elementary and second schools abroad,
in determining that the children of offi-
cers and employees and dependent mem-
bers of the Armed Forces of the United
States will receive high-quality elemen-
tary and secondary education in the fol-
lowing countries listed, et cetera.

That certainly is noteworthy. I have
done a lot of pondering and mulling over
this resolution since it was defeated on
May 6 of this year in this body. I am
certainly for proper training of our stu-
dents who are dependents of defense
members stationed overseas.

However, does the gentleman know if
we have any defense schools in Kenya
and Ethiopia? If not, why would we want
to study the Federal school system
abroad in those two nations?

Mr. MARTIN. I might also add that
Yugoslavia and the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics are included. To my
knowledge there are no overseas schools
there, because there are no American
troops stationed in those countries.

I should like to point out, in fairness,
in the first sentence of this resolution it
is stated:

The circumstances surrounding the pro-
duction in foreign nations of goods which
are subsequently sold in the United States
in competition with domestically produced
goods,

That is one item which the subcom-
mittee will check into, which is in addi-
tion to checking into overseas schools,

Mr, HALL, I thank the gentleman. I
presume, then, Kenya and Ethiopia do
export a lot of goods in competition with
our products, and this is partly respon-
sible for the imbalance of trade?

Mr. MARTIN. I could not answer the
gentleman’s question with regard to that,
but I understand they are checking both
these matters. =

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield briefly?

Mr. MARTIN. I am happy to vield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Did I correctly under-
stand the gentleman to say the final
week of the International Labor Organi-
zation conference is dedicated to salubri-
ous festivities rather than to business?

Mr. MARTIN. I cannot answer the gen-
tleman’s question. I was there once, but
I believe it was the first week of the ses-
sion, which goes on for 3 weeks. That is
the only time I have been there. I was not
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there the last week of the session. Per-
haps the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr, THOMPSON) has been there.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I would say to the gentle-
man from Iowa that the conference is like
most international conferences and like
the Congress of the United States: it does
most of its work the last week.

Mr. GROSS. Well, if the gentleman will
vield further, of course, there are various
forms of work. Some involves the use of
arms and elbows. The question is what
rl.:doncsititutes “work”™ on an occasion of that

nd.

Mr. MARTIN. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from New Jersey
for an answer.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, in response to the gentleman
from Towa, I would say I do not know
about any other international bodies, but
the procedure at the International Labor
Organization is first the reconstituting of
the annual offices. The first half, at least,
of the conference is absorbed by a discus-
sion of and debate on the Director Gen-
eral’s report, during which time many,
many committees are considering the
annual conventions. It might be a reverse
of other international bodies, but the
fact is that during the last week the
most intensive work is done, because the
conventions, if there are to be any, which
have been debated during the first 10
days or so, are there enacted. The body
is in actual voting session.

So the fact is that the description,
humorous though it is by the gentleman
from Ohio, is accurate. It is a fact that
the intensive work and the most con-
structive work of all is done in the last
several days.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to draw attention again to the fact
that Members of Congress are observers
and not delegates. In view of the fact
that they have not been there, it is hard
for me to understand and realize how
they would have any first-hand infor-
mation as to what has gone on before
with only 4 days of this conference left.

I hope this resolution is once again de-
feated.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I want
to say briefly that in a letter dated June
14. received from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Labor for International Af-
fairs, there is enclosed and made a part
of it a background paper from the ad-
ministration which makes clear that the
President of the United States is anx-
ious that the United States continue to
participate in the ILO. I am informed
that the State Department does in fact
desire that Members of the Congress
participate in the available time in the
proceedings of the ILO, Therefore, I
urge that this resolution be approved.
It was overwhelmingly adopted and sent
to the floor of the House by the Com-
mittee on Rules, and I believe it deserves
the support of every Member.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

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

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I object 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. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 183, nays 119, not voting 131,

as follows:
[Roll No. 147]

Abbitt
Abourezk
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Annunzio
Aspin
Aspinall
Begich
Bergland
Bingham
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brooks
Brown, Mich.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, I11.
Colmer
Cotter
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danlielson
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Derwinski
Downing
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Pa.
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gilaimo
Gonzalez
Green, Pa.
Gude

Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N.Dak
Archer
Baker
Belcher
Bennett
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan

YEAS—183

Hamilton
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Hosmer
Howard
Jacobs
Johnson, Callf.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Kastenmeier
Kazen

Keith

MecCloskey
McCormack
McFall
McEay
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mailllard
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Melcher
Metcalfe

Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead

NAYS—119

Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Carter
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Conte
Coughlin
Davis, 8.C.
Denholm
Dickinson
Dow
Dowdy
Duncan

Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I1l.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie

Rees
Roberts
Rodino
Roe
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Roybal

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scheuer
Shipley
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Udall

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Ware

Watts
Whalen
‘White
Widnall
Williams
Wolff

Yates
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

du Pont
Dwyer
Flowers
Goodling
Grifin
Gross
Grover
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt

Harsha
Hastings
Hébert
Hillis

Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
King
Euykendall
Eyl
Landgrebe
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Lloyd
Lujan
McClure
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McKevitt
McKinney
McMillan

Abernethy
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson, Ill.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Baring
Barrett

Bell

Betts

Biagei
Blatnik
Brasco
Broomfield
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Byrnes, Wis.
Camp
Carey, N.XY.
Carney
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clark
Cleveland
Collier
Conable
Conyers
Corman
Crane
Davis, Wis,
Delaney
Dennis
Dent
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Drinan

Mahon
Mann
Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Montgomery
Myers

Pettis

Pike

Poff

Powell
Quillen
Randall
Rarick

Reid, IIl.
Ehodes
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rousselot
Scherle
Schmitz

Dulski
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Findley

Fish

Fisher

Flood

Flynt
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton, Tenn.
Fugua
Gallagher
Gettys
Gibbons
Goldwater
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gubser
Halpern
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington

Heckler, Mass.

Helstoski
Holifleld
Horton
Earth
Eeating
Kee

Eoch
Leggett
Long, La.
McCollister
McCulloch
McEwen
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Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shriver
Smith, Calif.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Steiger, Ariz.
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Vander Jagt
Wampler
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Zion

NOT VOTING—131

Mathias, Calif.
Meeds
Mills, Ark.
Mollohan
Morgan
Moss
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Neill
Pelly
Podell
Price, Tex.
Railsback
Rangel
Reld, N.Y.
Reuss
Riegle
Rogers
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Saylor
Seiberling
Shoup
Steele
Stuckey
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Tiernan
Vanik
Veysey
Whalley
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Yatron
Zwach

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Broyhill of North
Carolina against.

Mr. Dulski for, with Mr. Frenzel against.

Mrs. Grasso for, with Mr. Frey against.

Mrs. Green of Oregon for, with Mr. Keat-
ing against.

Mrs. Grifiths for,
agalnst,

Mr. Holifleld for, with Mr. Price of Texas
against.

Mr. Riegle for, with Mr. Abernethy against.

Mr. Moss for, with Mr. Shoup against.

Mr. Ashbrook for, with Mr. Fisher against.

Mr. Horton for, with Mr. Fountain against.

Mr. Reid of New York for, with Mr. Fuqua
against.

Mr. Hanley for, with Mr. Gettys against.

Mr. Hanna for, with Mr, Nichols against.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson for, with Mr. Stuckey
against.

Until further notice:

Mrs. Abzug with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Tiernan with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.

with Mr. McCollister
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Mr. Ashley with Mr, Bell.

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Pelly.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Mathias of
California.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Devine.

Mr. Celler with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Donchue with Mr. Betts.

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Anderson of Illinois,

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Rallsback,

Mr, Vanik with Mr. Thompson of Georgla.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Zwach.

Mr. Yatron with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. Earth with Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Biagg! with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Barrett with Mr, Crane.

Mr. Adams with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Harrington with Mr. Badillo.

Mr. Baring with Mr, Camp.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Carney with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Morgan with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Podell with Mr, Brown of Ohio.

Mr. Reuss with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.

Mr. Flynt with Mr, Clancy.

Mr. Flood with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Rangel.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Wydler.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Conable.

Mr. Meeds with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Eoch with Mr. Roy.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Dennis.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Saylor.

Mr. Helstoski with Mr. Chamberlain.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Cleveland.

Mr. Corman with Mr. Steele.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Eshleman,

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.

Mr. Eckhardt with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Rogers with Mr. Ruth.

Mr. Runnels with Mr. Terry.

Mr. Roush with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Veysey.

Mr. Whitten with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. Drinan with Mr. Kee.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Long of Louisiana.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

PERSONAL EXPLANATION .

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to state for the REcorp that on re-
corded teller vote 143 yesterday I voted
“aye” but had intended to vote “no.”

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE A REPORT

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file a report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

HEALTH PROFESSIONS STUDENT
l'é:(I)Ali;T AND SCHOLARSHIP EXTEN-
O

Mr., BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-~
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 480 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 480

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
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the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Unlon
for the consideration of the bill (HR. 77386)
to attend the Public Health Service Act to
extend for one year the student loan and
scholarship provisions of titles VII and VIII
of such Act. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chalrman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. MarTIN) , pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

First, Mr, Speaker, there is a print-
ing error on page 1, line 4, where the word
“attend” appears in the resolution. That
should be “amend.”

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that that error be corrected.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I know of
no opposition to this resolution and I
know of no opposition, in fact, to the bill
which it makes in order. The rule makes
clear that the purpose of this bill is to
extend for 1 year the existing authoriza-
tion for student loan and scholarship
provisions of titles VII and VIII of the
Public Health Service Act. Knowing of
no controversy in the matter, Mr. Speak-
er, I urge the adoption of the resolution
and reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr, Speaker, as the gen-
tleman from Missouri has explained,
House Resolution 480 provides for an
open rule with 1 hour of general debate
on H.R. 7736, the Public Health Service
Act.

The purpose of the bill is to extend for
1 year—fiscal 1972—present programs
of student loans and scholarships un-
der the Health Professions Educational
Assistance Act and the Nurse Training
Act.

The President’s program, embodied in
H.R. 5614, calls for terminating these
programs and replacing them with a
program of federally guaranteed loans.
The committee determined to continue
and expand the existing system of med-
ical training assistance, and has reported
two comprehensive bills—H.R. 8629 and
H.R. 8630. The bill was reported to in-
sure continuation of existing programs
for the next fiscal year in case the other
bills do not become law.

For fiscal 1971 approximately $40,500,-
000 has been appropriated for health pro-
fessions student assistance, $25 million
in direct loans and some $15,500,000 in
scholarships. Federal assistance is about
52 percent of the total aid available to
students.

The administration supports HR.
5614, rather than the committee’s re-
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ported bill. It wants to replace the di-
rect loan and scholarship program with
a federally guaranteed loan program
which is geared to needy students.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the
rule,

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

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 consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7736) to amend the
Public Health Service Act to extend for
1 year the student loan and scholarship
provisions of titles VII and VIII of such
act.

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

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 bill, HR. 7736, with Mr.
WaLDIE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StaccErs) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SprINGER) will be recognized for
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia.

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

Mr. Chairman, the reason this bill is
being brought up today is because it is
important that we do not stop aid to
those students who are contemplating
entering our medical schools, nursing
schools, and other health professions
schools this fall.

Mr. Chairman, this bill should be
passed in order to deal with a possible
serious problem facing our schools of
medicine, dentistry, and other health
professions, and schools of nursing.

The existing authorization for student
loans and scholarships expires June 30 of
this year, and the administration has
recommended legislation which would
substantially revise the existing scholar-
ship program, and which would elimi-
nate the student loan program for new
students in health professions schools.
The budget as submitted in January is
based on the assumption that these
changes will be put into effect.

The Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee has reported legislation to
the House which would continue the ex-
isting student loan programs, and also
continue the scholarship program for
fiscal year 1972 on the same basis as
presently exists. In order to enable
schools of the health professions to plan
for their class entering this fall, it is
necessary that the schools know how
much will be available to them for loan
and scholarship assistance from Federal
funds, but there is presently no appro-
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priation authorization for these pro-
grams.

Passage of this legislation would per-
mit appropriations for these programs at
an early date, so that in the event there
is any delay in passage of overall health
manpower legislation, the schools will
not be in the position of not knowing
what assistance can be offered to stu-
dents this fall. As I mentioned, it may
be that this legislation will prove unnec-
essary and we certainly hope so because
we want to get comprehensive legislation
to the President for his signature before
June 30 if possible. This bill is designed
to deal with an emergency situation that
would be created by any possible delay in
ll;rille enactment of the comprehensive

Is.

I think it is extremely important that
we pass this bill before us today.

This bill carries $111 million for the
year 1972.

I might explain this to the House; if we
get H.R. 8629 and H.R. 8630 comprehen-
sive health manpower bills, though, they
will supersede this bill.

As I mentioned before, it is entirely
within the realm of possibility that this
bill will never go into effect, but that is
very remote in view of the situation over
in the other body relating to their ver-
sions of the overall health manpower
bills, including the larger amounts of
money contained in their version, and
the major differences in the two bills.

Mr. Chairman, the question was asked
earlier today about why the other two
bills are not being called up. I will say
this: that I asked the Speaker of the
House to take those two bills off the
schedule for today. I did this because
many Members of this House were to
be absent, because they had other obli-
gations to fulfill. I have been contacted
by many Members who said they were in-
tensely interested in the nursing pro-
gram and the doctors’ program, and
wanted the bills put off so they could
be here when the bills are considered.

Therefore I asked the Speaker of the
House not to bring up the other two bills
today. I take responsibility for that.

I would like to say further, in men-
tioning our Speaker, that I saw what
in my opinion was a very outrageous arti-
cle in the Evening Star yesterday. It was
the opinion of one man, I suppose, about
the leadership of this House. I concede
the reporter his right to his opinion, but
I have my own opinions about the
Speaker and the majority leader of the
House, and my opinions differ strongly
from those expressed in the article. And
on that I want to say that, after 23 years’
experience here, in my opinion the lead-
ership of this House today is as well
equipped, if not better equipped, than
any leadership I have ever served under.
The Speaker today has served as whip
and majority leader under two great
men—=Sam Rayburn and John MeCor-
mack—and he knows, from experience,
how to get the best out of the House,
The gentleman from Louisiana has
earned this position through long serv-
ice and ability.

Nobody appointed these men—we, here
in the House, elected them because we
thought they were the best qualified men
for the jobs, and they are.
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If given a chance by this House and
by the press, they will serve, I am sure, as
well as any leadership has ever served
in the Congress of the United States. I
am confident of this fact because of hav-
ing worked with these gentlemen for the
23 years that I have been here. I cer-
tainly am going to try to help in every
way. I think they deserve every bit of
help they can get from every Member
of the House.

I think we are doing a good job so far
in the House and I believe that by the
end of this session we will have done as
well as any other session that we have
ever had and perhaps better.

Mr. Chairman, to return to the bill be-
fore us it simply is an extension of exist-
ing law. We started a program in 1963 for
loans for health professions students and
in 1964 provided loans for nursing stu-
dents and in 1965 included scholarship
assistance. This bill continues the pro-
gram for 1 year.

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

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from
West Virginia has consumed 6 minutes.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I might say that the
bill, H.R. 7736, is really only a stopgap
measure. The bill is supplemental to the
health manpower bills, which will prob-
ably be on the floor next week., They
were scheduled for today, but have been
put over until next week, and will super-
sede H.R. 7736.

Now why, therefore, should we pass
HR. 7736 today? Simply, for this rea-
son. Present law which makes these
scholarships and loans available to stu-
dents will expire on June 30. We will
probably pass our manpower bills next
week, but the other body, however, will
probably have several weeks yet on their
bill. We probably will not get to confer-
ence before the latter part of July or
the first part of August with the result
that unless H.R. 7736 is passed, the stu-
dent loan program would entirely lapse.

So we are passing this bill in order
that the affected scholars may make
plans for the fall semester between now
and when the President signs the man-
power bill.

The manpower bill will improve pres-
ent law and makes more money avail-
able, and I think rightfully so, because
we are trying to enlist students from the
lower income brackets in the country who
we think ought to be in medical schools
but who are unable to get into those
schools because of the lack of money.

So this bill will only extend the time
until the manpower bill is finally put into
law and the President signs it.

That is the purpose today of passing
this bill, HR. 7736. We could not afford
to allow this loan program to lapse even
for only a few weeks.

The recommendation of the committee
as to this bill was unanimous, Mr. Chair-
man, and I urge its passage.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois has consumed 2 minutes.

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Chairman, I con-
stantly receive mail from physicians and
laymen alike regarding the crisis in
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health manpower training. I am aware of
the fact that the shortage of physicians,
nurses, and health technologists is a na-
tional problem, but it is particularly
acute in America’s rural areas. In Mon-
tana the shortage of health personnel,
particularly in the more rural areas, is
reaching crisis proportions. I am aware
of several areas in rural western Mon-
tana where a single physician is so over-
worked that his health is in danger. In
a country that enjoys unprecedented af-
fluence and technological expertise, such
a situation is deplorable, to say the least.
Many physicians are forced to leave
these already hard-pressed rural areas
and reestablish their practices in more
populated areas where they can have
more time for themselves and their fam-
ilies.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that
more must be done in reordering our na-
tional priorities to provide for the fa-
cilities and personnel to reverse this
unfortunate situation. I am especially
pleased to support legislation that will
realistically help to relieve the country
of this serious problem. It is my sincere
hope that the House will favorably con-
sider and pass H.R. 7T736.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, because
of the shortage of health service person-
nel, the extensive training required to
qualify for service, and the necessary
high cost for such training, the Federal
Government should continue to make
loan and scholarship funds available to
students in the health care fields.

I therefore am in full support of HR.
7736, the Health Profession Student
Loan and Scholarship Extension.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 7736,
to extend for 1 year existing authoriza-
tion for student loans and scholarships
under the Health Professions Educa-
tional Assistance Act.

It is regrettable that the very heavy
schedule we have experienced since the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce reported comprehensive leg-
islation in this field has made it neces-
sary for us to legislate on an emergency
basis today a simple 1-year extension of
this authority. However, with the assur-
ance of our committee colleagues that
there will be no conflict between enact-
ment of this legislation and the more
comprehensive legislation we will be act-
ing upon in the near future, I support
this interim action today.

We are advised that approximately
4,130 first-year medical students will
need loan or scholarship aid this fall,
and that aid will be needed by some 5,000
students enrolled in other health pro-
fessions. Since Federal funds constitute
more than half of the loan assistance to
such students, any significant delay in
extending the authority would force
sharp curtailment of the loan programs
and jeopardize plans of many students
and schools depending on the funds.
With less than 3 months remaining be-
fore the beginning of the fall semester,
we have no choice but to act quickly so
schools can make commitments to stu-
dents with assurance that scholarship
and loan funds will be available for them.

‘While I am pleased to support today's
action, this does not lessen my enthusias-
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tic support for the Comprehensive
Health Manpower Training Act of 1971
and the Nurse Training Act of 1971 I had
hoped we would be considering this
week. I hope I speak for the majority of
my colleagues in urging the leadership
to reschedule these urgently needed
measures as soon as possible so we can
get on with the business of remedying the
desperate shortage of persons trained
to meet the growing health needs of our
Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge enactment of
H.R. 7736.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, due to the
exigencies of time available, the House
will not be able to consider the compre-
hensive Health Manpower Act and the
Nurses Training Act of 1971 for some
time. The other House may be even more
dilatory in this regard. In such a situa-
tion, the Health Manpower Act of 1968
will lapse on June 30 without replace-
ment or extension.

In most programmatic areas, this
lapse will not seriously affect the health
manpower situation in this Nation. Con-
struction may be delayed; programs may
not be initiated until a later date; but
no permanent harm will be done.

But in one area serious difficulty may
arise due to this programmatic lapse.
This is the area of student loans and
scholarships. The difficulty in this area
stems from the unique temporal dead-
line involved with student loans and
scholarships. That is, loans and scholar-
ships in precise amounts for hundreds
and thousands of individual students
must be distributed early in the school
year. For without these funds from vir-
tually the first day of school, many stu-
dents, especially those from disadvan-
taged backgrounds, will not be able to pay
tuition, to pay rent, or perhaps even to
pay for food.

With a series of time-consuming steps
necessary before these funds actually be~
come available to the individual students,
it is important that we act favorably now
in the Health Professions Student Loan
and Scholarship Expansion. For even
after we act, there must be agreement
between the two Houses; there must be
appropriations; there must be handling
of the funds by the Bureau of Health
Manpower Education; and, finally, each
individual school must determine how
and to whom to allocate its share of the
funds,

This bill is an extension of current
programs which provide vital funds. In
order not to unduly hamper the distribu-
tion of these funds to students, in order
not to create unnecessary hardship to
students throughout the Nation, I there-
fore urge that this bill be accepted by
this House today, and that the appro-
priation mechanism move rapidly to pro-
vide these funds in the very near future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7736, a bill to extend for
1 year the student loan and scholarship
authorizations of title VII and VIII of
the Public Health Service Act. Because
the authorizations for this assistance ex-
pires on June 30, Federal support of
financial assistance for some 9,100 first-
year medical, dental, and other health
professions students this fall is in jeop-
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ardy. This represents more than one-
third of the entering class of 26,000 stu-
dents.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce has ordered reported H.R. 8629,
the Comprehensive Health Manpower
Training Act of 1971 and H.R. 8630, the
Nurse Training Act of 1971. These bills
propose 3-year extensions of the loan
and scholarship provisions. It is our in-
tention that these bills will be brought to
the floor of the House prior to the June
30, 1971, expiration date of the pro-
grams authorized under this legislation
until the middle of July. For this reason,
this interim measure is necessary. Of
eourse, enactment of the entire health
package would supersede the provisions
of this bill.

Medical schools and other health pro-
fessions schools have already issued
acceptances for the September term, and
must now make commitments of finan-
cial aid. Without a clear assurance of
aid, many students cannot commit them-
selves to the financial burden required
to attend school. This situation is par-
ticularly serious in light of recent ef-
forts which have been made to substan-
tially increase the number of minority
and disadvantaged students in the health
professions. These efforts are almost en-
tirely dependent on the availability of
scholarship and loan assistance.

Passage of a continuing resolution
would not alleviate the problem. The
appropriation authorization "for the
health professions student loan pro-
gram of the Public Health Service Act
continues authority to make such loans
only to those students to whom loans
had been made prior to June 30, 1971.
After that date, there is no authority to
appropriate funds for loans to new
students or to those not previously as-
sisted under the loan program. Similarly,
the statutory language for the health
professions scholarship program re-
stricts scholarship assistance after June
30, 1971, to students who previously had
received such schelarships.

Mr. Chairman, unless we pass this bill,
medical school admissions decisions will
be disrupted and an even higher barrier
would be raised for those applicants who
are academically qualified but econom-
ically disadvantaged. I urge that the
Congress adopt this legislation so that
this potential crisis may be averted.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, I want to
express my support for this legislation—
& stopgap measure calling for a 1-year
extension of the student loan and schol-
arship programs now administered un-
der the Public Health Service Act and
the 1964 Nurse Training Act.

The bill would keep these vital pro-
grams from lapsing even if the Congress
should fail to enact the 1971 Nurse
Training Act and the Comprehensive
Manpower Training Act.

In essence, Mr. Chairman, it would as-
sure the survival of student aid in the
health professions no matter what the
fate of the two acts just cited.

The need for such aid is all too obvi-
ous. Health professions schools—the
schools that turn out doctors, nurses,
technicians, and other health person-
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nel—are beset with financial difficulties.
Tuition rates are moving upward year
by year at a dizzying pace. Without Fed-
eral loans and scholarships most stu-
dents simply cannot afford the burden-
some costs.

What is at stake here, Mr. Chairman,
is the health of our country's people.

Health professions personnel are al-
ready in short supply, lagging far behind
the numbers needed to maintain our
hospitals and clinics.

The Congress must recognize its re-
sponsibility to make adequate medical
care available to the people it represents.

I urge passage of this biil.

Mr, ANNUNZIO. Myr. Chairman, I rise
today to support H.R. 8629, the Compre-
hensive Health Manpower Training Act
of 1971; HR. 8630, the Nurse Training
Act of 1971; and H.R. 7736, a bill to ex-
tend the Health Professions Student
Loan and Scholarship programs con-
tained in titles VII and VIII of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act. Each bill, as re-
ported by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, represents a par-
ticularly effective and innovative ap-
proach toward alleviating the serious
shortages of health manpower in this
country.

I would like to commend the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
on Public Health and Environment of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, the subcommittee members,
and the members and chairman of the
full committee, Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
for their diligence and forthright under-
standing of the critical problems that
confront the delivery of health care in
the United States. The comprehensive
provisions contained in the three legisla-
tive proposals demonstrate the dynamic
leadership of the new chairman of the
Subcommittee on Public Health and En-
vironment, Mr. Rocers of Florida., I con-
gratulate Mr. Rocers and his colleagues
for developing and recommending a se-
ries of proposals that I believe will pro-
vide forceful solutions to ease health
manpower shortages that currently exist
in the United States.

Each of us recognizes that serious
health personnel shortages exist and con-
tinue to grow. Without adequate supplies
of qualified health manpower, the ability
of the health care system to meet in-
creasing demands for health services is
constantly impaired. These chronic
shortages of doctors, nurses, and auxil-
fary personnel are especially aggravated
by a severe maldistribution of existing
health manpower. By now, we can cite
the figures by rote. According to expert
opinion, we lack 50,000 doctors, 150,000
nurses, and thousands upon thousands of
allied health personnel. According to cur-
rent statistics, 134 counties across the
United States are without an actively
practicing private physician. We read
daily of many doctorless communities
throughout the Nation that embark on
intense efforts to recruit physicians—a
search that generally ends in vain, We
learn of hospitals that are forced to cur-
tail patient-care activities because they
do not have sufficient numbers of nurses.
The examples are endless. In my own city
of Chicago, health officials have labeled
the situation in the inner city area “des-
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perate.” Last year, Chicago’s outstanding
Health Commissioner, Dr, Murray C.
Brown, publicly stated the results of a
survey taken in Chicago's inner city
which indicated that only 85 doctors
maintained private offices in the portion
of the city south of Eisenhower Express-
way. The commissicner termed this a
“desperate situaticn.”

Mr. Chairman, for such reassons, I
strongly favor the provisions of the
three health manpower bills recently re-
ported out of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. Briefly, the
legislation would extend and significantly
modify the provisions of title VII and
title VIII of the Public Health Service
Act. HR. 8629, as reported, would pro-
vide increased Federal support to con-
struct teaching facilities for the health
professions and would authorize a new
program to guarantee and pay interest
subsidies on loans to construct such fa-
cilities. The bill would substantially in-
crease the amount of institutional sup-
port for the various health professions
schools through a new program of capi-
tation grants.. HR. 8629 would also
strengthen provisions for special project
grants. In addition, several new pro-
grams are authorized including startup
grants to new schools; grants to train
teachers of the health professions; and
grants to hospitals for training in family
medicine. One newly authorized program
known as Health Manpower Initiative
Awards is particularly innovative and
thought provoking.

The bill would continue and strengthen
the health professions student loan and
scholarship programs. Maximum loan
and scholarship amounts for health pro-
fessions students would be increased. I
am especially pleased to note that the
loan forgiveness provision contained in
the student loan program reflects many
of the proposals recommended in HR.
2294, the Community Health Act—a bill
that my distinguished colleague from
North Carolina, Hon. NIcK GALIFIANAKIS,
originally sponsored, and that I and
many others cosponsored. This new pro-
vision, if enacted, will provide a strong
impetus to ease the desperate situation in
many of our doctor shortage areas. Under
the new provision, a doctor who practices
in a shortage area for at least 3 years
may cancel up to 75 percent of his out-
standing educational debt—or up to $15,-
000. I am positive that many young men
and women will take advantage of this
program.

The Nurse Training Act of 1971, HR.
8630, as reported, would continue the
various authorities contained in title
VIII of the Public Health Service Act. In
addition, the legislation would initiate
a variety of new programs such as loan
guarantees and interest subsidies to assist
in financing the construction of nurse
training facilities; capitation grants to
provide institutional support to schools
of nursing; and start-up grants for new
nurse training programs. Nursing student
loan and scholarship programs would
also be strengthened. Like H.R. 8629,
H.R. 8630, as reported, would increase the

maximum amounts of loans and scholar-
ships for nursing students. The loan for-
giveness program would be changed to
reflect the intense efforts to recruit in-
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dividuals to serve in nursing shortage
areas. Under a provision similar to one
contained in H.R. 8629, a nurse who
practices in a shortage area for at least
3 years may be allowed to cancel up to
75 percent of her outstanding educa-
tional debt—or up to $10,000.

H.R. 7736, as reported, would extend
for 1 year the existing student loan and
scholarship programs as contained in
the Public Health Service Act. Realizing
that any significant change in the cur-
rent leoan and scholarship programs
could jeopardize the plans of many of
the students who benefit from these pro-
grams, the committee recommended the
extension of the current programs for
1 year. I believe the committee to have
shown unusual insight when making this
recommendation.

It is estimated, for example, that 35
percent of the first year medical stu-
dents in the 1971-72 academic year will
need some form of Federal assistance. If
H.R, 7736 is enacted, funds to continue
the existing programs for loans and
scholarships can be promptly appropri-
ated.

Mr, Chairman, the legislative proposals
contained in each health manpower bill
as reported by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, merit the
favorable consideration of the Members
of this body. Each provision represents
a vital solution to the critical health
manpower shortage in this Nation. I
strongly support these provisions, for if
this legislation is enacted the health
needs of this Nation will be better met
and its citizens better served.

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

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

The CHATRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 7736

Be it engcted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM TUNDER TITLE VII OF
THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT

SECTION 1. (&) (1) The first sentence of sec-
tion T742(a) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 294b) is amended by striking
out “the next fiscal year” and inserting in
lieu thereof “the next two fiscal years”.

(2) The third sentence of such section is
amended by (A) striking out “1972" and
inserting in lieu thereof “1973", and (B) by
striking out “1971" and inserting in Heu
thereof “1972".

(b) Bection 743 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
294c) is amended by striking out “1974" each
place it occurs and inserting in lieu thereof
“1975"".

(c) The first sentence of section 744(a) (1)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 294d) is amended by
striking out “next three fiscal years” and in-
serting in lleu thereof “next four fiscal
years".

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM TUNDER TITLE VII OF
THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT

Sec. 2. (a) Section T80(b) of the Public
Health Service Act is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “the next two fiscal years” in the
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“the next three fiscal years", (2) by strik-
ing out "1972" in the last sentence and in-
serting in lieu thereof “1973”, and (2) by
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striking out *“1971" in such sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof “1972".

(b) (1) Section T780(c) (1) (D) of such Act
is amended by striking out “the next two
fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof
“the next three fiscal years".

(2) Section 780(c) (1) (E) of such Act is
amended (A) by striking out “1971" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “1972", and (B) by
striking out *"1972" and inserting in Ueu
thereof “1973".

STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM UNDER TITLE VII OF
THE PUBLIC HEALTH EERVICE ACT

SEc. 3. (a) Section 824 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 297c) is amended (1)
by striking out "for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971 and inserting in lieu thereof
“each for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and the next fiscal year”, (2) by strik-
ing out “1972" and inserting in lieu thereof
“1973", and (3) by striking out “July 1,
1971" and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1,
1972,

(b) Section 826 of such Act (42 UB.C.
297e) is amended by striking out “1974" each
place it occurs and inserting in lien thereof
“1975".

(c) The first sentence of section 827(a) (1)
of such Act (42 U.B.C. 297f) 1s amended by
striking out “next three fiscal years” and
inserting in lleu thereof “next four fiscal
years”.

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM UNDER TITLE VIII OF THE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT

Sec. 4. (a) Sectlon 860(b) of the Public
Health Service Act is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “the next fiscal year" and inserting
in lieu thereof “the next two fiscal years”,
(2) by striking out “1972" in the last sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof “1973",
and (3) by striking out “1971" in such sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof “1972”,

(b) (1) Section 860(c) (1) (A) of such Act
is amended by striking out “the next fiseal
year” and inserting in lieu thereof “the next
two fiscal years".

(2) Section 860(c) (1) (B) of such Act is
amended (A) by striking out “1971" and in-
serting in lieu thereof ““1972", and (B) by
striking out *1972” and inserting in lieu
thereof "“1973".

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from 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. WaLpig, Chairman of the Com-
mitfee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (HR. 7736) to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend for 1 year
the student loan and scholarship pro-
visions of titles VII and VIII of such act,
pursuant to House Resolution 480, he
reported the bill back to the House.

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

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

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

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on the
passage of the bill,

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

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a gquorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present. ;

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 299, nays 0, not voting 134,
as follows:

[Roll No. 148]

YEAS—209
Eilberg
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Alexander Evins, Tenn.
Anderson, Fascell

Calif. Flowers Mass.
Anderson, Foley Mahon

Tenn. Ford, Gerald R. Mailliard
Andrews, Ala. Ford, Mann
Andrews, Willlam D. Martin

N. Dak. Forsythe Mathis, Ga.
Annunzio Frelinghuysen Matsunaga
Archer Fulton, Pa. Mayne
Aspinall Galifianakis Mazzoll
Baker Garmatz Meeds
Baring Gaydos Melcher
Begich Giaimo Metcalfe
Belcher Gonzalez Michel
Bennett Goodling Mikva
Bergland Gray Miller, Calif.
Bevill Green, Pa. Miller, Ohio
Griffin Mills, Md.
Gross Minish
Grover Mink
Gude Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Mosher
MMurphy, II1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher

Abbitt
Abourezk
Adams

McFall
McKay
McEevitt
McKinney
Macdonald,

Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland

Hansen, Wash.
Harsha

Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass,
Hicks, Wash.,
Hillis
Hogan
Hosmer
Cabell Howard
Caflfery Hull
Carter Hungate
Casey, Tex. Hunt
Chappell Hutchinason
Chisholm Ichord
Clausen, Jacobs

Don H. Jarman
Clawson, Del Johnson, Calif.
Clay Johnson, Pa,
Collins, Tex. Jonas
Colmer Jones, Ala.
Conte Jones, N.C.
Cotter Jones, Tenn,
Coughlin Kastenmeler
Culver Eazen
Daniel, Va. Keith
Daniels, N.J. Eemp
Danielson King Robinson, Va.
Davis, Ga. Kluczynski Robison, N.¥.
Davis, 8.0, Euykendall Rodino
Davis, Wis, Kyl ERoe
de la Garza Kyros Roncalio
Dellenback Landgrebe Rooney, N.Y,
Dellums Latta Rooney, Pa.
Denholm Lennon Rostenkowaki
Derwinski Lent Rousselot
Dickinson Link Roybal
Dingell Lloyd St Germain
Dow Long, Md. Bandman
Dowdy Lujan Barbanes
Downing McCloskey Batterfield
Duncan MeClure Scherla

Scheuer

du Pont

Dwyer Schneebell

Edwards, Ala. Schwengel
SBcott

Edwards, Calif.

Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton

Byrne, Pa,
Byron

Mich.
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Wampler
Ware
Watts
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall

Bisk
Skubitz
Black

Smith, Iowa

Smith, N.Y.

Snyder Wiggins

Spence Williams

Springer . Wilson, Bob

gt.a.ﬂord. - gaiilél

o Wylie

Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Waldie Zion

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—134

Eshleman Morgan
Findley Morse
Fish Moss
Fisher Nelsen
Flood Nichols
O'Neill
Pelly
Pod

Bteiger, Wis.

Flynt
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Gallagher
Gettys
Gibbons
Goldwater
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gubser
Hanley

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Holifield

McCollister
MecCulloch
McEwen
McMillan

Mollohan Zwach

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

. O'Neill with Mr. Saylor,

Addabbo with Mr. Dennis.

Shipley with Mr. Pindley.

Brasco with Mr. Conable.

Mills with Mr. Wydler.

Carey of New York with Mr. Gubser.
Donohue with Mr. Clancy.

Flood with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.
Fulton of Tennessee with Mr, Fish.

Fuqua with Mr. Camp.

Rogers with Mr. Erlenborn.

Price of Illinois with Mr, Crane.

. Holifleld with Mr. Cederberg.
Rosenthal with Mr, Nelsen.

Charles H. Wilson with Mr, Broomfield.
Hanley 'with Mr. Zwach.

Hannan with Mr. Thompson of Georgla,

Tiernan with Mr, Rallsback.

Barrett with Mr. Betts.

Ashley with Mr. Devine.

FEEEFEEEEEERRERRRRRR

Mr. Carney with Mr. Pelly.
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Bell.
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Mr. Fisher with Mrs. Heckler of Masachu-
setts.
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Chamberlain.
Mr. Fountain with Mr. Cleveland.
Mr. Gettys with Mr. Steele.
Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Eshleman.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Morse.
Mrs. Greene of Oregon with Mr. Ruppe.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr, Collier.
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Whalley.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. McClory.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Ruth.
Mr. Corman with Mr. Terry.
Mr. Helstoski with Mr. Wyatt.
Mr. Dorn with Mr, Veysey.
Mr, Leggett with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Broyhill of North
Carolina.
Mr. Edwards of Loulsiana with Mr. Frenzel.
Mr, Nichols with Mr, Frey.
Mr. Morgan with Mr. Eeating.
Mr, Moss with Mr. McCollister.
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Eckhardt.
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Shoup.
Mr. Vanik with Mr. Riegle.
Mr. Aspin with Mr, Horton.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Reid of New York.
Mr. Wright with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mrs. Abzug with Mr. Collins of Illinois.
. Yatron with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.
. Long of Loulsiana with Mr, Schmitz.
. Mollohan with Mr, McEwen.
. Gibbons 'with Mr. Hastings.
. Gallagher with Mr. Rangel.
. Rees with Mr, Diggs.
. Badillo with Mr. Reuss.
. Drinan with Mr. Ryan.
. Podell with Mr. Eee.
. Koch with Mr, Harrington.
. Conyers with Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Roush with Mr. Roy.
Mr. Smith of California with Mr. Seiberling.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FEEEEERE

ERE

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for this time for the pur-
pose of asking the distinguished majority
leader about the program for the rest
of the week, if any, and the schedule for
next week.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the inquiry by the gentleman from
Michigan, we have now completed the
program for this week.

For next week we have flve suspensions
on Monday. That is after the Consent
Calendar.

The suspensions are as follows:

S. 1538, American Revolution Bicen-
tennial Commission amendment;

H.R. 3146, State and local law enforce-
ment in national forests;

H.R. 7586, extending the Cabinet Com-
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mittee on Opportunities for Spanish-
Speaking People;

H.R. 5065, Natural Gas Pipeline Safety
Act amendments; and

H.R. 9098. Child Nutrition Act amend-
ments.

Those are to be followed by considera-
tion of HR. 1, the Social Security
Amendments of 1971. That bill has 8
hours of general debate with a modified
closed rule. We plan to conclude HR. 1
on Tuesday.

On Wednesday we have scheduled the
Agriculture—EPA—appropriations bill.

On Thursday we have scheduled the
Treasury, Postal Service appropriation
bill for fiscal year 1972.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time and, any further program
will be announced later.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
chairman of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. COLMER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, My purpose in obtaining this
permission is to ask the distinguished
majority leader if I correctly understood
that the bill HR. 1 would be completed
on Tuesday.

Mr. BOGGS. That is correct.

Mr. COLMER. The vote will occur on
that day?

Mr. BOGGS. That is correct.

Mr. COLMER. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BOGGS. The rule on HR. 1 will be
taken up on Monday, of course.

Mr. Speaker, I take this time to make
a further announcement about the pro-
gram for next week and I ask this
announcement appear along with the re-
marks I made earlier announcing the
program for next week.

Mr. Speaker, we have cleared with
the minority leadership the addition of
one bill on the Suspension Calendar on
Monday, H.R. 6247, a bill to extend the
provisions of the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention and Control Act of 1968.

We have done this, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause it was inadvertently left off the
program, plus the fact that this author-
ity expires at the end of June and it is
important that we take it up as quickly
as possible.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
JUNE 21, 1971

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today that it adjourn to meet
on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that business in or-

der under the Calendar Wednesday rule

be dispensed with on Wednesday next.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from

Louisiana?

There was no objection.
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HARASSMENT OF THE
PACIFIC CORP.

(Mr. ABBITT 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. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, the Fed-
eral Trade Commission has embarked
upon a vindictive and capricious cam-
paign of harassment against the Geor-
gia-Pacific Corp. which, I believe, should
be of concern to every Member of Con-
gress. The Commission is attempting to
require the corporation to divest itself
of eight of its plywood plants in the
South, under terms which are as dicta-
torial and arbitrary as any action which
I have ever known a governmental
agency to assert.

Under the complaint, which has now
been served on the company, Georgia-
Pacific would be required to divest itself
of “acquired timberlands and timber-
cutting rights, along with eight softwood
plywood plants in the South” and would
be forbidden “to make any acquisitions
in the forest products industry for 10
years after all required divestitures are
completed, without the Commission’s
prior approval.” In addition, if the tim-
berlands have been disposed of or the
timber on them used, such divestiture
must be made from G-P’s own holdings.
In effect, should the FTC prevail, Geor-
gia-Pacific would be operating under the
heel of the Federal Trade Commission
with its destinies being directly dictated
from Washington.

The complaint alleges that the com-
pany, by its acquisitions of pinelands,
“may substantially lessen competition or
tend to create a monopoly in this con-
centrated industry. The fact is that that
673,000 acres of southern pine trees, to
which the Commission refers, amounts
to about four-tenths of 1 percent of the
total commercial acreage available in the
South. In addition, all of the eight plants
to which the Commission refers, were
built by Georgia-Pacific and do not rep-
resent acquisitions.

I feel that the basis for this proposal
is totally without legal foundation and,
if carried out, would set a tremendously
dangerous precedent for other FTC ac-
tions far beyond the intent of Congress.
Certainly Congress, in establishing the
Commission, gave no license to capricious
actions of this type nor was it intended
that the powers of the FTC be used to
disciminate against a great industry
just because it has successfully expanded
its operations. Georgia-Pacific was the
pioneer in operations of this type in the
South and has achieved a large measure
of success, not only in its own operations,
but in providing a boost to the economy
of the southern part ot the country.

Among the eight plants which Geor-
gia-Pacific would be required to relin-
quish is one at Emporia, Va., which
burned on April 12 of this year. Im-
mediately following this wunfortunate
fire, officials of Georgia-Pacific an-
nounced plans to rebuild this plant and
began placing orders for the materials
and machinery needed for reopening.
Within a few days, April 14, to be exact,
the Federal Trade Commission issued
a news release, announcing its intention

GEORGIA-
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of issuing a formal complaint against the
corporation.

Since that time, the company has
been under continuous pressure—not
knowing exactly where it stands with
reference to the impending action but
nevertheless recognizing the status of
prior restraint on any actions within the
area covered by the complaint.

Needless to say, the company’s well-in-
tentioned plans to rebuild the Emporia
plant have gone by the wayside in the
wake of the FTC actions. Meanwhile,
most of the 400 or more employees have
landed on the unemployment rolls. A
blight has settled over what once was a
thriving area—and the fault lies with
the Federal Trade Commission, Had the
April 14 release not been issued by the
Commission, work on the new plant
would have been well underway by this
time, with the employees being actively
involved in the construction.

I have been in contact with the Com-
mission several times since learning of
this action and I have been amazed by
the ineptness, confusion and ridiculous-
ness with which this whole matter has
been handled. On May 4, I wrote Chair-
man Miles W. Kirkpatrick that I was
shocked beyond description to be told
that the Commission contemplates pre-
venting Georgia-Pacific from rebuilding
the Emporia plant. I was just as amazed
when I received a letter from Mr. Alan S.
Ward, Director of the FTC Bureau of
Competition, dated May 17, in which he
said:

Georgla-Pacific’s decision whether to re-
bulld the plant or not s solely within its own
discretion and nothing in the Commission’s
actions, elther by design or implication, is
intended to prevent the company from re-
building.

This, to me, is the height of folly.
Ridiculous though the FTC order may be,
the fact is that Georgia-Pacific is forced
to consider the possibility that such a re-
quirement might be upheld and this
would obviously be a great factor in the
company’s decision as to whether or not
to rebuild the Emporia plant, or make
alteration of its operations at the other
seven locations. To say that the deecision
is solely up to the company is obviously
fallacious.

The unemployment in the Emporia,
Va., area, as a result of the Georgia-
Pacific fire, is now the fault of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission; it cannot be
blamed on the company. I have received
numerous inquiries about this and am
aware that many other members have
also. There have been many reactions to
the Commission’s actions—not only from
the affected areas but from all over the
country and not only from the pulpwood
industry but from other industries as
well. It is obvious that other segments of
the business community are concerned
about this, because if the Commission
can do to Georgia Pacific what it seeks
to do, then where does such usurpation
of power end?

The General Assembly of Virginia has
adopted a resolution, ealling upon the
Commission not to press its case against
Georgia-Pacific and I am pleased to in-
clude the text of this resolution with my
remarks:
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House JoinT REsoLuTION No, 101

Requesting that the Federal Trade Commis-

sion not instigate antitrust charges against

certain enterprises of the Georgia-Facific

Company

Whereas, the Federal Trade Commission
is In the process of bringing anti-trust
charges agalnst the Georgla-Pacific Corpo-
ration, to require it to divest itself of export
plywood plants, including one at Emporia,
Virginia, and six hundred seventy-three
thousand acres of timberland, including for-
ty thousand acres in Virginia; and

Whereas, Georgia-Pacific is an important
factor in the economy of the Commonwealth,
with a capital investment in the Common=-
wealth of thirty-two million dollars and an-
nual expenditures of approximately fourteen
million dollars; and

Whereas, Georgla-Pacific's presence in the
Commonwealth and its industrial expan-
sion have been sought and encouraged by
local and State officials, who, with the citi-
zens of the Commonwealth, are deeply dis-
turbed by the threat of anti-trust charges
against such an excellent industrial citizen
of the Commonwealth; and

Whereas, the citizens of the Common=-
wealth and particularly those of Greensville
County and the city of Emporia fear the re-
sults of such charges against a company
which supplies eight hundred five jobs and
over five million dollars in annual payroll
in the Commonwealth; and

Whereas, the company owns a very small
percentage of commercial forest lands in
the southern states, and takes care of the
bulk of its timber needs by buying on the
open market; and

Whereas, Georgla-Pacific has been a plo-
neer in southern pine plywood, and has
bullt its own plants at its own expense and
risk; and

Whereas, the development by Georgia-
Pacific of southern pine plywood, and re-
lated facilities has greatly increased ultiliza-
tion of southern pine timber, and brought
thousands of jobs, better markets for timber,
and community stability to the south, as
well as high quality bullding materials to
the nation; and

Whereas, an order from the Federal Trade
Commission to Georgia-Pacific required di-
vestment of these operations would stifle a
dynamic innovative firm, estakblish a crip-
pling precedent and penallze genuine prog-
ress at a time when the nation can ill af-
ford set-backs to the creator of jobs, gen-
eration of tax revenues, and construction of
building materials; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Delegates, the
Senate concurring, That the Federal Trade
Commission is hereby requested not to in-
stigate or prosecute anti-trust charges
against the Georgia-Paclfic Corporation con-
cerning its elght plywood plants in the
south; and

Be it further resolved, That the Clerk of
the House of Delegates is hereby directed to
forward a copy of this resolution to each
member of Congress from Virginia.

Many of us have from time to time
expressed concern over the growing
power of the regulatory agencies of the
Federal Government, where regulations
and arbitrary orders far transcend any
legislative guidelines. This is a danger-
ous area, because no one knows from
day fto day what the law is. Regulations
and even press releases tend to become
“law” and a minor concession to com-
mission fiat in one instance may lead to
broad usurpation of power in another.
Far too much of this type regulation
exists in America today and this is just
another sad example of unchecked bu-
reaucracy at work.

I call upon the proper committees of
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Congress to make a thorough study of
this action by the FPTC, to see what is
behind this capricious attempt to shackle
a great industry, whose only guilt is the
success it has achieved in opening up
new development and more employment
in areas where it has been badly needed.
I know what Georgia-Pacific has meant
to Emporia. It has provided employment
from areas all over Greensville County
and across the North Carolina line to
some people who have been on the
marginal roster for years. Many of these
people have found new hope in gainful
employment which they had every rea-
son to expect would continue. The fire
could not have been avoided, but the
heavy hand of the Federal Trade Com-
mission is today keeping these people
from work to which they would other-
wise be entitled.

Congress has the obligation to police
the activities of the regulatory commis-
sions which it established by law. This
is a function which should be exercised
in cases such as this, where there is an
obvious attempt to grab more power than
Congress intended for the agency to
have. Georgia-Pacific has violated no
law; it has not acted against the public
interest. In this instance, the company
recognizes full well that to close its op-
erations in these eight areas would ad-
versely affect the economy. I hope that
the Commission and Congress will seri-
ously consider the implications in this
action. In the present state of our econ-
omy, I do not believe it is wise or prudent
for the Government to be taking ex-
ploratory actions of this type which
obviously will be leading toward unem-
ployment and providing further eco-
nomic difficulties.

MOBILE DENTAL CLINIC PROGRAM
IN VENTURA COUNTY, CALIF.

(Mr. TEAGUE of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am from the small California com-
munity of Santa Paula in Ventura Coun-
ty. I was born, raised, and have subse-
quently spent much of my life in this
area. As a child, growing up, I was a
member of a fortunate minority of chil-
dren who were able to afford to have
proper dental care. Unfortunately, for
too long a time, the children of low-in-
come families in the Ventura area have
been denied proper dental attention be-
cause of their inability to pay for costly
dental services.

I am happy to announce today that be-
cause of a joint effort by the dental
schools of the University of Southern
California and the University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles, a mobile dental
clinic program has been initiated to work
to alleviate this problem which confronts
too many children in Ventura County.

The dental services provided for these
children will be staffed by dental stu-
dents, dental hygiene students, and fac-
ulty—all donating their time.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to insert into the REcorp an article
about this program written by Miss
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Jackie Reinhardt, California regional
medical programs communications co-
ordinator.

A JoinT UCLA-USC ErFoRT—MOBILE DENTAL
CriNic ProGraM STARTS UP IN VENTURA
CounTY THIS MONTH

A little over a year ago school nurses in
Ventura County were asked by the RMP Dis-
trict Committee what they saw as the most
pressing health need among children. Their
response came back loud and clear: bad
teeth!

Beginning this month, & mobile dental
clinic program will get underway in Santa
Paula, the first of four sites to be visited over
a year-long period by students from USC and
UCLA Dental Schools.

An estimated 700 to 1,000 low-income ele-
mentary school age children eventually will
be brought into the program as it extends
to communities in Oxnard, Simi Valley and
Ventura.

Initiation of this service climaxes many
months of searching by an RMP-CHP Dental
Task Force which investigated other com-
munity-based alternatives before tapping
outside resources. This 34-member group—
chaired by Norman H. Portler, retired den-
tist—includes representation from the
County Health Department, Ventura County
Community Councll, Ventura Dental Society
and local civic organizations.

The USC Dental School, contacted in Feb-
ruary through Dr. Charles Goldstein, faculty
advisor, will bring two mobile units which,
along with locally-provided rooms, will be
staffed by about 40 dental students, dental
hygiene students and faculty. Beginning in
September, this equipment also will be used
once 8 month by a 30-member UCLA Dental
School team under the direction of Assistant
Dean James Freed, D.D.S., and Calman
EKurtzman, D.D.S,, fleld coordinator.

Among the services to be provided are
dental examination, x-rays, cleaning, fluoride
applications, fillings and education about
dental hyglene and nutrition. All personnel
services are donated. The only costs are for
supplies, transportation, housing and meals,

In Santa Paula where children from Fill-
more, Piru, Ojal and Saticoy communities
will come for clinic sessions June 19, July 10
and July 24, expenses are being met through
local contributions and volunteer services.
Joe Bravo, Barbara Webster School superin-
tendent who heads community planning com=
mittees in charge of arrangements cited:

Lodging for the dental team at a Fillmore
nursery school and St. Sebastian Church in
Banta Paula.

Preparation of meals for children and
workers by the Mexican-American Civic orga-
nization and several other groups.

A program of supervised play set up by
the Santa Paula Recreation Department.

Transportation for parents and children by
policemen who have volunteered to man
school buses during off-duty hours.

Follow-up services offered without charge
by several local private dentists.

“You might say the community reception
has beep spontaneous,” Mr. Bravo noted, “and
it's been ballooning ever since.”

He said 16 letters were sent out to com-
munity people. “We thought we would be
fortunate if we got elght back; instead 14
responded with offers to help.”

An estimated 150 children will be seen ini-
tially in the Santa Paula clinie, a meaning-
ful start in meeting the dental needs of
475 youngsters already identifiled as eligible
for the program and requiring care.
PROBLEMS ENOWN TO DR. FORTIER BEFORE TAK~

ING ON CHAIRMANSHIPF OF RMP-CHP DENTAL

TASK FORCE

Last August when Norman H. Fortier,
DM.D., took on the job or organizing and
chairing an RMP-CHP Dental Task Force In
Ventura County, there was no question in
his mind as to what the priorities were,

Untll retiring 1968, he spent more than
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four decades practicing dentistry. Thirty-five
of those years were in private practice in
Rhode Island where he was president of the
state dental soclety and 10 years in a two-
chalr clinic at Ventura County General Hos-
pital.

It was during his latter service that Dr.
Fortler became aware of the unmet dental
needs in Ventura, particularly among adoles-
cents who did not get remedial or preventive
dental care early.

“There was a steady stream of dental
patients into the hospital clinie,” he noted.
“It wasn't very hard to find a need especlally
after the Health Department discontinued
its children's program.”

In the Ventura dentist's view, it is too soon
to judge the acceptance of the County-wide
mobile dental clinic program which will
begin this month, although the signs point
toward its success.

Dr. Fortier does acknowledge, however, “a
community consciousness—a kind of awak-
ening” which the dental program has stim-
ulated.

“If people are not aware of situations, nat-
urally, they aren't going to do anything,” he
said. "“This program is involving an awful lot
of people who have been able to effect health
care directly through comprehensive plan-
ning.”

NEW YORK TIMES DOES MORE
THAN REPORT THE NEWS

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most incredible episodes involving
national policy, national security, and
journalistic freedom is currently unfold-
ing.

Now and for some time, the editors of
some of the Nation’s news publications
have disagreed with the actions of this
country in Indochina. No responsible
public official would deny any individual,
whether he be a publisher or otherwise,
the right to disagree with national policy.

The revelation of recent actions by the
New York Times, however, should leave
all responsible Americans profoundly
shocked and dismayed.

It appears that the New York Times
received documents clearly classified as
“secret” under the Sabotage and Espio-
nage Act of 1954. The June 17 edition of
the Washington Post reports that a re-
porter for the New York Times obtained
access 3 months ago to a 7,000-page secret
Pentagon study of our entry into Indo-
china. If publication of news were the
principal purpose of existence of the
New York Times, it follows that publica-
tion of their discovery of the workings
of the American Executive Department
would have required publication almost
concurrently with the date when the
documents were received.

But the purpose of the New York Times
publishers was not to publish news upon
its discovery. The delay in publication
was obviously well orchestrated to coin-
cide this week with the debates in both
the House and the Senate concerning our
Vietnam involvement. The results of
these debates was to be reflected in votes
upon matters which would, or could, have
immediate, profound, and irreversible ef-
fect on our Vietnam policy.

It should be clear to everyone that the
purpose of the publication of the articles
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was to influence the vote in both the
House and the Senate so as to bring
American foreign poliey in line with the
thinking of the editorial staff of the New
York Times.

Let me put aside the question of viola-
tions of law which the courts will act
upon, hopefully giving some of these gen-
tlemen the opportunity to meditate, un-
der austere circumstances, upon their
actions.

Let me put aside the impact that the
revelations of the thoughts and utter-
ances of those involved in setting na-
tional policy will have upon diplomatic
relations with some of our most trusted
allies.

Let me put aside the possibility, if not
the probability, of compromising secret
codes used by the United States which
could have permanent damaging effects
on national security.

What we should concern ourselves
with is the fact that the editors of the
New York Times have not been selected
by the American people to exercise a
veto power over matters of national pol-
icy set by elected officials. If the pub-
lishers and the editors of the New York
Times wish to set national policy, under
our system of government, the method
is clear, although difficult. The method
is to offer themselves for the office of
the Presidency of the United States or
other national positions, But it is obvious
that they prefer the shields of the walls
of their own offices from which to at-
tempt to influence national policy.

We should not forget that the series
of articles which were being published,
during this week of critical debate, con-
tain the impressions and conclusions
of writers who themselves are sym-
pathetic with the views of their em-
ployers.

1t is impossible for any of us not hav-
ing access to the documents themselves
to determine if the impressions and con-
clusions reached by the New York Times
writers are accurate, or the conclusions
that a reasonable man, free from precon-
ceived notions might reach. Inasmuch
as the documents are not available to the
public, we must withhold judgment.

am suggesting that the plan of the
New York Times editors was to present a
damaging series of articles at a critical
time and thus influence votes by Mem-
bers of both the House and Senate. If, in
fact, it should later develop that the con-
clusions put forth in the series of articles
were erroneous, but the outcome of the
facts had unalterably changed national
policy, the cynical scheme would have
achieved its purpose. Later revelations of
truth would be moot in their impact.

Let me suggest that if the editors of
the New York Times were sincere in re-
vealing the truth they would have pub-
lished their series early in point of time
so that any erroneous conclusions of
their writers could have been corrected
in the public forum, assuming that na-
tional security would not be further com-
promised.

The implication is clear. The editors
of the New York Times set themselves
upon a deliberate course to sabotage
American policy in Indochina. Reporting
the news and giving the public the facts
were secondary.
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Time and more full disclosures of truth
provide the final answer for us all.

CALLS FOR VOLUNTARY PRAYER IN
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

(Mr. MIZELL 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, MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I am today
reintroducing my joini resolution call-
ing for a constitfutional amendment to
restore the right of voluntary prayer in
public schools and other public places.

I am personally convinced, M.
Speaker, that the authors of the Consti-
tution had no intention of forbidding
public prayer, or of abridging any reli-
gious freedom, as set forth explicitly in
the first amendment.

The courts have disagreed with this
opinion in a series of decisions begin-
ning 9 years ago. They say the authors
of the Constitution did not approve of
public prayer, despite the fact that at
the Constitutional Convention of 1787,
every session was begun with a public
prayer, as suggested by Benjamin Frank-
lin.

The courts have said that the invoca-
tion of God’s blessing through public
prayer is not consistent with our heri-
tage of religious freedom, despite the fact
that not one of the 37 Presidents of the
United States has assumed the “splendid
misery"” of that office without first call-
ing on the Almighty—in the presence of
their countrymen—to guide and sustain
them.

From antiquity to our modern age, the
hand of God has been the most signifi-
cant influence on the works of man.

The Bible, in the 33d Psalm, reminds
us that “Blessed is the nation where God
is the Lord.”

As a nation whose motto is “In God
We Trust,” we have, in less than two cen-
turies, grown to be the mightiest and
freest and greatest Nation in the history
of the world. These two facts cannot, in
my estimation, be reconciled as merely
coincidental.

Gen. George Washington, in his dark-
est days at Valley Forge, is known to have
gone to a private place for prayer.

Abraham Lincoln, in the ecritical years
of his Presidency, said he was often
“driven to his knees” in prayer as the last
refuge against the “stormy present” of
his day.

President Kennedy, in his inaugural
address 10 years ago, issued this chal-
lenge: “Let us go forth to lead the land
we love, asking His blessing and His help,
but knowing that here on earth, Goed's
work must truly be our own.”

And if we are to do His work—and
ours—we must preserve the right to call
upon God publicly and seek His guidance,
not covertly, not in fear of legal re-
prisal, but cpenly, in a spirit of hope.

For this reason, I am reintroducing the
same amendment I proposed in the 91st
Congress, an amendment reasserting a
freedom that is central to our past, and
essential for our future.

As I said during the last Congress, I
want to make it clear that I am against
compulsory prayer in our schools, and I
am completely against the promotion of
a state religion.
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But I have supported, and will con-
tinue to support, every measure that will
insure the right of every American to
pray voluntarily in public as well as in
the confines of his home or church.

The amendment I offer today is in that
spirit, and I offer it at this time for the
consideration and approval of my col-
leagues.

WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. MoTcHELL) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr, MITCHELL, Mr. Speaker, in deal-
ing with the pressing domestic problems
that confront our Nation, we have come
to refer all too frequently to the conse-
quences of rising expectations that are
not only unmet but in many cases ig-
nored. We promised our citizenry the
Great Society, but wound up with a so-
ciety in serious trouble, gravely divided
over the war and destruction—abroad
and at home. The answer to this situation
surely does not lie in continuing to ignore
the problem nor in implementing half-
hearted measures that will only perpetu-
ate the trend of unkept promises.

Where we have failed most miserably
in our efforts to solve our Nation's prob-
lems has been in the realm of improving
the plight of the poor. We initiated a war
on poverty at home, but our war abroad
cut the heart out of this domestic cam-
paign. Yet our military folly continues
to consume our national resources, and
the plight of the poor worsens.

Our present welfare system marks a
prime example of cur failure to fulfill
this obligation to our impoverished citi-
zenry, We are agreed that the present
system is a nightmare and that we can
no longer continue with it. It is costly,
inefficient, unjust, discriminatory, in-
adequate, and administratively unwork-
able. Unfortunately, the same must be
said for H.R. 1 as it is now before us.

President Nixon has termed his family
assistance plan the “most important
piece of social legislation in the history of
the Nation." As presently constituted,
however, it would be the most reprehen-
sible piece of social legislation in the
history of the Nation. The President
stated in August 1969, when he intro-
duced his family assistance plan to the
Nation that no one should be worse off
financially under the provisions of his
new program than they are under the
current welfare system. Such is glaringly
not the case under the provisions of
HR. 1.

It is most important that we reject
this measure. It is not a first step for-
ward in the reform of our welfare sys-
tem. Instead it is a giant step backward.

The Ways and Means Committee has
been most generous in its decisions re-
garding an increase in benefit levels in
certain categories of assistance. First,
there is a 5-percent hike in social secu-
rity benefits, which are to be adjusted an-
nually in accord with the rise in the
cost of living. The fully federalized pro-
gram of welfare payments to the needy
aged, blind, and disabled, established
under a new title XX, also entails higher
benefits to recipients.
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However, there is no comparable in-
crease in the benefit level under the aid to
families with dependent children pro-
gram, which will include 19.4 million of
the estimated 25.6 million welfare recip-
ients in 1973. This is not an unexpected
turn of events. At present there exists a
discrepancy between the assistance levels
for adults as compared to those for the
children in the AFDC program. HR. 1
only serves to sharpen the inconsistency
among these categories of assistance.

I firmly support the augmentation of
benefits for those on social security as
well as for the needy aged, blind, and
disabled. Yet I cannot favor an overall
system that would provide an aged couple
with twice the benefits that it does for a
poor family of four. H.R. 1 would estab-
lish distinctions in categories of payment
based on status rather than on need.

It is shocking to learn that the per-
centage of nonwhite recipients in the
AFDC category is 43. In the three other
categories of assistance it ranges from
22 to 36 percenft. Such actions are not
only contrary to the best interests of the
non white recipients involved. They are
contrary to the well-being of us all, and
such discriminatory distinctions must be
considered unacceptable by all Members
of this Congress.

Under H.R. 1 an estimated 90 percent
of the welfare families in 45 States and
the District of Columbia would be re-
ceiving Federal benefits that are lower
than their present combined level of
AFDC payments and food stamps. The
$2,400 payment level for a family of
four established under the bill is far short
of the Federal Government's official de-
termination of the poverty level. Repre-
sentative WiLsuvr MiiLs, in an appear-
ance on Meet the Press on June 6, and
Health, Education, and Welfare Deputy
Undersecretary Robert Patricelli, as re-
ported in the Washington Post of June
16, have acknowledged that $2,400 is
not sufficient to provide a minimally ade-
quate income. The States would have fo
supplement the Federal payment if these
families are to live a decent existence.

We are faced today with a crisis result-
ing from our failure in the past to deal
adequately with the plight of those who
are in need of assistance. It is a problem
that is of the greatest consequence to
our Nation's future. Yet the primary
concern of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee with regard to FAP-OFF appears
to have been the fiscal woes of the States
and localities. Granted, this is a problem
that we cannot overlook.

Yet the effect of the enactment of
H.R. 1, with its failure to deal adequately
with the problems of the poor, would,
over the long run, be far more detri-
mental to the monetary health of the
States and the Nation. There can be
only short-term savings if we fail to act
vigorously on the problems presented by
the existence of poverty in our Nation’s
cities and rural areas. If we do not deal
with the crisis today, the cost to our
society tomorrow will be prohibitive.

H.R. 1 encourages the erosion of State
responsibilities in the field of welfare
at a time when State legislatures are
serambling over each other in an attempt
to determine which can enact the most
regressive reforms. States are not re-
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quired to maintain their present level
of benefits. If the Federal payments were
at an adequate level, it would not be
necessary for the States to augment these
benefits with their own funds. Yet under
the provisions of H.R. 1, the poor are far
from likely to receive adequate assist-
ance from either the Federal Govern-
ment or the States.

Requirements regarding State actions
that are stipulated in the current welfare
law and Federal support of some aspects
of the assistance program are done away
with in the present bill. For example,
the requirement that States adjust their
standard of need to the rise in the cost
of living has been eliminated. A similar
provision regarding automatic cost-of-
living boosts in social security benefits
has on the contrary been retained by the
Ways and Means Committee,

Currently, reductions in the percentage
of the State-determined need paid to
recipients must be approved by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. That would no longer be the case
under the modifications found in HR. 1.
Further disincentives for State supple-
mentation of the benefit level paid by
the Federal Government include a pro-
vision that if a State increases its pay-
ments to individuals above the amount
they received in money and food stamps
as of January 1, 1971, the State foots the
entire cost. In effect, this would mean
that States have little incentive to in-
crease their present level of benefits. In
fact, they may lower their benefit levels
by failing to supplement the Federal
payments.

The bill is also a nightmare of ques-
tionable provisions that either have al-
ready been declared unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court or do away with safe-
guards that are presently part of the
welfare law. First, despite the holding of
the Court in Smith against Thompson,
States are authorized to impose a 1-year
residency requirement for eligibility for
supplemental benefits. Hearing proce-
dures need no longer conform with many
current regulations regarding due proc-
ess. To cite an example, a recipient who
refuses a job offered to him would be
denied the right to a hearing before the
Government took away his benefits and
instituted the payment of the child’s
benefits to a third party. The bill also
lacks any clear definition as to what
constitutes good cause to refuse a job.
There is no provision in HR. 1 guaran-
teeing a recipient’s right to receive bene-
fits pending a hearing—in violation of
the Supreme Court’s decision in Gold-
berg against Kelly.

Second, a mother presently has the
right to be consulted concerning the ad-
equacy of child care for her dependents.
H.R. 1 contains no child care standards,
nor does it adequately fund such pro-
grams. Recipients may even have to pay
part of the cost of such services. Third,
in clear violation of the sixth amend-

ment, broad authority is granted to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to ban certain people from ac-
companying welfare recipients to fam-
ily assistance offices to assist them in
securing their legal rights.

We must also recognize that we can
no longer deceive ourselves concerning
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wherein lies the solution to the complex
problem of welfare and workfare. If work
were available, only 5 percent of those
individuals currently receiving welfare
benefits would be considered employable,
according to HEW figures. Certainly we
must provide job training and public
service jobs for those who can work, but
we must not delude ourselves into think-
ing that we can cope with the welfare
crisis by putting all people on the work
rolls instead of the welfare rolls. Provid-
ing jobs at $1.20 an hour for those 5 per-
cent who can work would give the wage
earner a mere $2,400 annual income.
Such underemployment is yet another
example of our failure to fulfill rising ex-
pectations and our delusion that if peo-
ple work, they are thereby automatically
self-supporting; $2,400 is simply not an
adequate income.

There are those who say that vast
numbers of welfare recipients are not
eligible for the payments they are get-
ting. I agree that we should insure that
those truly in need are not injured by
people receiving benefits illegally. Yet
when only four out of every thousand
recipients cheat on their welfare eligi-
bility conditions, again we need to look
elsewhere for a real remedy to this prob-
lem. Fewer people cheat on welfare than
do on their income tax returns. HR. 1,
however, treats welfare recipients as po-
tential cheaters and requires extensive
documentation and verification of eligi-
bility. Recipients are also forced to re-
apply for their benefits de novo every 2
years. This is both demeaning to the re-
cipient and costly to the taxpayer.

One out of every 10 of our children
is presently on welfare. It is their future—
and the future well-being of our Nation
with which we must be concerned. If
we fail to provide them with the means
necessary to free themselves from the
cycles of poverty and welfare, we will
be condemned to live in those cycles as
well. We must provide for these needs
now. We cannot reassure ourselves by
saying that future Congresses will im-
prove upon the harmful provisions in
the bill now before us. We cannot delude
ourseives into thinking that benefit levels
will asutomatically be increased to ade-
guate standards at some point in the
future.

What we must do in this session of the
Congress is to enact legislation that will
guarantee to every American the means
to maintain himself and his family at a
decent standard of living in this coun-
try of abundance for the many. HR. 1
does not meet that obligation. Therefore,
we must vote our consciences and defeat
the bill.

I would like to submit for the con-
sideration of my distinguished colleagues
an excellent analysis of HR. 1, title IV,
which was prepared by the center on
social welfare policy and law of Columbia
University.

HR. 1: THE OFPORTUNITIES ¥FOR FAMILIES
PROGRAM AND FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
(A Comment on Amendments to the Aid

to Familles with Dependent Children Pro-

gram Approved by the Committee on Ways
and Means, House of Representatives, May,

1971)

INTRODUCTION

The Columbia Center on Soclal Welfare

Policy and Law Is a national center for law
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reform in welfare and other government
benefit programs. Since its inception, the
Center has become familiar with all aspects
of the Social Security Act, particularly the
so-called categorical assistance programs
which are amended by the Pamily Assistance
and Opportunities for Families Programs,
and the ways in which these programs are
administered by the states. The Center has
conducted welfare litigation under the Act
and has worked closely with welfare recip-
ients, recipient organizations and public wel-
fare administrators on the local, state, and
federal levels.

Since the President first announced a spe-
cific welfare reform p in August of
1969, we have attempted to define the impact
of this and other proposals upon reciplents
and the general public, both in terms of ac-
tual benefits received and of the rights and
liabilities of those dependent upon some sort
of public assistance. In October of 1970 we
prepared a detailed analysis of the Family
Assistance Plan then being considered by the
Senate Finance Committee.! The following
comments are directed towards the latest ver-
sion of the Family Assistance Plan to come
before the Congress, HR. 1, as reported by
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives. The bill creates
two programs for low income familles with
children: Opportunities for Familles (OFF)
and the Family Assistance Plan (FAP). In
the first would be placed all families in
which there 1s at least one person judged
employable and therefore required to register
with the Secretary of Labor for manpower
services. This includes those already work-
ing, with incomes low enough to quallfy
them for supplemental assistance. The latter
will include all other needy families. A sep-
arate part of the bill, not dealt with herein,
provides aid to persons who are aged (over
65), blind or disabled, the "adult" assistance
categories.

Although it extends benefits for the first
time to the “working poor,” and promotes
uniformity through increased federal ad-
ministration, HR. 1 contalns little else in
the way of “welfare reform.” If enacted It
can result in a loss of benefits to 90% of
current welfare recipients and it will create
an administrative process antagonistic to-
wards concepts of individual rights and en-
titlements and unresponsive to severe hu-
man needs.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE
LEGISLATION

In August, 1969, the President submitted
a welfare reform program to the Congress.?
The President intended to ameliorate the
unequal distribution of benefits under the
current system by requiring a minimum in-
come level ($1600 for a family of four), aid-
ing all families with children, including those
with both parents present and the father
employed (the working poor), and requiring
those able to do so to accept jobs, job train-
ing or other services designed to increas®
their employability and decrease dependence.
Only eight states then pald less than $1600
to a family of 4 receiving Ald to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC). The other
states would have had to continue payments
sufficient to maintain current benefit levels.
In no case were benefits to be lowered because
of FAP. There was to be a uniform set of
rules and regulations under federal admin-
istration for determining eligibility and
grant levels. For recipients of Ald to the Aged,
Blind and Disabled, the “adult” assistance
categories, the President proposed a mini-
mum grant level of $30 per month per per-
son. The federal government was to assume
& major share of the cost of both programs,
and the states would be held harmless against
the expenditure of more than 90% of their
1970 welfare costs.

Footnotes at end of article.
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The House of Representatives, in the
Spring of 1970, voted to enact H.R. 16311,
essentially the President’'s proposal, with
some stricter provisions relating to the work
requirement and the support of dependents
by deserting parents, and a slightly higher
benefit level in the adult categories.

The Senate Finance Committee, with juris-
diction over H.R. 16311, disapproved of sev-
eral features of the legislation. The House-
passed bill, according to a committee staff
analysis,® allowed too many areas of admin-
istrative discretion and could lead to an
actual loss of benefits for some recipients
(those with earned income) in at least 22
states, Under pressure from the committee,
the Administration submitted new drafts of
FAP legislation in June and October of 1970.¢
and finally agreed to a third draft completed
in November and Introduced by Senators
Ribicoff and Bennett,® The final bill (herein-
after the November revision) contained guar-
antees against arbitrary administrative ac-
tion and adequate assurances that no state
would provide less in the way of actual cash
benefits after FAP. This bill was never voted
upon by the Benate because of the legisla-
tive log-jam which developed at the end of
1970.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF H.R. 1

§ 2101. Purposes.

H.R. 1 creates an income supplement and
employment program to replace the cash ben-
efits of Ald to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC). It is set up:

“For the purpose of—(1) providing for
members of needy families with children the
manpower services, training, employment,
child care, family planning, and related
services which are necessary to train them,
prepare them for employment, and other-
wise assist them in securing and retaining
regular employment and having the oppor-
tunity for advancement in employment, to
the end that such families will be restored to
self-supporting independent, and useful
roles in their communities, and

(2) providing a basic level of financial
assistance throughout the Nation to needy
families with children in a manner which
will encourage work, training, and seif-sup-
port, improve family life, and enhance per-
sonal dignity...."

This is in marked contrast to the purposes
of AFDC, of “encouraging the care of depend-
ent children in their own homes or in homes
of relatives . . . t0o maintain and strengthen
family life and to help . . . parents or rela-
tives to attain or retain capability for the
maximum self-support and personal inde-
pendence consistent with the maintenance
of continuing parental care and protection.®
The primary purpose of the Act was to per-
mit parents to raise their children at home by
eliminating economic hardships which might
force them to seek alternatives, There was,
then, a socletal determination to maintain
as much as possible a stable family life for
American children left without full parental
care.” The theory that no child should suffer
when circumstances leave him with no means
of subsistence is undercut when making
people work becomes the major alm of an ald
program. As many of the following comments
will show, real human needs are often ignored
in such a context.

§ 2102. Basic Eligibility for Benefits.

Families in which a member is judged em-
ployable and registers for manpower services,
tralning or employment are to be pald bene-
fits by the Secretary of Labor under OFF.
Benefits begin only after registration. Other
eligible families will receive benefits from
the SBecretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare in the FAP program. This distinction,
however, is likely to be blurred, at best, for
many recipients. Employabllity factors will
tend to fluct , for 1 because of
temporary disabllity, family break-up or
childbirth. Each such occurrence will require
a shift from one program to another. For
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many reciplents, therefore, the structure of
H.R. 1 will result in repeated moves between
the jurisdictions of OFF and FAP, entailing
frequent redeterminations of benefit levels
and eligibility. Although regulations under
the two programs are to be as nearly alike
as possible, § 2151, the procedure can easily
result In delayed or missed payments.
Coupled with the other extensive and
stringent requirements for applications and
the reporting of information set out below,
this twofold payment structure would appear
to present extensive administrative burdens
to reciplents and the government.

PART A: OFPORTUNITIES FOR FAMILIES PROGRAM,
REGISTRATION OF FAMILY MEMBERS FOR MAN~-
POWER SERVICES, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
§ 2111. All persons judged employable by

the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-

fare must register for manpower services.

The penalty for fallure to register has been

ralsed to §800 per year for each of the first

two refusing members. § 2162(c).® (FAP be-
gan with a $300 penalty, which was raised to
$500 in the house.)?

All persons are to be considered employable
except the following:

(1) persons unable to work because of 1ll-
ness, incapacity or advanced age;

(2) mothers or other caretaker relatives of
children under 3 years of age (under 6 until
July 1, 1974);

(3) mothers or other female caretakers of
children if an adult male relative is in the
home and has registered for employment
services;

(4) children under 16 or under 22 and in
school; and

(6) persons required at home to care for
an i1l or incapacitated member of the house-
hold.

All other persons must accept any em-
ployment, job tralning, or rehabilitation
service to which they are referred by the Sec-
retary of Labor.

While few would quarrel with the merits
of providing training and services to im-
prove the employabllity of those with no
income, it is doubtful that the OFF program
is realistically structured with that goal in
mind. Priority in providing manpower serv-
ices is to be given to “mothers and pregnant
women . . . Who are under nineteen years of
age.” ¥ The labor market is notoriously re-
stricted for this group, and it would appear
that self-sufficiency through employment
would be extremely remote for them. This
requirement is particularly puzzling in that
a pregnant woman becomes immediately un-
avallable for employment under § 2111(b)
once she gives birth. The section does, how-
ever, create the opportunity for harassment
of women applicants by local employment
personnel and at best for severe disruption
in the pattern of family life for young chil-
dren.* All further priorities are left to the
discretion of the Secretary of Labor.

By contrast, the priorities under the AFDC
Work Incentive Program (WIN), the pre-
cursor of OFF, are more clearly designed to
promote the employment of those most likely
to benefit from the program:

i. (a) Unemployed fathers currently par-
ticipating in & Work Experience and Train-
ing Program under Title V of the Economiec
Opportunity Act or who have participated
in a Community Work and Tralning Pro-
gram under section 409 of the Social Security
Act;

(b) Other unemployed fathers.

i, Mothers and other caretaker relatives
and essential persons who volunteer and are
currently participating in a Title V Work
Experience and Training Program.

i11. Dependent children and essential per-
sons age 16 or over who are not in school, at
work, or in training, and for whom there are
no educational plans under consideration
for implementation within the next 30
months.,

iv. Mothers and others who volunteer but
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are not currently involved in a Work Ex-
perience and Training Program and who have
no preschool children.

v. Mothers and others who volunteer and
have preschool children.

vi. Any others determined by the State to
be appropriate for referral. [456 CJF.R.
§220.35(a) (3) 1

These priorities are by no means com-
pletely equitable (they discriminate against
mothers, for example, even though the re-
sponsibilities of a single woman are com-
mensurate with a father's) but they seem
more designed to increase employability.

Priorities, and the work requirement itself,
become Irrelevant when one considers the
labor market today. Unemployment is now
6.1 percent (5,085,000 people). The rate for
blacks is 10 percent.!? The number of official-
1y poor persons rose in 1970 for the first time
in a decade, by 5 percent, to 25.56 million.'®
Welfare rolls have risen concurrently.¢

OFF will not provide jobs to meet this
kind of demand. The Administration esti-
mates that there will be 2.6 million families
with persons registering for employment
services. The bill provides for 412,000 train-
ing and job placement slots, 200,000 public
service employment slots, and 187,000 slots
now In the Work Incentive Program under
AFDC. This is a total of 799,000 placements,
leaving 1.8 million elther employed, placed
in vocational rehabilitation or drug treat-
ment, or unplaceable, Only 75,000 slots are
budgeted for upgrading the employability
of those in low paying jobs.” The Committee
on Ways and Means offers no estimate of
how many unemployed registrants will be
avallable for the 799,000 placement slots.

Public service employment jobs are to be
used to place those without jobs or training
programs, for a limited time only. Funding
is avallable for such placements for up to 3
years, after which the recipient must be hired
as a regular employee of the agency where
he is placed, or dropped from the program.
§2114(c).

The assumption on the part of many per-
sons in and out of government is that the
upsurge In welfare costs 1s due not to an
officlally-induced recession but to the laziness
of the poor and their unwillingness to wash
bed pans, for example.’* Yet reliable studies
indicate that poor people want to work and
will voluntarily take advantage of help in
getting jobs or tralning. As of 1969, HEW re-
ported 20.1 percent of welfare mothers in the
labor market. Of these, 66.5 percent were
working; 33.5 percent were unemployed, un-
able to find jobsl? A 1967 Wisconsin study
revealed that 53.7 percent of AFDC mothers
interviewed wanted to go to work if adequate
child care were available. Twenty-two per-
cent of those interviewed were already work-
ing; 256 percent had worked at some time
while receiving AFDC; over 8 percent had
never worked but had trled to find jobs since
coming onto the program.’®

The Ways and Means Committee itself
cites substantial data on the trend toward
mothers voluntarily assuming support of
thelr children.® This data would appear to
militate against the need for the application
of a coercive work requirement, particularly
to mothers of pre-school children. Under the
WIN program, volunteers were plentiful.®
Sanctions for refusal to work had been ap-
plied in only 200 cases as of October, 1969.2
In fact, a joint Labor-HEW task force on
WIN discovered that under-utilization of the
program has been due to the ignorance of
caseworkers and lack of outreach plus insuf-
ficient child care and medical facllities,
rather than to the intransigence of recipi-
ents.® Results of the OEO experiment in in-
come malintenance without a work require-
ment indicate that work effort will increase

Footnotes at end of article.
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among persons recelving supplementary pay-
ments:

“The data suggest that: i. There is no evi-
dence that work effort declined among those
receilving income support payments. On the
contrary, there is an indication that the
work effort of participants receiving pay-
ments increased relative to the work effort
of those not receiving payments.” =2

No work requirement can erase the lack
of effective training programs and worth-
while jobs available to the poor.
~“Ppersons are disadvantaged in the labor
market because employers and potential fel-
low employees discriminate against them on
racial and ethnic grounds, because soclal
forces have established school systems which
make them into unemployables and which
are prevented from responding to their
needs, because they are still resldentially
confined to areas where it is often uneco-
nomical for plants to locate; because the
relative cost of hiring them and raising their
productivity are often excessive, in view of
the multitude of ways in which they are dis-
advantaged; because mitigating their dis-
advantage seems to run counter to the short-
term interests of those trade union members
who are but two steps ahead of them in the
labor market queue; and because certain
government agencles, presumably charged
with the responsibility of supplylng services
on an equitable basis to all, remain at best
indifferent to efforts to equalize labor mar-
ket opportunities.” =

Successful manpower programs, in terms
of numbers of participants placed in jobs,
in a recession may simply mean that an
equal number of non-participants did not
receive jobs. Work requirements, like the
AFDC Work Incentive Program (WIN), which
made sense in an era of full-employment,
become oppressive in the context of a gov-
ernment-induced recession. It may be valld
public policy to combat inflation with high
unemployment; but we should not then pun-
ish the victims of this policy by denying re-
lief to those who do not work.

§ 2111(c) Standards for jobs and training
programs.

A registrant cannot challenge offered em-
ployment as unsuitable to his particular
needs or ability. By contrast, under the orig-
inal bill proposed by the President, and the
November revision, registrants could be com-
pelled to participate only in “suitable” em-
ployment and manpower cervices.® Suitable
was defined with reference to the degree of
risk to such individual’s health and safety,
his physical fitness for the work, his prior
training and experlence, his prior earnings,
the length of his unemployment, his realis-
tic prospects for obtaining work based on his
potential and the availability of training op-
portunities, and the distance of the avallable
work from his residence.®

The new work provision is an advancement
over most previous proposals in one respect:
it permits referral only to jobs which pay at
least a minimum of 75 percent of the federal
minimum wage (now $1.60 per hour) or ap-
plicable federal, state or local minimum or
prevailing rates, if higher. This prevents re-
ferral to those extremely low-paying posi-
tions which are often found suitable for as-
sistance recipients by state employment serv-
ices.”® The bill should, however, set a mini-
mum acceptable wage at the full federal
minimum. This is the rule adopted in the
case of public service employment programs.
(See § 2114(c) (4) ). There is no basis for this
discriminatory treatment of those in private
employment. If persons cannot be forced to
work for public employers for less, they
should not be forced to do so in private job
placements.

§ 2112. Child Care and Supportlive Services.

Lack of adequate child care facilities
should be specified as a basis for refusal to
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participate In the manpower program. The
Ways and Means Committee indicates that
no mother would be forced to undertake work
or training without adequate child care2»
but this idea is not stated in the bill. The
Secretary of Labor Is authorized to provide
child care for registrants, but there is no ex-
plicit remedy for the lack of such care. Un-
der AFDC states are prohibited from referring
any person to WIN if there are no adequate
child care services avallable.® The November
FAP revision provided that—

No family shall be denied benefits . . . or
have its benefits reduced, because an individ-
ual who is a member of such family refuses
work, if such individual is the mother, or
other relative of a child . . . who is caring
for such child, unless child care is provided
pursuant to section 436 or child care of the
same type and Treasonable equivalent
cost . . . is available for such child. § 448(c).

It should also be made explicit that a
family may choose for itself the best child
care arrangements, and that such cholce need
not be based only upon consideration of cost.

The WIN program, for example, requires
that care be suitable for the individual child
and that caretaker relatives be involved in
the selection of the child care to be used
if there s more than one source avalilable.
When there is only one source available care-
taker relatives need not accept it if they
“ecan show that 1t is unsuitable for their
child," =

Standards for child care facilities are left
completely to the discretion of the Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare. Adequate
day care should be defined in the act as in-
cluding maximum health and safety stand-
ards, an educational enrichment program,
and a location convenient to the home and
the parents’ place of work® Such quality
standards are apparently not to be applied
in judging whether care is adequate enough
to require the mother to accept manpower
servicesss

PART B: FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN
§ 2133. Child Care Services.

Child care services are to be supplied to
those FAP recipients required to participate
in Vocational Rehabilitation. The Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare is to devel-
op child care facllitles for FAP and OFF
families and to establish standards for such
programs. Comments on § 2112, supra, p. 11,
apply equally to this section.

PART C: DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS

§ 2151, See comments under § 2102, supra,
p. 4, on separation of payments under Family
Assistance and Opportunities for Families,

§ 2152, Eligibility for and Amount of Benefits,

H.R. 1 ostensibly raises the minmum fed-
erally guaranteed income floor from #1600
(in H.R. 16311 and Senate revisions) to £2400
for a family of four. The grant formula is
$800 for each of the first two family members,
$400 for each of the next three, £300 for each
of the next two, and $200 for the next mem-
ber. No family may receive more than $3600.3¢
A family unit, regardless of size, may retain
resources of up to $1500. However, under
the $1600 floor, families were also to be eligl-
ble for food stamps, which would provide
an income supplement of up to #$74 per
month or $918 per year.® Recliplents of FAP
will not be eligible for stamps § 502. In only
five states® and Puerto Rico are reclpients
entitled to less than $2400 in combined public
assistance and food stamps. Only the 872,500
recipients in these jurisdictions will gain
income under H.R. 1. In all other jurisdic-
tlons, serving 7,836,700 recipients, benefits are
reduced. (See section on state supplementa-
tion; p. 23, infra, for further comments on
reductions In benefits.) According to official
estimates, payments per reciplent in 1973 will
be $827 if AFDC is retained and only £494
under FAP and OFF.” Families will still be
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entitled to receive surplus commodities,
worth up to $432 per year, per family of four,
the alternative to food stamps under the
Agricultural Act.® This discrimination means
that in some communities families will re-
celve an income supplement in food benefits,
while their neighbors in the next county
will not.

Of course, families not now eligible for
benefits (the “working poor”) will gain up
to the federal floor. This group in addition
is expected to gain the most out of the In-
come disregard provisions, However, 1t must
not be forgotten that the Administration
expects only 7 million out of a 20.3 million
caseload to be members of the working poor
category.® The remainder will be without
any other source of income. (One-half of
the increase in poor persons in 1970 consisted
of families headed by women.)4

The United States Brueau of Labor Sta-
tistics estimates that as of January, 1970, an
average family of four required $6,960 to meet
minimum needs at a low living standard.2
The Consumer Price Index has risen 59%
during the past year, making the comparable
current low Iincome budget #7,370.64.4

A FAP grant of $2,400 provides 145 less than
the national “poverty level” of $3,960. This
figure is set annually by the Soclal Security
Administration as a minimal subsistence al-
lowance, but it is widely regarded as inade-
quate in terms of actual need:

“Technleally, an income at the poverty
level should enable families to purchase the
bare necessities of life. Yet an itemized bud-
get drawn at that level clearly falls short
of adequacy. There are many items for which
no money is budgeted, although these items
may be needed. Funds for them c¢an only
come out of sums already allotted to the basic
necessities of life."" @

AFDC now authorizes the states to provide
for "special needs’ ’'in addition to the basic
need grant.¥ This refers to extra cash pay-
ments for unusual or non-recurring expenses,
such as replacement of a worn-out refriger-
ator or stove, or a special diet for an i1l per-
son or pregnant woman, Special needs can
include ald to replace items lost in a disaster
such as a fire or theft. Most states make some
allowance for special needs. New Hampshire,
for example, allows additional grants for re-
placement of furniture, laundromat fees,
moving of household goods when there is a
valid reason for the move, property repairs,
a telephone or housekeeper for persons who
are ill, and special transportation costs®
FAF and OFF make no provision for meeting
speclal needs; those faced with an unusual
need must do without or deduct from an al-
ready minimal food and shelter allowance.
The Ways and Means Committee indicates
that the states are to continue special needs
grants, In a program totally separate from
any supplementation of FAP or OFF.#* These
grants are, of course, not mandatory, and
there is no federal contribution toward thelr
cost.

FAP and OFF grants are much lower than
grants under Ald to the Aged, Blind, and
Disabled, the so-called “adult” ald cate-
gories. These programs will provide $130 per
person in 1973, $140 in 1974 and #$150 in
19756: couples will receive $200 by 19744
Funding is wholly federal, with an optional
state supplementation provision. This fea-
ture of HR. 1 perpetuates invidious distinc-
tions which have come about partly because
the adult categorles can be set up by the
states as separate and distinct programs, and
partly because of local prejudices in favor of
needy adults and against AFDC reclplents.

The Administration has given no rational
basis for this extreme differentiation in grant
levels. The budget for adult reciplents in-
cludes the same components as that for
famlilies—food, shelter, clothing, and certain

See footnotes at end of table.
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personal expenses. Medical needs are not
met through basic grants. There is a work
incentive-income disregard in each program,
although in the adult categories it is a patch-
work, varying according to whether one is
aged, blind or disabled, which should be
standardized in any federal plan.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has calcu-
lated living costs for retired couples at low,
moderate and high lving standards, and
compared them with 1ts similiar budgets for
younger families.*® For items of basic need
such as food and clothing, the younger
family of four had to spend more of its
consumption dollar than the retired couple.
The BLS retired couple's lower budget in
1969 was $2,902, and is now $3,200 + over 80%
of which is met by H.R. 16311. By comparison,
only 61% of a family of four's budget is met
under Family Assistance.

§ 2152 (d) . Determination of Benefits.

Under the current Social SBecurity Act pay-
ments are based upon current needs. “Aid
shall be furnished with reasonable prompt-
ness to all eligible individuals.® This has
been interpreted to mean that: “only such
net income as is actually available for cur-
rent use on a regular basis will be considered
and only currently avallable resources will
be considered.”

Under HR. 1 budgets are not computed
according to current need. Budgets are com-
puted guarterly, and any income, in excess
of exempt income defined by § 2153, received
during the previous three quarters, is to be
deducted from benefits due for the current
guarter. This is true even though at the
time it received income a family was not
in receipt of any assistance benefits and had
to spend all its income to meet its needs.

Upon becoming eligible for FAP or OFF,
a family will be presumed to have saved all
income for the past 9 months in excess of
payment levels, In anticipation of its en-
titlement for benefits, A family suddenly
thrown out of work will thus have to wait
up to 9 months before it is eligible for any
payment, regardless of its ability to meet
current needs.’?

In other versions of FAP it was intended
that income be based on current gquarterly
needs. Annual accounting was reserved for
families in unusual situations, such as farm-
ing, in which the bulk of their income is re-
celved during a single quarter.™

§2152(e) Biennial Reapplication,

All payments cease automatically after two
years, despite continued need, unless a fam-
ily files a new application, to be treated “as
though it were such family’s initial applica-
tion for benefits under this title.” There is
no deadline by which payment must be made
after application, so benents can be withheld
indefinitely pending reprocessing, A $100
emergency grant is the only interim rellef
avalilable. (See p. 26. infra.) This provision
can result in thousands of families’ missing
benefits, simply because of ignorance of their
deadline. It would seem to entall consider-
able administrative expense and it is more-
over, superfluous as a check on eligibility
given the strict rules on furnishing informa-
tion. See p. 36 infra. The committee justli-
fies the requirement as a review of eligibility
and the reasons for dependence of each fam-
ily, in order to combat long-term reliance
on public assistance. However, administra-
tive officials can be required to review each
family's status periodically, as a check on
eligibility and other factors. The danger in
the reapplication requirement is that the
burden of compliance is shifted instead to
the reciplent family, and away from the
agency employee. In many cases a recipient
family is far less capable of compliance with
bureaucratic procedures.

§ 2152(f). Special Limits on Gross Income.

The Secretary may limit the amount of
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income which a family may realize from a
trade or business (including farming) and
remain eligible. Thus a family with a viable
occupation with high overhead is ineligible
despite its low actual income. Such a family
piust go without assistance or join those who
are unemployed and must be serviced under
the work program.

There is no similar provision allowing
such a limit in state AFDC programs.®

§ 2152(g) (1) Ineligible Individuals.

(1) The entire family is ineligible for ben-
efits if any of its members falls to take all
steps necessary to qualify for any “annuity,
pension, retirement, or disability benefit ., ..”
This 1s the only place In the bill where an
entire family is completely disqualified from
all benefits solely because one member fails
to comply with a program regulation. Even
the penalty for refusal to work is less: the
reduction of the family's grant in an amount
attributable to the refusing person’'s needs.

If any benefit carries with it a work re-
quirement, the eligible family member must
accept any required work, unless it falls to
meet OFF job-standards. The section there-
fore, in some cases, will create an additional,
more severe, penalty for failure to work. The
section should be altered so as not to result
in total family ineligibility.

(2) Individuals are ineligible if they are
unable 0 work due to a disability caused, in
whole or in part, by drug or alcohol abuse,
unless they are undergoing approved, avail-
able treatment. The Secretary is to provide
for “monitoring and testing” of such per-
sons, ‘to determine the extent to which the
imposition of such requirement is contribut-
ing to the achievement of the purposes of
this title.” § 2162(g) (2) (B).

It is this very tentative and experimental
nature of the section which gives cause for
concern. In effect those administering family
assistance are being asked to play a major role
In correcting drug and alcohol addiction, a
goal which appears to have eluded success
by numerous other agencles specializing in
and expertly equipped to deal with these
problems.

Decisions as to the extent of addiction and
alcoholism are to be made by welfare ad-
ministrators who presumably should be best
trained in other areas of soclal service. At
the same time it is questionable whether
treatment induced by threat of withholding
welfare can result in success, At least one
New York addiction treatment center re-
ports that it has never been able to treat
effectively any person referred by the wel=
fare department.®

It is clear that the onus of this require-
ment will in most cases fall on the family of
the alleged addlict or alcoholic. We question
the attempt to insert a major drug preven-
tion effort into a program designed to main-
tain family income and employability.
§2153. Meaning of Income.

§ 21563(b) Exclusions from Income.

A work incentive, designed to insure re=
cipients who work a higher income than those
who do not, has been part of the Social Secu-
rity Act since 1967. The incentive is accom-
plished by setting aside a given amount of
income which is to be retained by the re-
cipient and not deducted from his assistance
grant. In addition a family need not count
as income money earned by a student, in-
consequential or infrequently received in-
come up to set limits ™ and the cost of child
care. However, these latter exemptions can-
not exceed the lesser of $2,000 plus $200 for
each family member over four, or #3,000.
Finally, not subject to any limit, the family
may exclude any assistance based on need
undergoing job training or vocational re-
habilitation; any part of a grant, scholarship
or fellowship used for payment of tuition and
fees; home produce consumed by the family;
one-third of support or alimony paid to
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family members; and any amounts received
for care of a foster child.

Out of the work incentive of §720 plus
one-third must be pald all expenses of go-
ing to work, including all federal, state and
local taxes, union dues and ¢ther mandatory
payroll deductions, and transportation costs.
When these costs are high, expenses can
easily go beyond the exemption, leaving a
working family less actual tacome than one
where no member is employad.

Under current law, the work incentive it-
self is calculated on the basis of gross, not
net income:

The applicable amounts of earned income
to be disregarded [$30 per rmonth plus 14 of
the remainder under AFDC] will be deducted
from the gross amount of “earned income,”
and all work expenses, personal and non-
personal, will then be deducted. Only the
net amount remaining will be applied in
determining need and the amount of the
assistance payment.®

Under FAP and OFF, from gross income
one must deduct earnings of students, child
care costs and Inconsequential income. The
incentive is applied to whatever remains,
Work expenses must be met out of the incen-
tive. The amount of extra cash a recipient
realizes from every dollar earned will there-
fore be lower In many states under FAP than
under current programs.

To maximize the work Incentive in terms
of money for recipients the method currently
followed by HEW should be maintained un-
der FAP and state supplementation: from
gross income, deduct the Incentive of $720
plus 4 of the remainder; then deduct all
taxes and other payroll deductions; then

deduct personal work expenses such as trans-
portation, etc. and other work or training
expenses, child care costs, Income of students
and Inconsequential income.

The celling on additional exemptions is
unrealistically low. In a family of four which

must pay $30 per week for child care, a low
estimate for a single parent working full
time, any older child eannot retaln over $500
& year, even if he requires more to meet edu-
cational eosts. This is the first time such a
limit has been proposed.

§ 2155. Definition of Family and Child,

A family is defined as two or more related
persons living together In a place main-
tained by one as his or her home, who are
residents of the United States and one of
whom is a citizen or an alien admitted for
permanent residence. The definition of
“maintained as & home” is unclear and un-
less loosely interpreted may be used in an
attempt to deny federal benefits to migrants
or other persons of unfixed domiecile,

College Students. There is an absolute ex-
clusion of any family whose head is an un-
dergraduate or graduate student “regularly
attending a college or university.” This ar-
bitrarily forecloses any recipient from pursu-
ing a higher education, even though within
& brief period his or her carnings potential
would rise far beyond dependency levels, The
overly .broad exclusion makes ineligible a
family head who might be working or will-
ing to work full time, and study part time,
at his own expense, on a scholarship, or even
at a free public institution. In current aid
programs, college attendance clearly cannot
be a factor in eligibility.™ Under the WIN
program, reciplents regularly attend college,
under administrative determination that this
is the best “employability” plan for them.
Buch determination by O¥F should not be
arbitrarily precluded.

Residency. Individuals are not eligible for
FAP or OFF who remain outside the United
States for thirty days until they have resided
agaln in the U.S. for thirty consecutive days.
This section does not apply to persons whose
absence 1s due to employment or military
service. The Supreme Court has twice pro-

Footnotes at end of article.
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hibited the states from imposing any resi-
dence requirement on ARDC recipients.™ The
right to travel extends to travel abroad, and
its restriction is violative of the fifth amend-
ment when imposed by the federal govern-
ment.

“In terms of federal power, the discrimina-
tion created by the one-year requirement
violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth
Amendment." ©

The bill would aid only familles with chil-
dren, excluding single adults or married cou-
ples without children living at home.

Two executive commissions within the past
five years have recommended across-the-
board aid to needy individuals,® as do several
alternative welfare reform bills before the
House. Although H.R. 1 does go beyond pres-
ent programs in providing for federal aid
to intact families with an employed parent,
it nevertheless perpetuates the normative
categorizing of the poor which is character-
istic of current ald programs.®® There is no
equitable basis for extending help to persons
with children and denying it to those with-
ouf, when needs are identical,

§ 2155(d) Income and Resources of Non-
Contributing Individuals.

This section requires that Family Assistance
benefits be reduced by the income of adult
members of the family unit, whether or not
they are legally obligated to support all of
the members of a recipient family. The in-
come of a parent or spouse of a parent is pre-
sumed to be income to the entire family
whether or not it is available to them. A
male may have numerous obligations to sup-
port persons with whom he is not presently
living, yet his entire income is budgeted for
his spouse’s household.

Requiring income of the parent’s spouse to
be budgeted for the needs of the entire fam-
ily, even if he is not legally liable for their
support, creates the danger that needy chil-
dren will go without aid because of their
mother's marriage, a practice which the
Supreme Court has invalidated under the
Bocial Security Act. In King v. Smith,™ the
Court ruled that an AFDC family's grant
could be not terminated because of the sus-
pected presence of an adult male in the
household. HEW has implemented this deci-
sion by requiring that income of a household
member not be attributed to a family (un-
less actually avallable) unless that person is
liable, under a state law of general applica-
bility, for the support of someone in the
family who is recelving assistance™

The Supreme Court recently upheld this
regulation under the Soclal Security Act:

“Any lesser duty of support might merely
be a device for lowering welfare benefits with-
out guaranteeing that the child would reg-
ularly recelve the income on which the re-
duction is based, that is to say, not approx-
imate the obligatlon to support placed on
and normally assumed by natural or adop-
tive parents.” =

Bection 2155(d) as now written penalizes
children whose mothers choose to remarry.
In all but one state a step-parent need not
support his wife's children unless he chooses
to adopt them. Attributing his income to the
entire family (not just to his wife, whom he
is liable to support) creates a strong disin-
centive to marriage and family stability.

For these rersons the phrase “or spouse of
a parent' in § 2155(d) should be deleted.*”
§21566. Optional State Supplementation.

No state will be required to pay any addi-
tional assistance to any recipient under the
FAP or Opportunities for Famllies programs.
For 5,787,500 current recipients in 29 states
plus the District of Columbia.®® (66.89% of
the total caseload) current AFDC payments
are above FAP-OFF levels, In 45 states,
7,827,500 are entitled to higher benefits
counting the food stamp bonus. Again cal-
culating on the basis of AFDC benefits alone,
a family of four in nine states will lose $100
or more per month.*” For all of these per-
sons, benefits can be lowered to FAP levels,
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If states do choose to comply, elligibility
must be determined according to FAP rules.
Otherwise, any state payments will be de-
ducted from FAP or OFF grants, and thus
negated.

The federal government will guarantee
that no state which voluntarily chooses to
supplement federal benefits will have to
spend more than it did on categorical ald in
calendar 1971." However, the hold harmless
provision will not apply If a state raises
benefits above 1971 AFDC levels plus the food
stamp bonus. These levels are defined re-
strictively. The state may not include pay-
ments to any persons ineligible under its
1971 AFDC program, but at its own expense
it may supplement intact families. This is a
strong disincentive towards henefit increases,
despite sharply rising living costs. It is a
direct repudiation of current Congressional
policy requiring that states adjust needs Jev-
els and maximum payments to reflect
changes in living costs as of 1960," under
which twenty-five states have made recent
upward adjustments in grants. There is no
provision for cost-of-living increases in FAP
or OFF (although another part of HR. 1
requires such increases In Social Security
benefits) and this sectlon precludes such
increases by the states.

In his first formal statement on welfare
reform, the President pledged that benefit
levels would not be reduced for families
aided under existing AFDC programs,™ Previ-
ous bllls supported by the Administration
required states to pay the difference between
current benefit levels and the federal floor
to all families currently eligible for AFDO
(L.e., excluding the working poor).™

Although under H.R, 1 not all states are
expected to cut out all payments immedi-
ately, the current rash of grant reduction
announcements ™ indicates that this will be
the inevitable result.

Residency. The states may Iimpose resi-
dency requirements of unlimited duration
on eligibility for supplementation. As noted
above, the Supreme Court has twice made
it clear that no such requirement can con-
stitutionally be imposed.™ In Shapiro v.
Thompson, it is specifically stated that Con-
gressional authorization will not save a resi-
dency requirement:

“Finally, even if it could be argued that
the Constitutionality of § 402(b) [permitting
& one-year residence requirement in AFDC]
is somehow at issue here, It follows from
what we have sald that the provision, insofar
ag 1t permits the one-year walting period re-
quirement, would be unconstitutional, Con-
gress may not authorize the states to violate
the Equal Protection Clause, , .. Congress
is without power to enlist state cooperation
in a joint federal-state program by legisla-
tion which authorizes the state to violate
the Equal Protection Clause

PART D—PROCEDURAL AND GENERAL
PROVISIONS

§ 2171 (a) Third Party Payments

Under two circumstances benefits are to
be pald to someone other than the family
head. The first is when there is shown in-
competency to manage funds on the part of
the family head; the second, when the family
head has refused to register for manpower
services or accept training, employment or
rehabilitation services. Payments In such
cases may be made to “any person other than
& member of such family .. . who is inter-
ested In or concerned with the welfare of
the family.” 7 This language creates the pos-
sibility that payments may be made to a
caseworker or other public oficial, who may
have made the original decision to begin third
party payments, and is then In a position to
dictate the ways In which the grant may be
spent. Assuming the valldity of third party
payments under these circumstances, prefer-
ence should be given to other family mem-
bers or resldent non-family members.™

Third party payments may be made in cases
of mismanagement only after a hearing. A
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similar right should apply in the case of re-
fusal to enter the manpower program.
§2171(a) (4) Emergency Assistance,

A family who applies for benefits, is faced
with a “financial emergency,” and can estab-
lish presumptive eligibility, may receive an
emergency grant of up to $100 pending proc-
essing of his application. This grant is then
deducted from its first assistance payment.

Emergency assistance, or a cash grant over
and above basic benefit levels, 1s now per-
mitted by statute at any time, for a period
of up to 30 days each year, to reciplents
without resources to “avold destitution . . .
or to provide living arrangements.” ™ Ex-
amples of situations in which assistance is
avallable are a home destroyed by fire, flood
or other disaster, extensive theft, or a lost
or stolen assistance payment.® In addition,
grants should not be recovered from regular
payments. An emergency encom costs
over and above recurring family needs, and
an emergency grant should be recognized as
such. While some means is necessary to meet
immediate needs during application proce-
dures, such emergencies do not arise only at
the time of initial application. Some provi-
slon should be made by FAP for special
grants any time a family is destitute.

Moreover, a $100 ceiling is not adequate.
There is no time limit on the processing of
applications and beginning of payment. One
hundred dollars is scarcely adequate to pro-
vide a family with food and shelter for an
indefinite period, particularly when emer-
gency needs caused it to apply In the first
place. In those states now providing ‘for
emergency needs, payments per family aver-
aged $151.85 for a single month, December
of 1970
§ 2171(c) Hearings and Review.

Hearings

§2171(¢), the provision for hearings to
challenge administrative decisions ignores
Goldberg v. Kelly, the March 1970 Supreme
Court decision holding that prior hearings
are constitutionally compelled,™ as well as
numercus later decisions applying Goldberg
to other situations besides total termina-
tion =

The Court in Goldberg noted that a prior
hearing is necessary because:

Termination of aid pending resolution of
a controversy over eligibility may deprive
an eligible reciplent of the very means by
which to live while he walits. Since he lacks
Independent resources, his situation be-
comes immediately desperate.®

Forty-slx percent of all AFDC determina-
tions are reversed after hearing.® The onus
of administrative lawlessness, when it mani-
fests itself as a wrongful eligibility determi-
nation should not fall on eligible but wrong-
ful rejected applicants who may Iterally
starve walting for a fair hearing.

Now that the Court has spoken, exact
standards as to the content of the hearing
process should be lezislated. Not every prior
hearing satisfies the due process clause. 'I'he
SBupreme Court requlred:

“That a reciplent have timely and ade-
quate notice detalling the reasons for a
proposed termination, and an effective op-
portunity to defend by confronting any ad-
verse witnesses."

An effective opportunity to be heard must
include the right to retaln an attorney should
the recipient desire it.%

“Finally, the decislon maker’'s conclusion
as to a recipient’s eligibility must rest solely
on the legal rules and evidence adduced at
the hearing . . . To demonstrate compliance
with this elementary requirement, the de-
cislon maker should state the reasons for his
determination and indicate the evidence he
relied on . . . though his statement need not
amount toa full opinion or even formal find-
ings of fact and conclusions of law. And, of

Footnotes at end of article,
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course, an Impartial decision maker is es-
sential®™

The Ways and Means Committee assumes
that procedural requirements of the Admini-
strative Procedure Act, embodylng most of
these requirements, will apply.® However,
this is certainly not made clear in the legis-
lation itself.

Judicial review

Bectlon 2171(c¢) (3) provides that “the de-
termination of the after . . . hear-
ing as to any fact shall be final and con-
clusive and not subject to review by any
court.” The reasons why this clause should
be excised are fundamental. The issue rises
to Constitutional dimensions:

Among the attributes of law upon which
“freedom is dependent ., .” are the “restric-
tions it places on the discretion of authority.
From Caesar to Napoleon to Hitler, disaster
followed when that lesson was ignored.
Vague as the contours of the broadest dele-
gation may be, the delegation cannot be
boundiess. To foreclose review is to make
possible the exercise of boundless power . , .
an attempt to limit such review would be
unconstitutional .

As long ago as 1886, the Supreme Court in
Yick Wo v. Hopkins ™ asserted the necessity
of judicial review of the factual basis for ad-
ministrative action. The Court condemned
as unconstitutional the arbitrary manner in
which officials applied an otherwise valid li-
censing ordinance so as to discriminate
against Chinese laundries:

For the very idea that one man may be
compelled to hold his life, or the means of
living, or any material right essential to the
employment of life, at the mere will of an-
other, seems to be intolerable in any country
where freedom prevails, as being the essence
of slavery itself.m

In American School of Magnetic Healing
v. McAnnulty”® the Court upheld the right
of review as regards the “legal right [of
plaintiffs] under the general acts of Con-
gress to have their letters delivered ., . . in
the face of the statutorily unauthorized re-
fusal of the Postmaster. The Court said:

Otherwlise [if there is no review], the in-
dividual is left to the absolutely uncontrolled
and arbitrary action of a public and ad-
ministrative officer, whose action is unau-
thorized by any law and is In violation of
the rights of the individual . . "=

And in Schware v. Board of Bar Exam-
iners™ and Konigsberg v. State Bar® the
Court overturned the refusal of state officials
to admit plaintiff lawyers to the bar where
substantial evidence did not support the
officials’ determination as to “good moral
character.”

Even in applying permissible standards,
officers cannot [consistently with due process
of law] exclude an applicant where there is
no [evidentlary] basis for their finding that
he fails to meet these standards [citing Yick
Wo'v, Hopkins].»

In these cases, the Court required officials
to observe due process and equal protection
requirements, even though only so-called
“privileges were involved (e.g., & laundry
license, use of the mails, and practice of
law). Professor Jafle has written that such
a “notion of privilege is . . . a perversion
of thought and of language' because “vast
numbers of the citizenry are deeply affected
[by privileges] in their daily life” It is
precisely in such field “that the rule of law
is most important.” ® The Court has Indi-
cated Its complete agreement,®™ most re-
cently in Goldberg v. Kelly.

Welfare benefits are of vital importance to
those recelving them, as Goldberg under-
scores. If these benefits are cut off and sub-
stantial evidence—'. . . such relevant evi-
dence as a reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to support a conclusion' "—does
not support the determination, the cut-off
will be arbitrary. To deny judiclal review
would arguably deny due process of law
because of arbitrariness and the important
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interests at stake (the Court would weigh
the personal as against the institutional in-
terests, as it did in Goldberg). The lssue has
never been specifically decided because re-
view has rarely been denied. The review pro-
visions of the Administrative Procedure Act
exemplify the view that review should not be
cut off, The Court has referred to APA's gen-
erous review provisions and “construed that
Act not grudgingly but as serving a broadly
remedial purpose.” 1 5 T.8.C. 706 (2) (E) [the
APA] specifically authorizes courts to review
for substantlal evidence. So does 42 U.S.C.
405(g) , which authorizes review of social se-
curity determinations.

Congress proposes to backtrack by denying
factual review to reciplents of Family As-
sistance. This i1s inconsistent with its usual
action and probably inconsistent with due
process. The motivation is probably the feel-
ing that welfare administrators '@ act always
with good Intentions and in the Interests of
poor people. Veterans, whose claim to their
benefits is more deserving in the eyes of most
people than are the claims of merely poor
people, have suffered sever arbitrary action
at the hands of administrators.!® Poor peo-
ple will inevitably be treated less well. In
these days of growing disrespect for author-
ity, especially among the poor, Congress
should not deny the judiclary the power to
right administrative arbitrariness. This is
hardly a time for the legislative Branch to
remove & basle safeguard against unreason-
able or unfair administrative action.

In addition to expanding the scope of
judicial review, Congress should provide
that welfare benefits will not be cut off until
the applicant is accorded judicial review If
he desires such review. The procedural pro-
tections of Goldberg should be extended to
all stages of the welfare process, which in-
cludes judicial review of agency action, as
Barnett v. Lindsay held.'@

The cost to the government will be small,
since only a small percentage of hearing de-
cisions are appealed. Benefits to individuals
will include the avoidance of starvation (the
result of benefit termination to eligible re-
ciplents) and the dangerous disaffection ar-
bitrary administrative action induces in the
poor.

§2171(b). Overpayments
ments.

Recovery of overpayments is permitted ex-
cept when it would penalize family members
who were without fault in causing the over-
payment, when it would ‘‘defeat the purposes
of [the Act] or be against equity or good con-
science,” phrases which are explicitly un-
defined by the Administration.”™ FAP pay-
ments are by definition designed to meet only
subsistence needs, so that this enftire pro-
vision would appear to be meaningless since
recovery will always defeat the purposes of
the Act.

There should be no recovery of any over-
payment so long as & family is deemed in
need and entitled to FAP benefits. This prin-
ciple is recognized in current policy. Re-
covery is permitted only when a family pos-
segses sufficient income or resources above
what is neczssary for its basic needs ™

This is a straightforward formula which
can easily replace the overly vague and nor-
mative language of HR. 1. Reliance on the
criminal fraud sanctions in §2172 can
remedy intentional wrongdoing without pen-
alizing faultless error.

§2171(d) (3). Representation of Claimants,

This section: permits the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to place re-
strictions on persons, other than sattorneys,
who may represent recipients in any dealings
with FAP or OFF officials. Representatives
may be required to show that they are of
‘“‘good. character,” that they are “in good re-
pute, possessed of the necessary qualifica-
tions to enable them to render such claim=-
ants valuable service, and otherwise compe-
tent to advise and assist such clalmnants."

and Underpay-
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The Secretary may prohibit the appearance
before him of any person refusing “to com-
ply with the Secretary’s rules and regula-
tions" (the content of which is unspecified).

Regulations under the Social Security Act
have traditionally enforced the right of re-
cipients to a completely free choice of rep-
resentative. A fair hearing claimant or ap-
plicant;

“. .. may be represented by legal counsel,
or by a relative, friend or other spokesman,
or he may represent himself." 17

In addition, he

“May be assisted, if he so desires, by an
individual(s) of his choice (who need not
be a lawyer) in the various aspects of the
application process and the redetermination
of eligibility, and may be accompanied by
such individual(z) in contacts with the
agency and when so accompanied may also
be represented by them .. ."” 1%

For several years, hundreds of recipients
and other non-lawyers, known as lay advo-
cates, have learned the intricacles of state
and federal welfare laws and have effectively
represented their peers at fair hearings and
before state administrative personnel. The
results have been an impressive increase in
the ability of recipients to assert their rights
before the state agencies. A neighborhood
center on New York's Lower East Side was
an early example of successful lay advocacy:

“It was staffed by MFY (Mobilization for
Youth) pald professional social workers and
local citizens. The MFY lawyers instructed
the staff on rights and remedles that neither
the staff nor the other local citizens knew
existed. It accepted clients, determined their
needs, advocated causes, and often won cases.
The lay advocates' successes included revi-
sion of Inadequately computed budgets, ac-
quisition of extra light allowances, allow-
ances for special diets, grants for welfare ar-
bitrarily denied, enforcement of codes by
housing inspectors of dilapidated buildings,

and many other benefits and rights too nu-

merous to be detailed here. . . . In time, they
helped develop an organization of welfare
clients themselves, able to fight and win
their own victories.” 1

It is feared that regulation by HEW will
adversely affect the lay advocate movement.
All such representatives serve without charge,
so that the statute 1s not necessary to pro-
tect recipients against excessive fees. The
subsequent parts of this section, providing
for & maximum fee schedule and making it a
misdemeanor to “decelve, mislead or threaten
any claimant or beneficiary” or to charge
excessive fees, are adequate to discipline
those taking undue advantage of recipients.
Administrative sanctions can be imposed for
misconduct as well. Procedural regulations
can be written to sanction conduct which
destroys the hearing porcedure in individual
cases. On the Constitutional level, the 1ssue
strikes at the heart of the prior hearing re-
quirement:

Historically and in practice, in our own
country at least, it [a hearing] has always
included the right to the aid of counsel when
desired and provided by the party asserting
the right. The right to be heard would be,
in many cases, of little avail if it did not
comprehend the right to be heard by coun-
sel . . . If in any case, civil or criminal, a
state or federal court were arbitrarily to
refuse to hear a party by counsel, employed
by and appearing for him, it reasonably may
not be doubted that such a refusal would be
a denial of a hearing, and therefore, of due
process In the Constitutional sense.'?

Clearly the free choice policy of current
programs should be continued.
§ 2171(e) (1) Application Procedures,

For several years many states have ex-
perimented with application by so-called
“simplified statement.” ' This means that a

Footnotes at end of article.
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statement by the applicant of the relevant
facts as to his eligibility is to be accepted in
granting or denying assistance, without ex-
tensive investigation and verification of the
information therein. Random spot checks are
relied upon for verification purposes. The
system is designed to prevent prying into
the personal affairs of applicants, includ-
ing. for example, the unconsented to gues-
tioning of neighbors, landlords and creditors,
and to conserve the administrative costs that
these investigations entall 2

Under H.R. 1 application procedures are
left to Secretarial discretion, but the Ways
and Means Committee has stated that, “there
will be no simple declaration process'™ 12
The Committee instead wishes to institute
extensive documentation and verification of
eligibility.

The Administration at one time claimed
that the simplified method would be used
in FAP ™ but later indicated that “we would
expect to utilize some form of a ‘declarative’
or ‘simplified’ system of claims, but with
considerable extra documentation.” 1 It is
disappointing that a system which has proven
so feasible, from an administrative and re-
ciplent point of view, is now to be eliminated.

HEW has required all states to begin insti-
tuting the simplified payment system on an
experimental basls in the adult categorical
assistance programs*® Preliminary results of
experiments in the use of simplified state-
ments indicate no increase in inaccurate
grant payments or in fraud.®? In New York,
for example, spot checks indicate erroneous
rejectlons of applicants or case closings were
more numerous than Incorrect acceptances,1®

Cases of actual fraud can be dealt with
through the criminal sanctions imposed by
§ 2172,

§2171(e) (2), (3) Quarterly Reports and Fur-
nishing Information,

Benefits are terminated automatically un-
less a family submits a report within thirty
days after the close of any quarter during
which It received benefits, confaining any
information on income and expenses neces-
sary for determining what the correct amount
of benefits for that quarter should have been,
The hearing requirements of Goldberg v.
Kelly invalidate arbitrary terminations based
on the essentlal nature of public assistance
to the life and health of those dependent
upon it:

“To cut off a welfare recipient in the face
of . .. ‘brutal need’ without a prior hearing
of some sort 1s unconscionable, unless over-
whelming considerations justify it . . .

“Against the unjustified desire to protect
public funds must be weighed the individ-
ual’s overpowering need in this unigue situ-
ation not to be wrongfully deprived of as-
sistance , .,

That is why the Court required that due
process he observed to guard against incor-
rect or arbitrary cut-offs. Yet the Ways and
Means Committee now proposes a complete-
ly arbitrary termination, with no basis in
the needs of reciplents, for failure to file an
earnings report. The report is due, four times
a year, though in most cases the data there-
in is unlikely to change so often,

There is a clear obligation to report
changes in circumstances affecting need and
eliglbility throughout the quarter, which
should make quarterly reports superfiuous.
The obligation of additional quarterly reports
can only serve to cause unwarranted loss or
delay in benefits.

Similar objections apply to the penalty im-
posed by § 2171(e) (3) on failure or delay in
submitting “any other data, material or re-
port” throughout the gquarter, required by
the Secretary for benefit determination. The
The penalty equals $25 for the first such
incident, 8560 for the next, and $100 there-
after, except where the family is without
fault or there is good cause for such failure or
delay. Provision borders on the absurd since
it applies even when a fallure to furnish in-
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formation results in receipt of lower benefits
than a family is entitled to. Again, the bill
disregards the principle that payments must
be based on need.

There is no similar provision under AFDC
either for the filing of periodic reports or
for a monetary penalty on failure to report
changes in circumstances. State AFDC pro-
grams instead rely on recovery provisions in
cases of misinformation. These are, as noted
above, p. 33, surrounded by safeguards de-
signed to assure that actual current needs
are met. This sectlon embodies an overly
broad attempt to penalize the giving of in-
correct information which is certain to result
in loss of benefits to thousands whose only
crime is ignorance of bureaucratic proce-
dures.

§ § 2175 and 2176. Obligation of Deserting
Parents.

Under this section any individual who de-
serts or abandons his spouse or child is made
liable to the United States for all FAP or
OFF benefits paid to such sponse or child, less
any amounts he has actually pald for their
support which were taken into account in
determining their benefits. This debt is to be
collected by the United States or under any
Federal program.”

This means that once a FAP or OFF re-
ciplent alleges desertion, the putative father
or spouse can be deprived, by administrative
fiat, of amounts otherwise due him under the
law. No court need determine that a debt
exlsts; the debtor has no statutorily pre-
scribed recourse once the Secretary’'s deci-
slon has been made; and he hasn’t even the
right to advance notice that funds are being
kept from him. In other words, he is being
deprived of property without even a sem-
blance of due process of law =

Moreover, the liabllity will in nearly all
cases be satisfied out of payments which, by
existing statutes, are exempt from any form
of attachment by creditors. This is true, for
example, as to Old Age, Survivors, and Disa-
bility Insurance, against which the majority
of claims will no doubt be brought (42 U.8.C.
§ 207); and as to agricultural subsidies and
diversion payments, [6 U.S.0. §590(h)].=
When these laws were passed, Congress deter-
mined that protection of payments there-
under was important in terms of overall stat-
utory purpose. It is submitted that the
Family Assistance Act should not defeat the
intent of Congress without very careful con-
slderation of the impact upon the legisla-
tion which is being altered.

In addition, HR. 1 makes it a misde-
meanor to travel interstate for the purpose
of avolding support of a spouse or child.
Offenders are to be sentenced to a fine of
up to $1000, a year in prison, or both.

The Bocial Security Act already requires
the states to secure support from deserting
parents, and the requirement is extended to
spouses by H.R. 1.2 The problem of securing
support from deserters seems to be one of
enforcement and not lack of power. The state
mandates can easily be applied to federal
officlals administering FAP. Once the United
States is given a right to relmbursement it
has ample opportunity in the federal courts
to enforce that right. This route should not
be by-passed at the expense of putative
fathers.

§ 2778(a). Establishment of Local Advisory
Committees.

This section establishes local committees
composed of representatives of labor, busi-
ness and the general public to evaluate the
OFF and FAP programs. This provision does
not allow for sufficlent input by recipients—
those most affected by the programs and
their administration. Rather, it assumes that
groups at best tangentially concerned with
public assistance have the greatest right to
influence the way in which it is administered.

HEW now requires the states to set up ad-
visory committees on AFDC, composed in
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part of recipients.’*® The spirit of this regula-
tion is not maintalned in HR. 1. HEW now
meets regularly with representatives of wel-
fare reciplents and organizations composed
of reciplents. Congress should provide that
such relationships be maintalned, and ex-
tended to other representative groups. Be-
cause reciplents’' very existence is so closely
governed by the welfare administration.
their relationship should be governed by the
same principles employed in the case of
business and professional organizations and

the regulatory agencies. s

In addition to requiring a role for recipi-
ents in an advisory capacity, reciplents
should be guaranteed a voice in agency rule-
making. At present, welfare regulations are
exempt from the rule-making requirements
of the Administrative Procedure Act* be-
cause they relate to “public property, loans,
grants, benefits or contracts.” '* A number of
legislative amendments have been proposed
in recent years to remove these exemptions.'”
While the welfare reform bill perhaps should
not be the place to amend the Administra-
tive Procedure Act, the procedural provisions
of the APA should be incorporated Into rule-
making under the bill, The requirement of
APA procedures was originally enacted be-
cause of a belief in the value of public par-
ticipation. Surely encouraging such partici-
pation, which has been a fundamental goal
of government activity in the War on Poverty
slnce the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964,
is even more important in 1971 than it was
in 1946, when APA was enacted.'®
§ 504 Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and

Guam,

Grants to FAP or OFF recipients in Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam are sub-
stantially lower than In the rest of the
United States. Payments are to bear the same
ratlo to FAP as the ratio of per capital in-
come of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, or
Guam to the lowest state per capital income.
For example, if per capita income in Puerto
Rico is three-fifths that of Mississippi (50th
in per capita income in 1968) ** FAP or OFF
in Puerto Rlco would be 3/5 of $2400 for a
four-person family, or $1440. The same rule
governs payments to adults under Aid to the
Aged, Blind and Disabled.

Needs in these territories are greater than
in any part of the U.S. In the Virgin Islands
living costs are 20% to 25% higher than in
Washington, D.C. and in Guam they are
18% higher:® Virtually all consumer items
are imported, and many are subject to high
tariffs. A lower per capita income means that
many more persons are doing without basic
needs. The FAP and OFF formula in effect
means that the greater the poverty in a
territory, the less we will do to alleviate that
poverty. It is as though because per capita
Income in Mississippi is half that of New
York, FAP will provide only $1200 per four-
person family in Mississippl. The Adminis-
tration sought in FAP to equalize somewhat
assistance payments between the states.
There is a close relationship between citizens
of the territories, and of Puerto Rico in par-
ticular, and those of the states, and poverty
is a problem which is shared by American
citizens no matter where they happen to re-
side. Where extreme need s established, rates
should not be arbitrarily lowered.

§ 523. Optional Modification in Disregarding
of Income Under State Plans for Aid
to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren.

As noted on p. 19, supra, the states must
now disregard earned income equal to $30
per month plus 15 of the remainder, plus all
work connected expenses. This section would
allow the states, effective Immediately, to
limit their income disregard work incentive
to an extra 30 per month, with no work ex-
pense other than child care costs, and to
limit the total disregard to $2000 plus $200
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per person over four, or $3000, whichever is
lower. Under FAP and OFF this ceiling does
not apply to the incentive of $60 plus 14 of
the remainder of earned income. This rule
will wipe out all work incentive for many
recipients. All soclal security and income
taxes, all mandatory payroll deductions and
all incidental work costs, plus child care,
must be pald with $60 plus }; of remaining
earned Income.

The effect of this amendment would be to
create, for many families, a work disincentive,
in direct opposition to the purpose of the
1967 Social Security Amendments, to provide
“incentives, opportunities, and necessary
services” for employment and training s

FOOTNOTES

1 Published in "Family Assistance Act of
1970", Hearings before the Committee on Fi-
nance, on H.R. 16311, United States Senate,
91st Cong. 2nd Sess. (1970) p. 2185.

#“The President's Message on Welfare Re-
form,” August 11, 1969, reprinted in “Social
Security and Welfare Proposals,” Hearings be-
fore the Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives, 91st Cong., 1st Sess.
1969 (hereinafter House Hearings) p. 5.

3 “Material Related to Administration Re-
vision of H.R. 16311,” Committee on Finance,
United States Senate, 91st Cong. 2d sess.
July, 1970 (hereinafter July Senate Com.
mittee Material).

‘1A line by line comparison of H.R, 16311
and the June and October revisions can be
found in “H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance
Act of 1970, June Revision, with Analysis by
the Staff of the Community on Finance,”
Committee on Finance, United States Senate,
91st Cong. 2nd Sess. October, 1970.

" Amendments to 8. 17550 introduced by
Mr. Ribicoff for himself and Mr. Bennett.

% 8oc. Sec. Act § 401.

"See, "Social Security in America: The
Factual Background of the Social Security
Act,” as summarized from Staff Reports to
the Committee on Economic Security, p. 23
(1837).

5 Grants are computed according to the
following formula: $800 for each of the first
two family members; $400 for each of the
next three members; $300 for each of the
next two members; plus $200 for the next
member, for a family maximum of $3600. The
penalty for failure to register follows an
identical formula. § 21562(b) and (c).

? At present the penalty varles from state
to state, equalling that portion of the family’'s
grant budgeted for the needs of the person
refusing employment.

10 §2114(a).

1 At least two commentators feel that this
is true of any FAP work requirement: “The
sad part . . . is that additional weapons have
been created for those agencles wanting to
harass and punish the poor.” Handler and
Hollingsworth, “Work, Welfare and the Nixon
Reform Proposals,” 22 Stanford L, Rev. 907,
942 (May, 1970).

* New York Times, May 8, 1971, p. 1.

1* Ibid. The poverty level was set at $3,968
for a family of four.

14 See Public Assistance Statistles, Decem-
ber 1970, U.S. Dept. of Health, Education and
Welfare, National Center for Social Statis-
ties, NOSS Report A-2 (12/70) p. 9,

s “H.R, 1, The Social Security Amendments
of 1971," Report of the Committee on Ways
and Means, United States Congress, House
of Representatives, 82d Congress, 1st Session,
1971, (hereinafter Committee Report), PP
160-161, 173.

8 New York Times, April 20, 1970, p. 30.

171069 AFDC Study-Report of Preliminary
Findings, Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, National Center for Social Sta~
tistics, NCSS Report AFDC-1 (69) March,
1970, Table 38.

1= Handler and Hollingsworth, “Work, Wel=
fare, and the Nixon Report Proposals,” 22
Stanford L. Rev. 907, 915-018. There was no

20739

earned income incentive at the time of the
study; earnings were taxed 100 percent,

1w Committee Report, p. 163.

* House Hearings, p. 263.

2 House Hearings, p. 262.

= Administration Revisions, p. 81.

# Preliminary results of the New Jersey
Graduated Work Incentlve Experiment, Of-
fice of Economiec Opportunity, February,
1970, p. 3.

*Leonard J. Hausman, “Approaches to
Equal Employment,” Monthly Labor Rview,
July, 1970, p. 88.

 § 448(a), HR. 16311 as reported by the
Committee on Ways and Means, and S. 17550.

=Id. § 448(b).

* See, for example, the recent case of Wool-
folk v. Brown, Civ. No. 225-70-R, (E.D. Va.,
April 22, 1971), in which the plaintiffs were
denied AFDC payments for refusal to accept
a job as baby-sitters and housekeepers, ten
to twelve hours a day, five days a week, for
820 per week. The court held that Virginia
could not impose its own work requirement
separate from and in violation of regulations
under the WIN program.

= Committee Report, p. 164.

145 C.F.R. § 220.35(a) (2) (v).

45 C.F.R. § 220.18(a), 36 Fed. Reg. No. 58,
Pp. 5605, March 25, 1971.

**See, for example, “Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements,” U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1969. 395-669(4), No refer-
ence is made to maintaining these standards,
which were promulgated under Section 522
(d) of the Economic Opportunity Act. The
standards must be met by child care services
furnished in state AFDC programs. (456 C.F.R.
§ 220.18(c) (2).

@ gommittee Report, p. 193.

™ Only six states (Alabama, Delaware, Ken-
tucky, West Virginia, Virginia, and New Mex-
ico) currently impose such overall family
maximums. The formula seriously penalizes
persons who are members of large families
{more than eight).

*The food stamp bonus, the amount by
which the value of the stamps exceeds their
cost, varles with family income, including
welfare, so that in states paying high bene-
fits the bonus is lower. A family of four with
an income of $1600 is eligible for $108 worth
of stamps each month, at a cost of 8§34. A
family in a state now paying $2400 per yearis
entitled fo $108 of stamps per month at a cost
?;7353‘ 36 Fed, Reg, 74, p. 7273, April 18

* Mississippl, Alabama, Arkansas, South
Carolina and Louisiana. “HEW Cost Stand-
ards.”” NCSS Report D-2 (7/70) Table 4, “OAA
and AFDC Standards for Basic Needs for Spe-
cific Types of Assistance Groups.”

" Commitiee Report, Table 1, p. 209, and
Table 11, p. 237. Total cost estimates are $9.6
billion under eurrent law and HR. 1. Num-
bers of recipients will go from 11.6 million
under AFDC to 19.4 million,

* U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Commeodity Dis-
tribution Division, Food and Nutrition Serv-
ice, May, 1971,

® Statement of John F. Venemen, Under
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare,
New York Times, May 14, 1970, p. 8.

“ New York Times, May 8, 1971, P. 1: “This
number accounts for virtually all the in-
crease in poverty among Negroes.”

1*'Three Standards of Living for an Urban
Family of Four Persons,” U.S. Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statisties, Informa-
tio‘ftlgepartmen-t. March, 1970.

ormation Department, Bureau of La-
bor Statistics, U.S, Dept. of Labor, May 1971,

“ Poverty Amid Plenty: The American Par-
adozx, Report of the President's Commission
on Income Maintenance Programs, 1969, pp.

445 C.F.R. 233.20(a) (2) (v).
“ Manual of Public Policy—Department of

Health and Welfare of N
§ 2635.185. oW Hampehire,

“ Committee Report, p. 200.




20740

7 In addition, adult recipients may main-
tain $1,500 in resources per person and still
be eligible for aid, whereas Family Assistance
recipients are allowed an exemption of §1,5600
per family.

w Monthly Labor Review, November, 1969,
pPp. 3-186.

# The Consumer Price Index has risen
10.6% since April, 1969. Information Depart-
ment, Bureau of Labor Statistics, May, 1971.

5 Social Security Act § 402(a) (10).

5 45 C.F.R. § 233.20(3) (1) (c).

21f a family of four receives $1,800 in
countable income In one guarter, no income
in previous quarters, and then loses iis
source of income, it will have to walt 9
months to be eligible for benefits. A fam-
{1y of four with gross earnings of $6,000 must
walt three months after losing all income
to become eligible for benefits. (Countable
income of $280 per quarter for three preced-
ing quarters is applied to reduce the grant
for the quarter of application, which is
£600.) A family which had $8,000 gross in-
come would have to wait 6 months.

5 Report of the Committee on Ways and
Means on H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance
Act of 1970, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. p. 18:

“Your Committee has concluded that, in
some cases, in order to prevent inequity it
would not be appropriate to count as income
for a gquarter all income received in that
quarter, a part of which should properly be
distributed to prior or subsequent quarters.
For example a self-employed farmer often
receives the bulk of his income in the fall
when his crops are sold, and little or no
income during the rest of the year. If such
s person’s income were counted in the quar-
ter in which it is recelved, he could get no
payments for that guarter. Conversely, the
amount of income received in a single quar-
ter might be sufficient to disqualify a fam-
ily for any payments during the year. Your
committee's bill provides, therefore, that, in
determining eligibility and payment
amounts, the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare may allocate income received in
a given quarter to prior or subsequent
quarters.”

™ Social Securlty Act § 402(a) (8).

= Staff therapist, Exodus House, New York,
N.Y.,June 1, 1970.

% Unearned income of $60 per quarter, and
earned Income of $30 per quarter.

745 CF.R. § 233.20(a)3(7), and Soclal Se-
curlty Act § 402(a)(7) and (8).

58§ 402(a) (10) see p, 16. supra.

® Shapiro v. Thompson, 304 U.S, 618 (1969),
Gaddis v. Wyman, 304 F, Supp. 717 (S.D.N.X.
1969) aff'd. per curiam sub nom. Wyman v.
Bowens, 307 U.S. 40 (1970).

® Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S, at 642,
Washington v, Legrant was & companion case
to Shapiro, challenging a one-year residency
requirement in the District of Columbia. And
see Kent v. Dulles, 3567 U.8. 116 (1958) and
Aptheker v. Sec. of State, 378 U.8, 500 (1964).

ot Poverty Amid Plenty, supra, and Having
the Power We Have the Duty, Feport to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
by the Advisory Counecil on Public Welfare,
June 29, 1966. See also the recently released
recommendations of the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development, summarized, the New
York Times, April 7, 1870, p. 16.

® Two exhaustive Law Review articles have
.explained refusals to extend aid to the able-
Jbodied poor without children as extensions
into the welfare laws of old vagrancy law
concepts, Slnce vagrancy concepts are be-
coming less and less Important in the erimi-
nal law, the articles ask why they should be
maintained in welfare legislation. Rosen=-
heim, Vagrancy Concepts in Welfare Law,
54 Calif. L. Rev. 511 (1966), tenBroek, Cali-
fornia’s Dual System of Family Law: Its Ori-
gin, Development, and Present Status, 18
Stan., L. Rev. 267 (1964), 17 Stan. L. Rev.
€14 (1965).

%202 U.S. 309 (1968).
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% 45 Code of Federal Regulations, § 203.1
(1969).

% Lewis v. Martin, 397 U.S. 553, 557 (1970),
invalidated a California statute which pre-
sumed that all income of a stepfather or
“man assuming the role of spouse” was avall-
able to the entire family.

" By breaking up homes, the present wel-
fare system has added to social unrest and
robbed millions of children of the joy of liv-
ing.”” The President’s Message on Welfare
Reform, in The President’s Proposals for Wel-
Jare Reform, U.S. House of Rep., Committee
on Ways & Means, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. (1969)
Pp. 93-94.

o7 A similar recommendation was made in
“Report on Welfare Proposals,” the Assocla-
tion of the Bar of the City of New York,
Joint Subcommittee of the Committees on
Federal Legislation, Ciyvil Rights, Labor &
Social Security, and Municipal Affairs, 1870,
p.- 17. The recommendation was accepted in
the November revision of FAP.

% Nebraska, Ohlo, Utah, Wisconsin, Califor-
nia, Oregon, Wyoming, Montana, Colorado,
District of Columbia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas,
North Dakota, Virginia, Hawall, Michigan,
Rhode Island, Illinois, New Hampshire, Min-
nesota, South Dakota, Washington, Vermont,
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
New York, New Jersey, and Alaska.

® South Dakota, Washington, Vermont,
Pennsylvanla, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
New York, New Jersey and Alaska.

®Mayor John Lindsay of New York has
sald of the mew bill: “[It] will almost en-
tirely federalize welfare costs in such states
as Alabama, Mississippl, Arkansas, Georgia
and Arizona. ... At least 90% of their wel-
fare costs would be pald by the federal gov-
ernment. But the costs of welfare in states
like New Jersey, Illinois, Michigan, Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, and
New York would be reduced by only 10 to
20% under the proposed legislation.” New
York Times, May 14, 1971, p. 51.

7 Spelal Security Act § 402(a) (23). States
may reduce actual payments by granting only
a percentage of baslic needs.

7 “President’s Message on Welfare Reform,"
House Hearings, p. 86.

™ H.R. 16311, §§ 451, 452.

" New York State has already applied for
permission to conduct a $2400 FAP-modeled
“experimental” program. New Mexico, New
York, Texas, Nebraska, Rhode Island, Ala-
bama and Eentucky have cut or are about to
cut current grant levels.

7 See note 2, p. 21, supra.

" 304 U.S. 618, 642,

T § 2171 (a) (2) (A) and (C).

™ At one point the Administration indi-
cated that this would be the case. HR. 16311,
Revised and Resubmitted to the Committee
on Finance by the Administration, Comm. On
Finance, U.8. Senate June, 1870 p. 68.

" Soclal Security Act § 406(e).

® New York State grants emergency as-
sistance in “situations which suddenly render
a family destitute including those caused
by natural disasters, sericus injury to persons
or damage to property resulting from other
causes,” 18 N.Y. Code of Rules and Regula-
tions § 372.3. Assistance can be paid for
“food, clothing, household supplies and
equipment, utilities, transportation, shelter,
moving expenses. and other emergency
needs . . . medical care, mass feeding, cloth-
ing distribution .. . services . . . including
family shelter, child csare ... and other
services which meet needs attributable to
the emergency situation.” 18 New York Code
of Rules and Regulations § 372.4.

= “Public Assistance Statistics, December,
1970," U.8. Dept. of Health, Education and
‘Welfare, National Center for Social Statistics,
NCSE Report A-2 (12/70) p. 16.

2 397 U.8. 254 (1970). The decisions are im-
plemented in 45 C.F.R. § 205.10, 36 Fed. Reg.
3034 (Feb, 18, 1971).
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8 Mothers and Childrens Rights Organiza-
tion v. Sterrett, No. 70 F. 46, N.D. Indiana,
May 20, 1970; Bryan v. White, Civ. Action 70—~
85, B.D. Ohio, August 20, 1970; Barneit v.
Lindsay, No. C 328-69, D. Utah, April 3,
1970; Woodson v. Houston, No. 66056, Michi-
gan Court of Appeals. October 7, 1870; In re
Ramirez, N.Y.L.S., March 26, 1970, p. 2, Col. 4
(Sup. Ct., N.Y. County); Hernandez v. Gold-
berg, N.Y.L.J., April 15, 1870, p. 16, Col. 8
(App. Div. 1st Dept.).

$ 397 U.S. at 204.

% Handler, “Justice for the Welfare Recipl~
ents' 43 Social Service Rev. 12 (1964) and sece
Davis, Discretionary Justice, p. 181 (1969):
“The degree of lawlessness of Welfare Ad-
ministrators i1s widely recognized.”

8 3907 U.S. at 270.

% 307 U.S. at 2T1.

8 Commitiee Report, p. 187.

® Raoul Berger, ‘"Administrative Arbitrari-
ness and Judicial Review,” 656 Colum. L. Rev.
55, 72-73 (1965). Professor Berger argued his
position—that administrative arbitrariness
is always reviewable—in numerous articles
during the course of a protracted debate with
Professor Davis. See “Admlinistrative Arbi-
trariness—A reply to Professor Davis,” 114
U. Pa. L. Rep, 783 (1966); Davis, “Adminis-
trative Arbitrariness—A Final Word,” 114 U.
Pa. L. Rev. 816 (1966); Berger, "Administra-
tive Arbitrariness—A Rejoinder to Professor
Davis’ Final Word,” 114 U. Pa. L. Rev. 818
(1968); Davis, “Administrative Arbitrari-
ness—A Postscript,” 114 U. Pa. L. Rev. 823
(1966); Berger, “Administrative Arbitrari-
ness: A Sequel,” 51 Minn. L. Rey. 601 (1967);
Davis, “Administrative Arbitrariness is Not
Always Reviewable,” 51 Minn. L. Rev. 643
(1967); Berger, “Administrative Arbitrari-
ness: A Synthesis,” T8 Yale L. J. 965 (1969).
‘While the two men disagree over the inter-
pretation of the Administrative Procedure
Act and over case law, both argue that arbi-
trariness should always be reviewable.

%118 U.S. 356 (1886).

" Id, at 370.

=187 U.S. 94 (1902).

®Id. at 110.

™ 358 U.S. 232 (1856).

%353 U.S. 262 (1965).

. Schware at 239.

n Jaffe, Administrative Review of Judicial
Action, 369 (1965).

® See Van Alystine, “The Demise of the
Right-Privilege Distinction in Constitutional
Law.” 81 Harv. L. Rev. 1439 (1968).

w Consolidated Edison Co.v. NLRB, 805 U.S.
197 (1938). See 4 Davis, Administrative Law
Treatise §§20.01.11, pp. 114-188 (1958).

0 Data Processing Service v. Camp, 307
U.S. 150, 156 (1970).

1t Tn the light of Goldberg, and prior cases
(as discussed in Van Alystine). See Jaffe,
supra pp. 376-389.

12 See Davis, “Veterans® Benefits, Judiclal
Review, and the Constitutional Problems of
‘Positive’ Government,” 89 Ind. L. Rev. 183
(1964).

18 D,C. Utah, No, O 328-809 (Apr. 2, 1870).

1% Administration Revisions, p. 69.

us 45 C.F.R. 233.20(a) (3) (i1).

17 45 C.F.R. 205.10(a) (2) (1i1). 36 Fed. Reg.
30, 34, Feb, 13, 1971.

108 45 C.F.R. 206.10(a) (1) . 36 Fed. Reg, 10784,
June 3, 1971.

1% Sparer, Thorkelson & Weiss, “The Lay
Advocate™ 43 Detroit L.J. 493, 5066 (April,
19G686).

19 Pogpell ». Alabama, 287 U.S. 45, 68-69
(1932); see Chandler v. Fretag, 348 U.S. 8
(1954), and note Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S.
at 270.

m “Tse of the Declaration in Public As-
sistance,” and “Declaration in a Simplified
Method of Eligibility Determinations."” Facts
About Welfare, National Study Service, Inc.
Public Welfare Reporting Center, May, 1969,

12 See Relch, "Midnight Welfare Searches
and the Social Security Act,” 72 ¥Yale L. J.
1347, 13590 (1963); Handler, “Controlling
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Behavlor in Welfare Administration,” 54 Cal.
L. Rev. 479 (1966).

1 Committee Report, p. 161. Social Se-
curity and income tax records are to be
used to verify income reports.

114 Hearings before the Committee on Ways
and Means, House of Representatives, 9lst
Cong., 1st Sess. 321 (1969), p. 128.

15 Administrative Revisions, p. 69-T0.

s 45 CF.R. §205.20(a)(2), 35 Fed. Reg.
8366 May 28, 1970.

ui “Use of the Declaration in Public As-
sistance,” and “Declaration in a Simplified
Method of Eligibility Determinations, Facts
About Welfare,” National Study Service, Inc.,
Public Welfare Reporting Center, May, 1969.

u:“Does the Declaration System Really
Work?" 1 Welfarer, September, 1969, p. 2.

us Kelly v. Wyman, 294 F. Supp. 893, 900
(8.D.N.Y. 1968) aff'd. sub nom Goldberg v.
Kelly, 397 U.S. 254 (1970).

1% See Sniadach v. Family Finance Corp.,
305 U.S. 337 (1969), holding a Wisconsin
statute permitting garnishment before a ju-
dicial determination of debt violative of due
process.

= Family Assistance grantis are also ex-
empt. § 2171(d) (1). This section defeats the
purpose of the Act of which it 1z a part by
withholding benefits from the offending par-
ent and his future family, should they ever
require FAP or OFF.

12 The NOLEO (Notice to Law Enforcement
Officials), issue (under current law and under
FAP) is thoroughly discussed in Silver and
Efroymson, “Suggested Attacks on the NO-
LEO Requirement"” 4 Clearinghouse Review,
Nos, 1 and 2, May and June, 1970.

=45 CF.R. §2204.

i Bee, e.g., 49 UB.LC. §56(b), recognizing
organizations of firms subject to Interstate
Commerce Commission regulation, and 38
U.S.C. § 3402(a) (1) : “The Administrator may
recognize representatives of the American
National Red Cross, the American Legion, the
Disabled Veterans, the United Spanish War
Veterans, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and
such other organizations as he may approve
in the preparation, presentation and prose-
cution of claims under laws administered by
the Veterans Administration.”

See H.R. 7388, introduced by Rep. Fraser,
§ 2006(c) and HR. 6729, § 11, which require
all rules and regulations to be made on the
record after an opportunity for a hearing
under the APA, and give standing to partici-
pate in rule-making and in any judicial proc-
ess challenging regulations to any organiza-
tion which certifies to a membership of miore
than 50 recipients. Notification of proposed
rule-making is to be sent to all such orga-
nizations.

1% Requiring adequate notice, an oppor-
tunity for interested persons to participate,
and provision for petition for the issuance,
amendment or repeal of a rule. 5 U.8.C. § 553.

™ p U.S.C. §5563(a) (2).

= See, e.g., § 2335, § 1663, and § 1663 (Sub-
committee Revision) of the 88th Cong.; see
Hearings on § 1663 before the Subcomm. on
Admin, Proc. of the Sen, Comm. on the Judi-
clary, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., 1, 21, 32 (1064);
§ 518 of the 80th Cong., see Hearings on § 518
before the Subcom. On Admin. Prac. and Proc,
of the Sen. Comm. on the Judiclary, 50th
Cong., 1st Sess,, 1 (1967), §2770 and § 2771,
see 113 Cong. Rec. 36028 (Dec. 12, 1967) (in-
troduction), The Administrative Conference
of the United States recommended the ellmi-
nation of these exemptions, see mimeo-
graphed recommendations of the Administra-
tive Conference of the United States Com-
mittee on Rulemaking, and attached consult-
ant's report, Bonfield, *“Public Property,
Loans, Grants, Benefits, or Contracts,” (Octo-
ber 2, 1069) as did the Hoover Commission,
Task Force Report on Legal Service and Pro-
cedure 158-50 (1955).

i “Our soclety has reached the point once
again where the very legitimacy of declsion-
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making, both in government and In private
affairs, 1s questioned by black and white,
money and deprived, dove and hawk, hippy
and stralght arrow.” FPerren, “Preliminary
Thoughts About Public Decision-Making
and Legal Ald: the Prospects for Legitimacy,”
1 Conn. L. Rev. 263 (1968). For discussion of
the evolution of the concept of “maximum
feasible participation of the poor” (Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, 46 U.S.C. § 113(a)
(6), see Rein and Miller, “Citizen Participa-
tion and Poverty,” 1 Conn. L. Rev. 221 (1968)
They conclude: “Our recital of difficulties
and tensions in the unfolding of citizenship
participation in the sixties could lead to the
conclusion that it should be abandoned.
That would be a grievous error. The idea of
participation will be tremendously impor-
tant in humanizing and democratizing in-
stitutions.” 1 Conn. L Rev. at 242,

i Statistical Abstracts of the United
States, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, p. 320 (1869).

130 7.8, Department of the Interlor, Terri-
tories Division, August, 1970.

1 Boclal Securlty Act, § 430.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished gentleman from Maryland
yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. I would be glad to
yield to the distinguished gentlewoman
from New York.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr, Speaker, next
week the Members of this House will vote
on the most far-reaching and important
piece of domestic legislation of this ses-
sion. HR. 1 will not only dramatically
affect the lives of recipients in all cate-
gories; the blind, the aged, the disabled,
and the indigent mothers and children
but it will also set the pattern for the
manner in which we shall deal with these
dependent citizens in the future.

The essence of FAP, as I understood
it, was to help families get off the welfare
rolls by giving them the incentive and
opportunity to work. Unfortunately, the
family assistance plan, as it is currently
embodied in title 4 of HR. 1, will not
accomplish its avowed goal.

I am firmly committed to welfare re-
form but in this case the word “reform”
is a misnomer. If the family assistance
plan is passed in its current form we will
only replace an inadequate system with
one that is equally ineffective.

Quite aside from the question of ade-
quate minimum support levels, the bill
does not provide adequately for day care,
job training and job development which
will be necessary if the family assistant
plan is to work.

I see the inadequacies of this bill as
part of the overall pattern of discrimi-
nation against women, especially minor-
ity women, in this country.

When we talk about welfare we are
talking about women and children. When
people scream about the skyrocketing
welfare rolls, what they are really talk-
ing about are the female heads of house-
holds who have had to resort to welfare
because they could not make it in the
economic marketplace. And I do not see
how or where this bill improves the
chances for women to secure employment
with an adequate income.

I say adequate income because we
really have not solved any problems if
we help a woman find a job making
$3,091 a year. That is the average income
for all women working full and part

time—fiscal year 1969, Black women,
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working full and part time make only
$1,991 a year and they make up 46 per-
cent of the current welfare rolls.

Under H.R. 1 recipients are not pro-
tected by the federal minimum wage.
The women would be forced to accept
any job that pays up to three-fourths of
the federal minimum wage which is now
$1.60 an hour. If she were lucky enough
to get a full time job that would mean
$2,400 a year.

Another negative aspect is that fami-
lies headed by a college or university
student will not be eligible for benefits.
This amendment was instituted to pla-
cate the outrage of members over stu-
dents from middle-class families signing
up for food stamps. But the effect of it
will eliminate the very successful experi-
mental programs which were putting
welfare mothers through school so that
they would have a real skill with which to
support their families.

This factor and the lack of minimum
wage certainly lend credibility to the
NWRO accusation that the purpose of
FAP is to subsidize low-wage paying em-
ployers rather than enable poor people
to become self-supporting.

The provisiornl that any women whose
children are over 3 years old must work
is equally punitive especially if one con-
siders the current lack of day care facili-
ties. If you use the administration’s con-
servative figures of $1,600 per child for
day care and multiply this times the
1,262,400 children under 5 on AFDC and
get $2,019,840,000. I would like to point
out that that is a very conservative esti-
mate because in New York City for ex-
ample public day care already costs
$2,700 per child per year.

Under FAP the old 25 percent State,
75 percent Federal matching grant
formula for day care financing is re-
tained. The problem is that the States,
like the Federal Government have made
day care a very low priority item.

Except in a handful of States the 75
percent Federal matching grant formula
has not proven to be enough of an in-
centive to the States to set up the com-
prehensive day care systems that are
needed.

Further, there are no day care stand-
ards in the bill. A woman must accept
whatever child care facilities are offered
or forfeit her rights to benefits.

Before I entered the political arena I
was a day care teacher, director, and con-
sultant for 12 years. My experiences in
the day care field make me adamant
in my opposition to this lack of stand-
ards. I have seen children tied to chairs,
left in care of attendants who were so
sick or simple minded that they needed
help themselves and left totally without
food or supervision all day. What it
amounts to is the warehousing of
children.

At a time when our employment rate
is high and threatening to rise still
further, it is essential for this bill to be
wedded to the concept of job development
and expanded public service employment.
The public service employment author-
ized by FAP would receive funding for
only 3 years, 100 percent the first year,
75 percent the second, and 50 percent the

third, with Sta!=s picking up the entire
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costs in the future—a bit of pie-in-the-
sky in view of the cities’ and States’ cur-
rent financial situation. It is especially
interesting when one considers that one
of the principal groups lobbying for the
Federal takeover of welfare costs is the
State and city governments.

Finally the provisions of HR. 1 are
totally inadequate in the area of job
training. The typical welfare mother has
not finished high school and has no spe-
clalized skills. She must receive addi-
tional education and/or job training be-
fore she will be able to handle a job. In
the past women have always gotten short
shifts in job training programs.

The number of training slots reserved
for women has always been small in every
training program and in apprentice pro-
grams they have been nonexistent. This
policy must change.

There are some 2,400,000 AFDC fami-
lies in the country today. These women
are the heads of their households. They
need day care, job training, and a chance
at a decent job where they can support
themselves and their families.

If we enact the family assistanct plan
in its present form it is foredoomed to
failure, In my view anyone who votes for
this bill in the name of welfare reform is
either hypocritical or has not bothered
to read it carefully.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for her
incisive remarks.

Mr. Speaker, the reason for taking this
special order today is that so many of us
are concerned about doing the right and
decent thing in this country. We know
that when this bill comes out on the floor,
it will come out like a monolithic steam
roller with no one having a chance to ad-
dress himself or herself to the major
faults in the bill. Therefore, we have to
seize this opportunity to speak to the
issue.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. I am delighted to
yield to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I, for one,
want to congratulate the gentleman from
Maryland and the gentlewoman from
New York. I share their concern. I am
deeply troubled about this proposal that
is going to come before this House next
week—on which a great deal of our
future as a country depends and about
which, as the gentleman from Maryland
has indicated, we are going to have very
little of what we talk about in the text-
books as the power of Congress to fashion
the kind of legislation that we are going
to have. I am afraid that those decisions
already have been made and those horses
have already left the barn.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-
tleman from Maryland and the gentle-
woman from New York for focusing the
spotlight of attention on this trouble we
are going to have.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague very much. I might simply
indieate that in my hand I have five
prepared statements of my other ecol-
leagues who are expressing their area of
concern. I also have a list on which there
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are 14 names of Members of this House
who are also as deeply concerned as you
are and as I am about what is going to
transpire in this House next week.

Mr. RANGEL. I am pleased today to
introduce on behalf of the congressional
black caucus their position on welfare
reform. The caucus has carefully re-
viewed H.R. 1. Their report follows:

CoNGRESSIONAL Brack Caucus POSITION ON
WELFARE REFORM

H.R. 1 as reported out by the House Ways
and Means Committee on May 26, 1971, has
been represented to us as a major step in
welfare reform.

Indeed, for the first time low-income
familles with a working father would be
eligible for cash payments. The bill would
emphasize work rather than welfare de-
pendency by providing training to all able-
bodied applicants except mothers with chil-
dren under three years of age. It would es-
tablish greater equity amoong the states in
welfare payments by providing a basic fed-
eral level of $2400 a year for a family of four.
It would replace the three state-adminis-
tered programs of assistance for the aged,
blind, and disabled with a single adult assist-
ance program administered by the Social
Security Administration. And, finally, it
would provide social security reciplents not
only with a 5 percent increase in benefits be-
ginning June, 1972 but also with an auto-
matic annual Increase in benefits according
to the rise In the cost-of-living index.

But these limited virtues of HR. 1 are
more than offset by the defects buried deep
in the bill and by the destructive potential
they would have if unleashed. Not the least
of these 1s the especially discriminatory po-
tential that Title IV, the Opportunities for
Families Program and the Family Assistance
Plan, would have on the estimated 8.4 million
black, Puerto Rican, Chicano, and Indian
recipients who would be eligible for family
assistance plan payments under HR. 1, if
enacted.

Specifically, the family assistance plan cat-
egory which contains proportionately more
blacks in comparison with whites than the
other three categories—the aged, the blind,
and the disabled—would not only be singled
out and administered separately and more
harshly but would also be saddled with
lower benefit levels. Instead of equalizing the
benefit levels, HR. 1 would allow an aged
welfare couple to recelve $2400 a year and
would limit a welfare family of two to only
£1600. Not until the welfare family reaches
the size of four members would it recelve
benefits equal to the aged couple.

As previously mentioned, a dispropor-
tlonate number of non-whites occupy the
families with children category. According
to the latest avallable HEW characteristic
studles of the aged, blind, disabled, and AFDC
reciplents, some 55.2% of the reciplents in
the AFDC category are non-white while the
recipients In the other categories are over-
whelmingly white as is more clearly shown
below:

TABLE 1.—RECIPIENTS (ESTIMATED) BY RACE UNDER
CURRENT LAW IN JANUARY 1973

|In thousands)

Non- Percent

Category Total ~ White white non-white2

AFDC (familles) . 5, 200
OAA (aged) £ 0 1,700

AB (blind) s 70 30
APTD (disabled)........ 1,100 700 400

6,400
500

! Table 11, H.R, 1 committee report.
1 Characteristics studies of AFDC, OAA, and APTD,
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TABLE 2.—RECIPIENTS (ESTIMATED) BY RACE UNDER HR..
1 IN JANUARY 1973

[In thousands]

Non-
white

Percent
nonwhite

10,900 3,400 43
OAA (aged)? i 3,800 1,100 22
AB (blind)? 100 70 30 30
APTD (disabled)?....... 1,200 800 400 36

Category Total  White

AFDC (families)

1 Tables 11, 12, and 13, H.R. 1 committee report,
1 Office of Program Development and Estimates, family assist-
ance planning staff, Office of the Secretary, HEW.

Note: The actual minimum needs of a family of 4 greatly
exceed the needs of an aged couple in all regions of the c.ounh;y
both hgv HEW's own poverty level standards and by each State’s
own objective determination of actual need.

EXAMPLE: DETERMINATION OF ACTUAL NEEDS AS COM-
PUTED BY THE STATES THEMSELVES

Family of 4 Aged couple

T T | e S $2,736 $1,764
|1 o A A S S SRR 4, 2,628
Mississippi 184 2,208
Kansas 1,824

EXAMPLE: HEW NATIONAL POVERTY LEVEL
- 8,743
§2,38

Family of 4____
Aged couple. ...

The striking fact is that the only rationale
offered for separating familles with children
from the other categories, which are com-
bined under H.R. 1, is the “work” myth. The
President and others perpetuate the myth
that the rapldly expanding AFDC category
contains millions of loafers who must be put
to work. The fact of the matter is that the
overwhelming majority of recipients in this
category are not adults, but children. Of the
2,700,000 recipients who are adults, the ad-
ministration itself states that only a minor-
ity—about 1 million—are even employable
under the most optimum conditions, condi-
tions where there are child care facilities,
transportation, job training, and job slots
avallable. It is felt that by keeping all fami-
lles with children in poverty—even the
majority who are headed by a person not con-
sidered employable—this will provide an in-
centive to those few adults who can work to
do so. We find under HR, 1 that this sepa-
ration and penalization of AFDC recipients
who are disproportionately non-white to be
totally arbitrary and irrational. We, there-
fore, assert unequivocally that we will actively
work for the defeat of H.R. 1 unless this in-
equity is corrected.

Besides this reservation, we have others.
If HR. 1 18 to carry the banner of reform,
we belleve that no recipient, regardless of
race, should be worse off under H.R. 1 than
he is now under current law—a principle we
note that the Presldent himself stated in
August, 1969, when he first unveiled the
Family Assistance Plan to our nation. The
following additional changes must be made
in H.R. 1 if this principle is to remain viable.

2. The jederal grant level for families must
be increased. Sectlon 2152(b) of H.R. 1 au-
thorlzes a benefit level of 82400 a year for a
family of four which would be less than the
combined AFDC-food-stamp level for an
estimated 90 percent of the welfare families
in 45 states and the District of Columbia
unless the states choose to supplement the
$2400 level. This 2400 a year level 1s £1343
leas than HEW's own $3743 poverty level for
a family of four and thereby assures for the
vast majority of America's welfare recipients
not a guaranteed minimum Income but guar-
anteed annual poverty.

3. Annual cost-of-living increases must be
provided. HR. 1 provides annual cost-of-
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Hving increases for social security recipients
but the people who are really poor—those
who would be on welfare—would be denied
this benefit. Title IV of H.R. 1 entirely omits
any federal cost-of-living increases for
families and omits any federal matching for
a state which wishes to do the same. Under
current law, cost-of-living increases are re-
quired although states may reduce the per-
centage of need paid or make across-the-
board cuts which may in effect cancel out
these increases. Nevertheless, on balance, the
majority of families under current law have
benefited, something they would not similarly
do under H.R. 1.

4. The arbitrary family mazimum must be
eliminated. Section 2152(b) of HR. 1 will
not allow an increase in benefits for families
of a larger size than 8 members. This con-
stitutes an arbitrary and irrational means of
discriminating against existing large families.

5. Eligibility must be based on the current
need of the applicant. Under the present law,
states determine whether an applicant is
eligible and how much he will receive by
looking at his current financial condition.
This allows migrant workers, school bus
drivers, cotton shoppers and ginners, and
other seasonal workers relief when there is
no work. It also allows relief for those who
through no fault of their own have lost their
jobs or have suddenly become injured and
cannot work. Section 2162(d) of HR. 1,
however, requires eligibility to be com-
puted by determining if income from the
current quarter exceeds #$1,080, the break-
even point for a family of four. If it does
not, then the earnings of the applicant for
the previous two quarters exceeding $1,080
would be carrled forward to determine if a
person is still eligible. Thus, 4 person may
remain ineligible for several guarters irre-
spective of his current plight simply because
he earned too much in the past.

6. Mothers with pre-school children must
not be forced to place their children with
neighbors or in day care centers and required
to work. Section 2111(b) of H.R. 1 requires
all mothers with pre-school children age 3
or over to work as a condition to receiving
benefits. This age level should be ralsed from
3 to 6. A family would be better served by
the recognition that the work of the mother
in caring for her pre-school children would
be more meaningful than requirements which
would separate her from her wvital family
obligations. When over 24 of the mothers in
the natlon not on welfare who have children
under 6 do not work, it is Indeed repressive
to require all welfare mothers to do so.

7. Suitable work conditions and a federal
minimum wage must be provided for per-
sons who are required to work. Section
2111(c) requires all able-bodied persons to
accept employment as a condition to recelv-
ing benefits. This section omits any require-
ment that the work must not be a danger to
safety or health and other traditional pro-
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tections such as those provided under unems-
ployment insurance laws. This sectlon also
requires & person to accept employment at
32 the minimum wage of $1.60 ($1.20/br. or
$48/week, $2400/yr.) thereby possibly dis-
couraging family efforts to work themselves
out of poverty.

8. The Medicaid provision mot requiring
states to cover under Medicaid persons who
were made newly eligible for cash benefits
under H.R. 1; the provision imposing on re-
cipients an enrollment fee, a premium, or a
cost-sharing requirement; and the
decreasing federal matching for long stays in
institutions must be eliminated. Section 209
(d) of H.R. 1 states that no state will be re-
quired to furnish medical assistance to any
person unless the state was required to fur-
nish such assistance to such person under
its Medicald plan that was in effect on Jan-
uary 1, 1971, This means that states would
not be covering any new people made eli-
gible for welfare under H.R. 1, Sectlon 208
of HR. 1 provides that deductions or cost-
sharing could be imposed for optional serv-
ices to welfare aduits and families. It also
provides that the medically indigent who re-
celve no welfare cash assistance would be
required to pay an enrollment fee or a pre-
mium. Finally, Section 207 would decrease
by 15 federal matching after the 80 days of
hospitalization or skilled nursing home care.
These provisions undesirably pit state treas-
uries against the health of the poor.

9. Recipients must be accorded the same
basic rights and due process protections that
other citizens enjoy. a. Bection 2166(c) glves
federal backing to any state making supple-
mentary payments wishing to reinstate one
year residency requirements. This Is the
wrong way to stop welfare families from mov-
ing to these states. This interstate barrier
imposed on the mobility of the poor is simi-
lar to that outlawed by the Supreme Court
in Shapiro v. Thompson 394 U.5. 618 (1969).
Population stability 1s best assured by creat-
ing a national welfare system paying ade-
gquate benefits and thereby eliminating the
need for states to supplement the $2400 bene-
fit level in the first place. r

b. Section 2171(e) requires recipient fam-
ilies to submit information to redetermine
eligibility every quarter. Fallure to do so
within 30 days would result in a cut-off of
ald and any delay or fallure to report all
needed data would result In fines. Section
2152(e) requires families to re-apply all over
again every two years despite the rigid quar-
terly reporting requirement. This simply
causes more Inconvenience for reciplents
and unnecessary burdensome paperwork for
the social workers.

c. Section 2171(c) dealing with fair hear-
ing undermines the right to appeal admin-
istrative rulings. No provislon for a prior
hearing 1s really specified prior to reduction
or termination of benefits and the scope of
such hearings does not appear broad enough
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to include fraud determinations. Section
2171(d) requires that persons representing
welfare recipients at the fair hearings must
show that they are of “good character” and
in “good repute" and possessed of the “neces-
sary qualifications”. Such vague require-
ments easily lend themselves to barring ad-
vocates who in the past have been highly
effective in representing the poor against
hostile soclal workers and adverse agency
determinations.

10. Current welfare benefit levels must be
maintained, including a ecash-out of food
stamps. The Federal Government must as-
sist those states which currently provide
benefits above $2400. Our final reservation
about H.R. 1, perhaps the most significant
from the standpoint of many other Con-
gressmen besides Black Caucus members, is
the failure of the bill to give adequate fiscal
relief to the states which wish to supplement
federal welfare benefit levels. It is our firm
belief that the Federal Government should
cover the entire cost of an adequate income
program. However, since this apparently will
not be the case, states must maintain their
present benefit levels and the Federal Gov-
ernment must assist states in their efforts to
provide benefits more consistent with need.

Section 2156 and 503 of H.R. 1 do not do
much of anything toward this end. Sectlon
21566 simply provides that if a state does
supplement the federal payments, the federal
payments would not be proportionately
lowered. Section 503 provides if a state does
supplement the federal payments, the fed-
eral government would not provide match-
ing funds but would only hold the state
harmless over the next five fiscal years for
the costs above the actual dollar outlays
during calendar year 1971 under the present
programs, Additionally, any Increased costs
arising from changes that the state might
make In the state program, would have to be
pald by the state. In short, not only would
no state be required to maintain its present
payment levels (as was required in the pre-
vious blll) but it would be given virtually
no fiscal help if it decided on its own to do
80.
In our opinion, H.R. 1 must include a pro-
vision requiring no state to spend in the first
year more than 75 percent of what it spent
for assistance in calendar year 1971. For 1974
and later years, state expenditures for those
purposes should not exceed 90 percent of
calendar year 1971 expenditures. This all as-
sumes that present benefit levels would be
maintained, that an adjustment would be
made for loss of food stamps, and that the
state share of future welfare costs would be
at a level of at least 25 percent of calendar
year 1071 expenditures. These provisions
would give states and localities an additional
$4.2 billion of badly needed relief over the
next five fiscal years. On the next page is a
table showing the estimated savings each
state would have,

TABLE 3.—SAVINGS BY STATE IF THE STATE SHARE 1S AT LEAST 25 PERCENT BUT NO MORE THAN 75 PERCENT OF FISCAL YEAR 1971 EXPENDITURES WITH CURRENT
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Bince H.R. 1 as reported out of Committee
fails to deal with the aforementioned provi-
sions and the many other defects of the bill,
the Black Caucus has no alternative but to
oppose the bill in its present form. It is our
hope that many of our colleagues will join
us and vote their consciences to oppose
the bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, the House of
Representatives is expected to vote next
week on H.R. 1, which includes the wel-
fare reform provision—commonly known
as the Family Assistance Plan. The Rules
Committee reported the measure out un-
der a modified closed rule which permits
one motion to take place—this is to
strike out entirely title IV of the bill,
which is the Family Assistance Plan.

Since Members of the House will not
be given the opportunity to offer amend-
ments to raise the $2,400 figure and
modify other repressive provisions, I
will be forced to vote against this
legislation.

The congressional black caucus, of
which I am a member, intends to work
actively for the defeat of the Family As-
sistance Plan. The bill has been sold to
the Congress and the American people by
the Nixon administration as a reform
of the welfare system. After a careful
study of the bill's provisions, we have
concluded that the effect they would
have on poor people’s income, legal
rights, ability to ind meaningful employ-
ment and medical care would be detri-
mental. The Family Assistance Plan is
not welfare reform, but rather a giant
step backward.

The estimated 8.4 million black,
Puerto Rican, Chicano, and Indian who
are to receive payment under the Family
Assistance Plan, if enacted, would be
worse off than they are now. When the
President unveiled the Family Assistance
Plan to this Nation in August 1969, he
noted that no recipient, regardless of
race, should be worse off under the re-
form plan than he is now under current
law. Unfortunately, this principle does
not hold true.

How can a plan which would allow an
aged welfare couple to receive $2,400 &
year and a welfare family of two a mere
$1,600 a year be considered fair? In fact,
not until the welfare family reaches the
size of four members would it receive
benefits equal to the aged couple. The
actual minimum needs of a family of
four greatly exceeds the needs of an aged
couple in all regions of the country both
by HEW'’s own poverty level standards
and by each State’s own objective deter-
mination of actual need.

The work myth seems to be the un-
derlying rationale for distinguishing be-

tween families with children and the
other categories. The families with chil-
dren are being penalized by this perpet-
uating myth. The fact is that the over-
whelming majority of recipients in this
category are not adults, but children. Of
the 2,700,000 recipients who are adults,
the administration itself states only a
minority—about 1 million—are even em-
ployable under the most optimum con-
ditions—where there are child care fa-
cilities, transportation, job training, and
job slots available. The congressional
black caucus finds under H.R. 1 that
this separation and penalization of
AFDC recipients who are disproportion-
ately nonwhite to be totally arbitrary
and irrational.

The Family Assistance Act sets a mini-
mum and a maximum Federal payment
of $2,400 a year for a family of four.
There is no requirement that States
maintain present payment levels in the
46 States where they now exceed $2,400
in cash plus food stamps. In fact, 9 of
our 10 families are likely to be worse off,
since $2,400 a year is above present levels
for only 10 percent of them.

States would be encouraged to reduce
payments. If States increased payments
above the amount recipients received in
cash and food stamps combined as of
January 1, 1971, the States will have to
pay the entire cost of these increases.
HR. 1 fails to give adequate fiscal relief
to the States which wish to supplement
Federal welfare benefit levels. The black
caucus believes that the Federal Gov-
ernment should cover the entire cost of
an adequate income program. However,
since this apparently will not be the
case, the States must be assisted by the
Federal Government in their efforts to
proglde benefits more consistent with
need,

Another factor which has been omitted
from the welfare bill is the assurance
that welfare families will be provided
annual cost-of-living increases. HR. 1
specifically provides these increases for
social security recipients but denies them
to those receiving welfare. Thus, when
the cost of living goes up, the welfare
family of four will be forced to continue
to exist on the meager $2,400 a year
amount.

In addition, H.R. 1 requires all moth-
ers with preschool children ages 3 or
over to work as a condition to receiving
benefits. The black caucus believes that
this level should be raised from 3 to 6.
The fact that mothers who are taking
care of their children are indeed working
and performing a necessary duty has
been clearly overlooked by the family
assistance plan. To force these mothers

to go out and get jobs will destroy rather
than enhance the family institution.
These mothers will also be forced to ac-
cept child care arrangements while no
safeguards as to their adequacy have
been written into the bill.

As presently written, the bill requires
all able-bodied persons to accept em-
ployment as a prerequisite to receiving
benefits—while never setting up suitable
work conditions. Our unemployment
statistics can only increase by throwing
this additional number of people into the
Job-seeking market. HR. 1 also forces
these people to accept employment at
three-fourths the minimum wage of
$1.60 which certainly will not help them
to rise above the poverty level.

These are only a few of my objections
to the welfare reform measure soon to
be considered by the House, The list goes

on.

If HR. 1 is to carry the banner of re-
form those provisions which are repres-
sive must be changed. In view of the fact
that the legislation will be brought up
under a modified closed rule and the
only vote on the family assistance plan
will be to vote it up or down—I will be
forced to vote against the plan. If the
House votes to retain this section of the
legislation, I will vote against the entire
measure. I urge all of my colleagues to
do the same.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I have
grave reservations over H.R. 1, especially
the effect of title IV, if enacted, would
have on assistance to those in need, and
I have concluded that the regressive
features of the bill far outweigh the im-
provements to such a degree that, unless
significant improvements are made in
this title, the bill should be defeated.

H.R. 1 fails to properly identify the
problems of people already suffering from
social neglect; and it fails to provide
adequate answers to their problems. In-
stead, it offers inoculations—mere shots
in the arm—which in many cases are
worse than the disease itself.

The family assistance plan as re-
ported by the House Ways and Means
Committee simply dces not provide a
system of welfare reform. It does not,
as the committee report states “provide
a basic restructuring of the national wel-
fare system,” and “set public welfare in
this Nation on a new and constructive
course.” I believe the bill, if enacted, will
put this Nation’s welfare system on a
disaster course. It fails to rehabilitate
families and prevent individual family
crises. In fact, it creates family erisis in
some instances. It is an erratic and irra-
tional answer to the outery of the Ameri-
can people who want us to do away with
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the welfare system completely, and I say
to my colleague in the House, before we
accept the provisions in this bill, let us
do just that.

Not only does this bill provide a means
of cutting back income supports by
making social services less accessible, it
forces recipients to live in poor housing,
accept inadequate health care, and work
for lower wages. It perpetuates all the
conditions of poverty.

The distinguished committee has at-
tempted—in one piece of legislation—to
calm the outery of the American people
over the burgeoning welfare rolls;
answer the cry of the poor that benefits
are inadequate; and provide a measure
that fulfills the administration’s an-
nounced intent to reform the current
welfare system and find a solution that
will enable States to meet the ever-
inereasing costs of welfare. It has failed
miserably to succeed in these areas. It has
succeeded, however, in polarizing Mem-
bers of Congress on the welfare issue and
in overlooking certain basic facts about
the welfare problem.

In its attempt to answer the demands
of our constituents that people be forced
to work and leave the welfare rolls, it
has overlooked the fact that in this
period of high unemployment job op-
portunities are just not available; that
the limit it has imposed on the amount of
money the working poor can keep, makes
a mockery of the concept that HR. 1 will
“enable welfare recipients to work them-
selves out of poverty.”

The attempt in HR. 1 to centralize
and federalize administration of welfare
is just that. It fell noticeably short of
permitting a duplication of administra-
tion at State and local levels. States are
now allowed to set up different programs
in different areas.

In its attempt to find a solution to the
problem of welfare recipients migrating
to urban areas, it has created a migra-
tion problem within the States them-
selves, enabling the Secretary to waive
the present statewide requirement that
social services must be in effect in all
political subdivisions of a State or fur-
nished by all subdivisions, if locally
administered—to receive funds.

How can we in Congress maintain our
self-respect and endorse a measure
which:

First, limits assistance for a family of
four to $2,400 a year, including rent. Lev-
els for Puerto Rico are one-half of that
for the mainland;

Second, contains no plan to increase
minimum levels of assistance;

Third, allows State to cut back assist-
ance to $2,400 and spend nothing on wel-
fare;

Fourth, eliminates single individuals
and childless couples—unless they are
aged, blind, or disabled;

Fifth, provides the same amount of
assistance to an aging or disabled couple
as a young family of four—$2,400 a year;

Sixth, provides less assistance than 90
percent of AFDC families in 45 States
now receive;

Seventh, provides New York State only
about 9 percent fiscal relief;

Eighth, authorizes States fo impose a
1 year’s residency requirement—as
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New Yorx State has done—raising the
question of constitutionality;

Ninth, makes families ineligible for
participation in the food stamp program;
and

Allows the aged, blind and disabled—
15 percent of the poor—to be used as po-
litical footballs in the struggle for im-
proved benefits for the younger poor—
60 percent children under working age—
and their parents caring for them—20
percent of the welfare population.

Perhaps in defeating H.R. 1, we could
consider new initiatives and further our
attempts to educate the American peo-
ple about the composition of the welfare
population and the reasons why we have
a welfare population at all.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, HR. 1 is
likely to be the most far-reaching piece
of legislation to come before us this ses-
sion. At least 50 million Americans will
be directly affected by our action if H.R.
1 is enacted into law.

Many of us, I think, are in support of
the provisions in this bill that expand
social security and adult welfare pro-
grams. The real issue before us, however,
is title IV which attempts to overhaul
the unwieldy, costly and inefficient aid to
families with dependent children pro-
gram.

While title IV contains a number of
useful new provisions, I am deeply con-
cerned by this title’s negative features.
Unless some major changes are made
before final passage, I am afraid that we
we may be taking two steps backward in
order to take one step forward.

Probably the most serious deficiency
in the bill, as it stands now, is the lack
of protection it affords current recipients
against the threat of a cut in benefits.
Recipients in 22 States, it’s true, may re-
ceive higher cash payments. But in the
remaining 28 States, which contains 70
percent of the current caseload and the
Nation's largest urban centers, recipi-
ents are likely to receive cuts or, at best,
remain locked in at current benefit
levels.

As a result of the hold harmless pro-
vision added to the bill during the final
days of the committee’s deliberations, a
State will be protected against in-
creased welfare costs if it decides to
maintain current benefits and provide
the cash value of food stamps. Nineteen
States will probably be able to use the
hold harmless clause to protect recipi-
ents against a loss of benefits without,
at the same time, sacrificing the State’s
share of the bill’s $1.6 billion in fiscal re-
lief. In 19 other States, however, some
fiscal relief will have to be sacrificed in
order to maintain benefits. If a State
must choose between maintaining bene-
fits or gaining added fiscal relief at the
expense of recipients, the State is almost
certain to choose the latter option.

Many recipients may not be faced with
an immediate reduction in benefits but
they will be forced to comply with new
eligibility requirements that could be
more painful than actual cuts in cash
payments.

All mothers with children over the age
of three will be forced to seek work and
place their preschool children in some

type of a day-care program. These moth-
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ers will be unable to determine for them-
selves whether the day care is adequate
to meet their children’s needs. In many
cases, the day care is likely to be only
the custodial or parking lot variety.

All recipients will have to take jobs
that could pay less than the minimum
wage, Job placement officials will not be
required to match the jobs with the skills
or the career goals of the applicant.

For the first time, college students will
be unable to obtain benefits. This little
noticed restriction is likely to eliminate
highly successful college level career de-
velopment programs such as the one at
the University of Minnesota where 400
AFDC recipients are enrolled on a full-
time basis.

The new work requirements along
with the more frequent eligibility checks
and the weakening of recipients’ legal
rights will mean the imposition of a
highly regimented new system on mil-
lions of poor people who are already
struggling just to make ends meet.

Unless these and other provisions are
modified before final passage, adoption
of HR. 1 will mean only that we will
have replaced the current illogical and
inhumane welfare system with a new
system just as inhumane but somewhat
more systematic and orderly.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, the
need for welfare reform is painfully ob-
vious, the inequities and injustices of the
present system have been pointed out
time and time again. Equally obvious and
painful is the disgrace that the wealth-
iest Nation in the world has over 25 mil-
lion of its citizens existing below the pov-
erty level.

H.R. 1, the family assistance program,
was supposed to address this problem—
supposed to help these fellow Americans.
What happened to it? This bill sets a
painfully low ceiling on the income given
to the recipient—Iless than two-thirds of
poverty level. This bill establishes puni-
tive work reguirements that will pull a
mother of children over 3 years old away
from her family while her children are
sent to day care centers. These centers
will be funded at a level so low they can-
not even assure good custodial services,
much less provide the type of care and
guidance needed for proper growth. Yet,
this period of life is the most important
and formative in a person’s development.
This bill can force an individual to take
any work no matter how far away from
home—work which pays less than the
minimum wage and could even be in-
jurious to the individuals health. This bill
grants no aid to childless couples or single
persons living below the poverty level.
This bill penalizes any family of over
eight members. This bill authorizes
States to impose residency reguirements
already declared illegal by the Supreme
Court. This bill’s entire tone seems to
blame the poor for being poor and re-
fuses to accept the fact that the cause of
poverty is deeply rooted in the structure
and development of American society.
This bill seems to say, “We have failed
and now, once again, will punish you for
our failure for we are too ashamed and
afraid to admit that the fault is ours.”

Unfortunately, the form of this bill
is not as strange as it seems. The bill
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addresses itself to a mythical portion of
the population. It assumes that millions
of employable but lazy people devote a
good portion of their time to defraud-
ing the government and buying expensive
furs and cars from their welfare checks.
The women in this mythical problem
population spend most of their time hav-
ing illegitimate children and taking their
swarming brood from one State to the
next until they find the one with the
highest welfare payments. The basic as-
sumption underlying this bill is that this
segment of the population is poor be-
cause it chooses to be.

This mythical population has been
created in total disregard of the facts.
The President of the United States has
recently been one of the more vocal per-
petrators of these myths by making state-
ments such as . . . the way to get them
off—welfare—is to provide incentives
and disincentives, which will make them
get off . . .” or “I do not think we can
tolerate a system under which working
people can be made to feel like fools by
those who will not work. On the contrary,
I think those who refuse to register for
work and accept work or training should
be ineligible for welfare payments.”
President Nixon’s concerted campaign
against welfare fraud has deluded the
public into thinking that the bulk of
welfare recipients are cheaters. At a for-
mal White House function the President
personally requested the song “Welfare
Cadillac,” a song that promotes the

myth that recipients are fraudulent and
lazy, drawing huge sums of welfare
moneys while laughing at those who work

and pay taxes,

The above picture of the welfare recip-
ient is in stark contrast to the reality
of the situation. Studies conducted by
the administration’s own agencies have
uncovered the dismal truth about the
plight and characteristics of the welfare
recipient.

“Well over 50 percent of the welfare re-
cipients are children living on diets that
fall far below the minimum nutritional
standards derived by the White House
Conference on Food Nutrition and
Health.

Less than 1 percent of welfare recipi-
ents are ablebodied employable men. A
report from the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare states that—

Even with the best possible services, only
about 5 percent, at most (of welfare recipl-
ents) can be helped to self-sufficiency within
a reasonable length of time. A more realistic
figure is probably closer to 2 percent. The
rest are children foo young to work, the
aged and hopelessly disabled who cannot
work, and mothers who have nowhere to
leave their children in order to take a job—
if one existed.

When these families move from one
locale to another they do so to find work,
not to get higher welfare payments. In
fact, the average family now on welfare
that moved to an urban from a rural
area lives in the clty for approximately
5 years before applying for welfare.

The average welfare family has only
three children—not eight or nine.

In no State does a welfare family re-
ceive even close to what the Bureau of
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Labor Statistics has determined to be
the minimum amount needed to exist at
minimal health and nutritional stand-
ards.

The incidence of fraud is estimated
by HEW at 4 percent. The percentage
of tax fraud and evasion, as refiected by
unreported income for professionals,
businessmen and farmers, is 28 percent.

A study authorized by the President
in 1968 and still continuing in New Jer-
sey has found that the work drives and
success desires of the welfare recipient
are the same as the rest of the popula-
tion and that an income supplement in
no way discourages a man from work-
ing.

This bill, specifically title IV, appears
to be an effective means of handling the
mythical problem population, but it is a
dishonest means of approaching the re-
sponsibility of society toward its poor.
As long as we as legislators avoid facing
the truth surrounding the conditions of
poverty in America, we cannot hope to
eradicate it. A first step is to defeat or
amend this punitive bill. But the more
important task for us as responsible
legislators is to change the entire climate
and approach to this problem. We need
to make ourselves and our constituencies
aware of the true nature of the problem.
Poverty is not the fault of those af-
flicted. Rather, it is evidence of an in-
herent weakness in our society that we
must honestly and constructively—not
vindictively—try to correct.

Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, the
family assistance plan, is a welfare re-
form bill, but it seems not to meet the
needs of our welfare population. The
major problem of poor people in this
country is the lack of adequate income.
True welfare reform must meet this need.
We have the basic resources to meet the
basic needs of all our citizens. Now, while
H.R. 1 does appear to have some plausi-
ble merits, it is still a far cry from
offering a realistic alternative to the ex-
isting welfare program that is needed in
this Nation.

Mr. Speaker, it should never be for-
gotten that we are dealing with human
beings—with people—people who have
been just a little less fortunate than
some of the rest of us; nevertheless, they
are part of our society, and that, we
should never forget.

True, H.R.1 establishes a greater
equity among the states in welfare pay-
ments by providing a basic federal level
of $2,400 a year for a family of four.
However, this is an unlivable wage in
many parts of the country. How, in good
conscience, I ask, is a family of four
expected to exist on $2,400 a year, with
the cost of living at the level that it is
today.

Mr. Speaker, on March 25, the Con-
gressional Black Caucus submitted a list
of 60 recommendations to President Nix-
on. As a member of that distinguished
body, I stand firmly behind our recom-
mendation that the present welfare sys-
tem be replaced by a guaranteed ade-
quate income system. We opposed any
welfare reform which fails to establish
a satisfactory timetable for reaching a
guaranteed adequate income system of
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a minimum of $6,500 a year for a family
of four from cash assistance, wages, or
both.

What I would like to see included in
welfare reform is a built-in incentive to
bring the father back into the family as
breadwinner and as head of the home.
On his return to the home, family as-
sistance should remain constant while
he is given an opportunity to raise his
level of income to meet the needs of the
family.

When the father returns to the home,
as an inducement for him to remain to
serve as a positive force for good of the
family, I offer a formula as an incentive
for him to seek work. Should he acquire
a job that brings home a salary of $200
a month, there should be no decrease in
his assistance, and for every additional
$1 increase over the $200 of his salary,
his family assistance will be decreased by
50 cents; also, the family shall be per-
mitted to have the use of television in the
home, and own an automobile, which are
essentially a part of the American life
of today.

Any federalization of existing welfare
programs must have as an ultimate ob-
jective the realization of individual eco-
nomic self-sufficiency. The federalized
programs should guarantee the stand-
ardization of eligibility requirements, the
establishment of adequate payment
standards, the elimination of abusive and
degrading administrative practices, and
the provision of suitable work opportu-
nities which maximize individual free-
dom of choice and self-respect.

I commit myself to work relentlessly
to raise the floor grant of $2,400 to a more
realistic goal of $6,500.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend my colleague, Mr. MiTcHELL, for
calling this special order to discuss H.R.
1, the Social Security Amendments of
1971. 1t is vital when these amendments
are considered that we have before us
the facts of those provisions pertaining
to so-called welfare reform, rather than
some of the fictions which parade as
facts. Above all, we must make it clear
when discussing welfare that we are dis-
cussing people, children, and families,
with pressing human needs and with as-
pirations to human dignity and security.
Satisfaction of these needs and aspira-
tions should be the birthright of every
citizen,

I will not attempt at this time to chron-
icle the numerous deficiencies contained
in this bill. As reported, there is no
way that I can support it. Poor families,
black and white, are denied the benefits
and the rights to which they have a le-
gitimate claim in a civilized society.

The story of welfare and what it means
is told by several articles and analyses
which I intend to include for the Rec-
orp. The material is voluminous, but the
conclusions are unanimous. The welfare
system is on the brink of collapse and
this bill does little to improve it. The
articles and analyses follow:

[From the Washington Post, February 1971]

THE WeELFARE TmDE—A HuUuMAN CRrIsIs

(By Nick Kotz)

Bertha Hernandez supported her family
in the slums of Houston, Tex., for 18 years
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on the strength of her back and her ability
to turn out spotless laundry for the ladies
in the suburbs. The tiny Mexican-American
woman raised three sons by working seven
days a week, earning $30 to $45 when business
was good.

She never went near a welfare office until
1968, for a number of reasons: under Texas
welfare regulations, she made too much
money. She knew the state seldom helped
“her people.”” The presence of a husband
further disqualified her for public welfare,
even though he drifted in and out of the
household and only occasienally contributed
a few dollars earned by moving furniture or
digging ditches. And she was proud.

But in 1968, a national tide reached Bertha
Hernandez.

The tide was a phenomenon of the '60s.
The civil rights movement began to show
that in many cases poverty was the result
of disecrimination and therefore not a per-
sonal sin. The war against poverty further
dramatized the problems. Federal court decl-
slons challenged welfare agencies to justify
why they arbitrarily excluded poor familles
from payments. The easy entry, low-skilled
jobs in the central cities began to shrink
with automation and the growth of suburbs.
Inflation began to make it impossible to
raise an urban family of four on $45 a
week. Television convinced the poor that the
nation really might care about them.

For Mrs, Hernandez, personal circum-
stances helped make the decision: her age, a
final breakup of her 18-year marriage, the
accumulated wear and tear of scrubbing and
ironing seven days a week.

“I was too proud before,” Mrs. Hernandez
says, ‘‘but the migralne headaches got just
too bad.”

She went to the Texas State Welfare De-
partment office that October and signed up
for £38.50 a week under the Ald for De-
pendent Children (AFDC) program.

Thus the four members of the Hernandez
family became a statistic in what President
Nixon has called a national scandal—the
crisis in welfare.

In Texas, AFDC rolls have doubled in the
two yvears since Mrs. Hernandez's family be-
came reciplents. Nationally, in the same two-
year period, AFDC rolls have gone from six
million to nine million recipients. Today, al-
most 10 per cent of the nation's children
are being supported by welfare. In 1968,
AFDC welfare payments cost taxpayers $2.5
billion. Today, the cost is $5.3 billion an-
nually, with the federal government paying
$2.9 billion and state and local government
footing the balance.

Some state and local officials, unprepared
for the new tide or unwilling to appropriate
funds to meet it, say the program ls pushing
them toward bankruptcy.

Similar welfare programs operate for the
aged, the disabled and the blind, but the
AFDO program, with accompanying Medical
benefits, accounts for most of the rising cost
and numbers.

IN MASS CONFUSION

“Our welfare funding is in mass confusion,
our recipient rolls are growing by 10,000
monthly,” Texas Gov. Preston Smith told his
state legislature last month. His answer:
fund the state’s share of Mrs. Hernandez's
AFDC check for only 10 more months, mean-
while beseeching the federal government to
take over the entire program.

The present AFDC program has “degraded
the poor and defrauded the taxpayer,” sald
President Nixon. His solution: the proposed
Family Assistance Program, "the most com-
prehensive and far-reaching effort to reform
social welfare in nearly four decades.'

Mr. Nixon's plan, now before Congress,
would provide more federal funds to reduce
the state's share (22 per cent in Texas) of
Mrs. Hernandez's 8154 monthly welfare
check, on which she is supporting Rudy, 17,
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Philip, 13, and Robert, 10. But the Presi-
dent's proposal would not add a penny to
her check, since Mrs, Hernandez's payment
already exceeds the #$1,600 annual ($133
monthly) federal guarantee of the program
for a four-member family.

In fact, payments to those now on AFDC
would rise in only the seven Southern states
that now pay less than $1,600 annually,
while 86 other states, including Texas, would
continue providing support at less than the
official federal poverty line and less than
their own established standards of need.

Since all the Hernandez children are of
school age the Family Assistance Plan would
require Mrs, Hernandez to accept either job
training or jobs offered her at a minimum
wage of at least $1.20 an hour. If she found
a job, she could still keep part of her welfare
check “as a work incentive,” but not neces-
sarily as much as present welfare regulations
would permit her to keep if she were working
now.

$3,920 MAXIMUM

The Nixon plan also would provide, for the
first time, federal income supplements to 12
million persons in families of “the working
poor,” permitting up to $1,600 in federal aid
to boost their total incomes to a maximum
of $3,920.

In the eyes of many angry taxpayers and
politicians, Mrs. Hernandez and people like
her are lazy, cheaters, breeders of illegitimate
children and riders in welfare Cadillacs. To
sympathetic liberals, she Is the product of &
culture of poverty that has trapped 25 mil-
lion Americans at the bottom of this most
affluent soclety.

Mrs, Hernandez's life does not fit tradi-
tional welfare myths, but her attitudes and
recent actions are indicative of the new as-
pirations of the welfare poor.

Growing up in the generations-rooted pov-
erty of the Southwest's Mexican-Americans,
she never finished the sixth grade in school.
Of her $154 monthly welfare check, 830 goes
for rent in overcrowded public housing and
$37 for food stamps "“that don’'t stretch a
whole month.” When the children need shoes,
she bakes and sells pies; when Rudy wanted
to study the clarinet, she traded out $40
worth of laundry work for & used one. She
states forcefully that “my middle-class con-
cerns include group therapy, which she be-
leves is helping Philip with emotional diffi-
culties.

And she is no longer ashamed of welfare.
Although she doesn't look the part, she is
even blossoming as a community leader “to
help people get the right to a decent life.”
Less than five feet tall, a dumpy little woman
with long brown hair, she appears older than
her 43 years. She wore an apron when tim-
idly attending her first welfare rights meet-
ing. Now she sits on three community boards,
is determined that other poor people get on
welfare, that benefits be raised, and that the
poor be permitted full access to education
and all the benefits of an afifuent society.

Bertha Hernandez, welfare statistic, sym-
bolizes a new movement in this country—a
movement regarded both by critics and advo-
cates as a welfare revolution,

Strangely enough knowledgeable critics of
the spiraling welfare rolls and advocates of
expanded government aid for the poor agree
closely about most of the long-term and
short-term causes of the welfare revolution.

Conservative welfare commissioners such
as Burton Hackney of Texas and Willlam Ser-
ret of Indiana agree, for example, with much
of the analysis given by Richard Cloward, a
professor at the Columbia University School
of Social Work and resident philosopher for
the national welfare rights movement.

A 25-year migration of unskilled black,
brown and white poor from rural areas to the
citles created a vast pool of eligible poor
people who originally came to cities seeking
work and a better life. Most worked at menial
jobs, survived off the charity of relatives or
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lived by their own wits, hustling in the swell-
ing ghettoes. Their economic plight worsened
as unskllled and semi-skilled grew fewer and
industry moved ouf of the central citles into
the suburbs.

At this peint, unemployed men began de-
serting their growing families in record num-
bers and the scene was set for a welfare ex-
plosion. And then the political climate forced
open the wellare system, which had been
tightly guarded until this point by an in-
genious set of federal, state and local re-
strictive practices.

“The '50s were a perlod of calm in the cit-
ies, so there was no pressure to open the
rolls,”” says Prof. Cloward, “but the riot-torn
'60s were a different matter. The federal gov-
ernment responded through its intervention
to try to deal with the turbulence in the
cities, The political response and the over-
whelmingly important force was the antipov-
erty program—the Vistas, legal services, com-
munity action agencles—that’s what spawned
the welfare rights movement.

“The recent rise in the rolls is chiefly a
political phenomenon, not an economic one.
The urban blacks couldn't gain housing, ed-
ucation or jobs, but they now had political
power, particularly with the National Dem-
ocratic administrations, and they did gain
welfare. Finally, the present recession came
at a time when restrictive (welfare) practices
had collapsed all over the country.”

The “welfare crisis” today comes in large
part because in the past most famllies tech-
nically eligible for welfare, were, in fact, ar-
bitrarily excluded for a variety of reasons,
In the past few years, court decisions and
new federal regulations have taken the po-
sition that if a family meets the standard
that its children are needy and there is no
fraud, it has to be granted welfare status if
it wants it.

For the first time, welfare clients had law-
yers representing their cause, and restrictive
welfare department regulations and prac-
tices came tumbling down In a torrent of Su-
preme Court and lower federal court deci-
slons.

The Supreme Court knocked out the so-
called “man in the house” rule, by which wel-
fare departments summarlly cut off AFDO
families whenever welfare investigators found
a man living with or visiting an AFDC
mother,

Next, the Supreme Court ruled unconsti-
tutional the one-year residency requirement
by which states and counties kept newly ar-
rived migrants from benefits.

The Supreme Court then invalidated the
vague “unsuitable home" device by which
Southern state had purged thousands of
welfare families from the rolls on grounds
that mothers were not caring properly for
their children and home,

Lower federal courts eliminated the “step-
father responsibility rule,” under which a
stepfather was required to assume financial
responsibility for his wife's AFDC-supported
children from an earlier marriage.

New HEW regulations, backed up by the
federal courts, required welfare departments
to act on applications within 30 days, rather
than the frequent indefinite delays. The new
regulations prohibited cutting persons off the
rolls arbitrarily, without first giving them an
opportunity for a fair hearing.

Congress, in a little-noticed amendment to
the 1987 Social Security Act, required states
to update their cost-of-living standards,
though not necessarily the actual benefits.
Washington, D.C., for example, until last year
paid AFDC recipients on the basis of 1953
housing costs and 1957 food and clothing
costs.

The District and many states responded by
raising the standard, but then paying only
75 per cent of it in benefits. Nevertheless, the
higher payment standard made far more fam=
ilies eligible for benefits.

Another provision of the same law for the
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first time provided a positive “work Incen-
tive,” permitting familles to keep part of
their earnings. Previously, all earned income
was deducted from welfare payments.

Vista volunteers, Legal Service attorneys,
community action agency workers and the
emerging National Welfare Rights Organiza-
tion helped steer the poor through the still
formidable bureaucratic welfare jungle.
Many of the poor learned for the first time
about their legal rights.

Finally, the stigma that had kept many
eligible poor away from the welfare office be-
gan to lessen as the poor and their allies
openly lobbled for welfare benefits as a right,
not “charity.” And as welfare became more
respectable, many of the urban poor began
to view It as an acceptable alternative to
their traditional dead-end jobs as malds, jan-
itors and kitchen helpers—jobs that often
pald less or only slightly more than ris-
ing welfare benefits in northern industrial
states.

Welfare advocates and welfare critics, in
accord as to those root causes, stop agreeing
at this point. They differ markedly in as-
sessing the implications of the welfare crisis
for American society.

From Columbia Prof. Cloward's viewpoint,
“the crisis i1s really the reform—namely that
poor people are finally getting some money.
The normal state of the system is that the
poor get nothing.”

National Welfare Rights Organization Di-
rector George Wiley adds: “If this is a cri-
sls, there ought to be a bigger one, My
question is not why so many people are
getting benefits, but why so few. In a law-
and-order society, these people have been de-
nied their legal rights.”

Government officials, on the other hand,
define the “erisis" as a burden to the tax-
payer and to government budgets and as a
disruption to the economy.

“The crisis is basically fiscal,” said HEW
Under Secretary John Veneman in an in-
terview. “State and local government can't
handle it. And the whole [welfare] system
is posing a challenge to the wage structure
in the country. Seven and one-half million
people are working for less than the mini-
mum wage. It's & fundamental challenge to
low-wage, marginal employment. It creates
an alternative, seriously undermining these
!o -"

Within the general public and the govern-
ment, there has always been angry disagree-
ment over the real characteristics of the
welfare poor. Myth blends with fact In efforts
to analyze family structure, divorce, deser-
tion, illegitimacy, raclal composition, work
ethics, welfare fraud, economic and geo-
graphlc mobility, and llving standards of
AFDC recipients.

Several facts are clear. Widening access
to welfare benefits did not occur simulta-
neously throughout the country. Numerous
states still prevent the vast majority of po-
tentially eligible poor from obtalning bene-
fits, and access to welfare in even the high-
est-benefit states has not necessarily pro-
duced economic security for the recipients.

New York Oity is the welfare capital of the
nation with more than 800,000 women and
children receiving the highest AFDC benefits
(nearly 84,000 annually for a family of four).
But a critical shortage of low-cost housing,
an absence of jobs, and the highest cost of
living nationally makes women swear about
“welfare hell” in this supposed welfare
paradise

The city's AFDC rolls have risen from
185,000 in 1960 to 808,000 today. The city's
share of welfare costs has grown from $89
million 10 years ago to $500 million last year,
including $182 million for AFDC alone,

Judith Irby, an attractive 31-year-old black
mother of six, would llke to know, “Where
has all that money gone?” 8he knows it has
not gone for public housing, for which she
has been on the walting 1ist for 10 years, or
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for adequate child day care facilities, the ab-
sence of which forced her to quit work.

Home for Mrs. Irby and her children was a
rat-infested apartment with gaping holes in
the walls, until the building was condemned,
The New York City welfare de ent moved
her family to the Hamilton Hotel, until it
also was condemned last month as unfit for
human habitation. She's still on a welfare
tour of the citys’ fleabag hotels and says of
her recent homes: “I've never lived in hell
but I can imagine what it's like. Belleve me,
we don't want to raise our kids in filthy
slums. This is killing them."

Leaving rural poverty and her husband in
Georgla, Sarah Glover came to New York in
19568 with a job as a sleep-in maid. Then she
supported her children by caring for invalids,
She always considered welfare a last resort,
and that came when she had an eviction
notice in her hand and only bus fare in her
purse. “I went with my children to the wel-
fare department and told them, T'm moving
in somewhere, if I have to move in with
you."

A 30-week manpower tralning course in
bookkeeping *“gave me hope,” says Mrs,
Glover. “Then the only job I was offered was
871 a week as a cashler clerk. I would have
lost my Soclal Security, and with five kids to
support, I couldn't take it. 50 I went back on
welfare."

Indeed, a New York AFDC mother receiving
an average $278 welfare check is better off
than she would be working at the typical
$3274 monthly salary level for which AFDC
reciplents can qualify, And with Medicald
benefits, she is far better off than many of
the city's working poor.

The willingness of women to regard welfare
as an acceptable alternative to work appears
related directly to welfare benefit levels, HEW
studies show. In high-benefit states llke New
York, only 8 per cent of AFDC women work,
but in states like Mississippi, Georgia and
Florida where payments are near the bare
survival level, more than a third of reciplents
supplement their welfare checks with low-
pald jobs.

In New York City, the question of work is
fast becoming academic, particularly for poor
men. New York welfare officials estimate the
city has lost several hundred thousand un-
skilled and semi-skilled jobs in the last few
years.

“This has become a city of the very rich
and the very poor,” explains Willlam John-
son, who has just completed a welfare study
for New York's Rand Institute, “The jobs
and the middle-income people are leaving
for the suburbs, and what's left is the trap-
ped migrant, who can't find housing or
transportation to follow the jobs. The job-
less husband deserts and the family goes on
welfare.”

“Desertion, sure,” says Beulah BSanders,
leader of the New York Welfare Rights Or-
ganization. “Do you think a man is going to
sit there and see his family starve?”

Life may or may not be worse for the wel~
fare poor in Indiana, which, in contrast to
New York, pays the lowest welfare benefits
of any Northern state (8150 a month for a
family of four) and has the smallest propor-
tion, of its poor receiving AFDC benefits—32
per cent,

“The entire philosophy of welfarism I8
allen and foreign to the people of Indlana™
explains State Rep. Robert Bales, chairman
of the House Health and Welfare Commit-
tee. "We run a very tight ship.”

53% IN A YEAR

But the rolls are rising even in Indiana,
The number of people receiving AFDC pay-
ments went up 53 per cent last year,

And in contrast to New York, where vir-
tually all AFDC reciplents are black or Puerto
Rican, 55 per cent of the new welfare poor
are native, white Hooslers who grew up in
rural poverty and now are moving to the
cltles and towns,
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Marilyn Schwab, for example, grew up on
& farm and moved to Richmond, Ind., where
her husband worked in a tire factory. After
her husband deserted her last year, Mrs.
Schwab says she tried supporting her three
sons working at two jobs—a tavern until 2
am. and then in a radio parts factory start-
ing at 7 a.m. “I ended up in the hospital with
nervous exhaustion,” she says, “and for the
next six months we lived on a §12 weekly gro-
cery order, until they finally accepted me on
welfare.”

Of her $150 monthly welfare check, Mrs.
Schwab says $58 goes as rent for an unfur-
nished apartment. “We make our own clothes
or pick up used ones at a church,” she sald.
“I had to call the school to say I didn't have
shoes for two boys. This is not right. Chil-
dren should have new clothes.

Mrs. Schwab's bare living 1s now endan-
gered by a government and taxpayers revolt,
For the politicians in Indiana, New York and
Texas are now debating whether to cut the
welfare payments of Mrs, Schwab in Rich-
mond, Mrs. Glover in New York and Mrs. Her-
mandez in Houston.

[From the Washington Post, February 1971}
RULES ON WELFARE ARE TIGHTENED AS
TAXPAYERS BaLE
(By Nick Eotz)

Edith Reese, 19, unmarried mother of a 2-
year-old daughter, locked at the list of 47
jobs. It included, “zoo keeper—apply at In-
dianapolis zoo" and *“go-go dancer—call 291—
1010."

She had walked 21 blocks to the county
welfare office to ask for welfare for her daugh-
ter. The case worker told her:

“Before I will even give you an application
form, you have to try all thease jobs. You must
get the lady’s or man's name at each place,
the time and date you went there, and what
they told you. I want it In writing.”

Edith Reese said, “How am I going to get
there? I don't even have bus fare.”

The case worker replied, “You'll do it or
else you’'ll never get an application.”

Miss Reese started with the less exotic
jobs—kitchen helper, janitor, counter lady—
but at each place she recelved such comments
a8, "There's no vacancy here. Tell the welfare
office to stop sending people here.”

Partway through the list of 47 jobs she con-
sulted the Indiana Welfare Rights Organiza-
tion, which threatened legal action if the
county did not give Miss Reese an applica-
tion form. She recelved the form and filled
it out. Several weeks passed without a decl-
slon on the application. The welfare rights
group pressed agaln. The county said they'd
put Mrs. Reese’s child on the Ald to Depend~
ent Children program if she would drop any
legal action.

“This is the new game,"” says Jill Hatch, or-
ganizer in Indianapolis for the National Wel-
fare Rights Organization. "It’s one of the new
maneuvers. The welfare depariments are
really digging in their heels.”

“The new game” is part of the welfare
crisis.

Battles llke the one between Marion Coun-
ty and Edith Reese are being duplicated dally
in welfare offices, governor's offices and state
legislatures throughout the country.

On one side are the poor. Empowered by
court decisions, new federal regulations and
welfare rights groups, they are Increasing the
size of Ald for Dependent Children (AFDC),
the nation's major welfare program, at the
rate of 200,000 a mnonth.

On the other side are state and local gov-
ernments, confronted with growing welfare
lists, facing either dralned {reasuries or an=-
gry taxpayers or both. In response, many
states are using a variety of strategems to
discourage and delay welfare applications or
increased welfare benefits.

Some states and cities face bankruptcy,
but others have tax and welfare policy rather
than pocketbook problems,
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Indiana, for example ranks 11th in total
personal income but although 17 per cent of
its population is poor it has a smaller per-
centage of its residents receiving child wel-
fare benefits than any state in the country.
Its state taxes are relatively low—40th per
capita among states—and it hopes to keep
it that way.

To keep taxes low, Gov. Edgar Whitcomb
recently vetoed a state welfare appropria-
tion that would have permitted the state to
comply with a federal requirement that wel-
fare payments be based on the 1868 cost of
living. It would have cost the state $10 mil-
llon. It would have ralsed support for a
mother with three children to $47 a week
from the current $37.50, the lowest payment
of any state outside the Deep South.

We ended the fiscal year with a healthy
566 million surplus,” Gov. Whitcomb told
the state legislature last month. “I always
feel proud to live in Indiana because things
are going so well.” The observation was made
at a governor's conference, where he noted,
“that the states that spend the most, tax
the most, also have the most civil disturb-
ance, the highest welfare, and the most
crime. I ask you to give thought to these
matters, and let us work together to make
Indiana an even greater place fo live ., .”

Several days after Whitcomb’s speech, the
legislature sustained his veto of higher AFDC
grants., The governor and legislature knew
that the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare would cut off Indiana’s federal
welfare funds on April 1, if the state has
still refused to ralse its AFDC payment
standards. If the governor and legislature
do not have a change of heart, the state's
dwindling AFDC funds will force a reduction
in Mrs. Reese's welfare check, rather than
permit the federally called-for increase.

Indiana’s actions do not represent an iso-
lated example of a growing government re-
bellion against the cost of welfare. Ten other
states and the District of Columbia have not
ralsed their benefit standards to match pres-
ent living costs, or otherwise violate separate
provision of the 1967 Soclal Security Act.
Nine states last year reduced AFDC benefits.

In an effort to save $11 million annually,
the District refuses to provide a congres-
sional-ordered “tax break” for 5,000 AFDC
mothers who work full time at low-paid jobs.
As an incentive for them lo work, the law
requires that eligible welfare recipients be
permitted to keep one-third of their earned
income rather than have the entire amount
subtracted from their welfare checks. The
District refuses eligibility and the “work
incentive” to these women with full-time
jobs.

The District’s penny-pinching may prove
counter-productive, A womar applying for
AFDC support last month was told her full-
time job, earning §74.50 a week cleaning of-
fices at night, disqualified her family, The
next day the woman with her five children
was back, minus job, and onto welfare with
a $313 monthly check. The District would
have saved money by letting her work and
receive a greatly reduced welfare check. But
the often-stated goal “let’s get them back to
work” is often lost sight of today by govern-
ments fearful of sheer numbers on welfare.

Nevada last month cut off 22 per cent of Its
AFDC reciplents. In the view of Ronald Polk,
a leading welfare rights attorney, Nevada
violated the court-ordered rights of all 3,000
recipients by denying each family a “fair
hearing.” Pollak says an investigation now
under way already indicates that hundreds
of those denied assistance were clearly en-
titled to their welfare checks.

Leading the welfare rebellion is California
Gov. Ronald Reagan, whose state has 1.5
million AFDC reclplents, the highest number
in the nation. California's annual AFDC pay=-
ments now total £000 million, and the state
pays one-half of this cost, California’s soar-
ing AFDC costs are more a product of an in-
credible rise in reciplents—now coming on
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the rolls at an annual rate of almost 400,000
persons—rather than the state's generosity
in benefit payments. Seventeen states pay
higher benefits than California's average
monthly grant of $103, an amount that meets
only 51 per cent of the state’s self-established
standard of need.

Rather than endlessly raising taxes to pay
welfare costs, says he will “excise
the cancer eating at our vitals.” The Call-
fornia governor, already facing a federal wel-
fare fund cutoff for refusing to provide the
1969 cost of living Increase, now plans to
eliminate the “tax break” for working AFDC
mothers, put thousands of them to work on
public projects, and revise eligibility stand-
ards downward.

[One Reagan proposal applauded by lib-
erals, is to simplify welfare payments for the
elderly, disabled and blind, thereby elimi-
nating the need for hundreds of welfare
workers. ]

California's welfare burden is compounded
by the largest old-age assistance rolls in the
country. Its total of 317,000 elderly recipients
is 50 per cent higher than that of any other
state. When California’s Medi-Cal costs are
added the state's taxpayers end up paying
more per capita for total welfare costs than
those of any other state except New York.

New York was the first state to respond
generously to the welfare rights movements’
demands for legal entitlements, and ironi-
cally, the first to plug up liberal provisions in
its welfare laws.

In its most successful campaign, the Na-
tlonal Welfare Rights Organization in 1966-
1068 helped thousands of New York City
AFDC mothers claim the “special grants"” pro-
vided for clothing, furniture, kitchen appli-
ances and other essential needs. At the height
of this drive, in August 1968, welfare mothers
had won $100 million in special grants, an
average of $104 per welfare family. Since
these benefits had to be sought in Individual
bouts with the welfare office and most wel-
fare reciipents did not participate, those par-
ticipating actually received far more than
$104 in benefits.

Reacting against this successful campaign,
the New York State Legislature eliminated
the speclal grants and slightly reduced total
AFDC benefits.

Two to four years ago people were pulling
themselves together through the vehicle of
speclal grants,” says New York City Welfare

t official Robert Jorgen. “When
that ended, hope ended. Now there's no
money for furniture or for winter school
clething for the kids.”

Despite the legislature’'s best efforts, wel-
fare costs continue to socar and New York
Mayor John V. Lindsay is attempting coun-
termeasures. Lindsay, the liberal mayor twice
elected with black votes, had volced approv-
al several years ago when the percentage
of welfare applicants accepted on the rolls
increased from 60 to BO per cent. Now, he is
tightening welfare eligibility, has refected
his welfare d nt's budget as too ex-
pensive, and has filed suit to force the state
and federal governments to take over the
city’s share of welfare costs, At present, the
federal government pays 50 per cent, and the
city and state split the balance.

Lindsay challenges the complicated for-
mula by which welfare costs are shared by
cities, states and the federal government.
New York City pays $500 mililon a year as its
share of total welfare costs but there are
laws in 25 states that permit their citles to
pay nothing.

In general, the richer the state, the smaller
the portion it gets of federal money for wel-
fare. As the individual level of monthly pay-
ments go up, the federal share becomes
smaller. Thus, the federal formula encour-
ages states to pay low benefits,

The difference among states is most dra-
matic In the case of Texas, Texas is rich,
sixth in total personal wealth. But although
it spends only $80 million in state welfare
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money on its 2.6 million poor, the federal
government pays almost B0 per cent of total
welfare costs for Texas, compared with 50
per cent for New York and California—each
of which pays out more than $1 billion.

“We know we've been restrictive.” Texas
Welfare Commissioner Burton Hackney said
in an interview. “"Of necessity, we've had to
be restrictive and serve only the poorest of
the poor.”

Texas has used a number of devices for
keeping down its welfare payment. It is the
only state with a constitutional 1imit on wel-
fare spending—any subtantial increase in in-
dividual benefits or total recipents requires
& referendum and an act of the legislature.

It required a court order last year to force
one-third of the state’s counties to operate
a food assistance program for the poor. The
state welfare department has a maximum of
$50 allowance for rent, regardless of the size
of the poor family, 75 per cent of whom live
in elties.

In 1969 when welfare funds began to run
out the maximum payment for a family, re-
gardless of size, was cut from $135 a month
to $123. This meant that a family of ten
had to live on $31 & week. After a federal
court invalidated this cut, voters raised
state welfare funds from $60 to $80 million.
Now funds are exhausted again and Gov.
Preston Smith says he will not recommend
ancther increase in welfare spending.

Despite pressures of higher taxes and less
wealth than Texas, many other states are
attempting to meet the rising welfare costs
for the poor. Thirteen states raised their wel-
fare payments last year. Many states are
either raising taxes or making excruciating,
Solomon-like choices between competing hu-
man needs. Oregon, for example took school
funds to meet welfare crisis needs, and Ver-
mont Gov. Deane Davis froze state spending
on education to raise AFDC payments. “A
high quality of education is part of the long-
range solution,” Davls said. “But the tragedy
is, a long-term solution 1s of little help to
a child who is hungry, sick or cold this win-
ter."

The most devastating government blow to
the welfare rights movement may have been
signalled last month in a 6-8 U.8. Supreme
Court decision, says Ronald Pollak, who suc-
cessfully argues federal court cases that
helped open up the welfare rolls, Justice
Harry Blackmun, in his first written opinion,
ruled that a welfare recipient must admit a
caseworker to her home. It is not the im-
mediate case that bothers Pollak so much
as the welfare philosophy now expressed by
a Supreme Court majority.

Commenting on the notorious midnight
welfare ralds which lower courts long ago
ruled unconstitutional, Blackmun pointedly
left open the possibility that the constitu-
tlonality of such searches will “present an-
other case for another day.” Blackmun com-
pared welfare ald with “purely private
charity” and sald the benefactor "“expects io
know how his charitable funds are utilized.”

“The court has come very much in tune
with the political climate,” said Pollak.
“Judges are again seeing welfare as a gratu-
ity, not an entitlement. A beggar must prove
himself worthy. If we've now lost the sup-
port of the Bupreme Court, It's very hard
to figure out a strategy.”

The next struggle over the welfare crisis
will be in the present Congress, as it de-
bates President Nixon's Family Assistance
Program, and alternatives offered by welfare
advocates and critics.

[From the Washington Post, February, 1971]
WELFARE REFORM: THE QUESTIONS RAISED
Are ENDLESS
(By Nick Kotz)

The nation’s welfare rolls have swollen
by almost three million persons since
August 1960, when President Nixon first
proposed his Famiy Assistance Plan. The an-
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nual costs have risen by #1.7 billion. And
Congress 1s once agaln debating how to
cope with what the President calls “a mon-
strous consuming outrage' for both the tax-
payer and the welfare poor.

The Nixon administration’s answer is a
controversial new plan that would for the
first time offer federal income supplements
to workers in low-paid jobs. Any family of
four with less than $3,920 annual income
could gain benefits, ranging from a few
dollars to $1,600. The hope of this plan is to
ease the financial plight of 11 million “work-
ing poor” and keep them off the soaring wel-
fare rolls.

The Nixon plan also would attempt, by a
“carrot and stick” approach, to 1ift some of
the 9.5 million now on welfare back into the
workforce.

Most of these poor are women recelving
benefits for their dependent children.

The underlying thesls of the proposal is
to place a floor under the income of every
family with children. Need rather than de-
pendency would be the governing factor.

Every family would be guaranteed 8500
for each of the first two family members and
$300 for each additional child. Thus, a fam-
ily of four would receive $1,600, if they had
no other Income.

President Nixon calls his plan “the most
comprehensive and far-reaching effort to
reform social welfare in nearly four decades.”
Initially hailed by many llberals because it
embraced the concept of a guaranteed an-
nual income, it enraged many conservatives
who consider it the straw that will finally
destroy the American work ethic that a man
should rise strictly by the sweat of his own
brow.

The Nixon proposal passed the House last
year, but was blocked in the Senate by an
unlikely coalition of conservatives appalled
by the cost and the emerging philosophy of
guaranteed annual income and liberals dis-
satisfied with the benefit levels and the pro-
visions forecing reciplents to work at low-paid
jobs.

But the debate has broadened into far
wider issues. At heart, critics of the welfare
crisis and of the President's proposed solu-
tion are questioning what kind of country
America is or should be.

Does a work ethic originally premised on
“useful work,” still apply to an affluent
society that spins out both redundant lux-
uries and grinding proverty? Does the coun-
try need a fundamental re-allocation of its
wealth and resources to meet basic human
needs?

The questions, endless, are being asked
as Congress scrutinizes the Famlly Assistance
Plan and wonders how to stop the spiral in
which thousands are forced out of employ-
ment—or leave voluntarily—for welfare.

Criticism of the Family Assistance Plan
grows as various state and local officials ex-
amine how it would affect their tax rolls, as
well as welfare rolls.

“The Family Assistance Plan represents only
another attempt to add a patch to an already
overburdened system of welfare patches,”
says Texas Gov. Preston Smith.

Concerned mainly about the skyrocketing
state costs, conservative Smith and other
governors want to turn over the entire wel-
fare burden to the federal government. Lib-
erals such as Rep. Donald Fraser (D-Minn.)
also see full federal control as a way to un-
tangle the welfare bureaucracy and bring
justice to the poor.

Recently the powerful House Ways and
Means Committee has become intrigued with
the idea that a federal welfare system might
provide the most direct and helpful kind of
revenue sharing with the states. The state's
share of welfare program costs Is about $5
billion a year, the same amount the Presi-
dent has proposed for new funds going into
revenue sharing.
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The most conservative governors, such as
Ronald Reagan in California and Edgar
Whitcomb in Indiana, are considering an-
other approach: withdrawing their states
from the present federal-state program and
operating much less costly welfare entirely
on state and local funds. Both strongly op-
pose the Nixon plan's guaranteed income for
the working poor.

From the viewpoint of advocates for the
welfare poor, the President's plan provides
far too little money and too much potential
coerclon.

“The Nixon plan is an attempt to stem the
tide of rising benefits,” says George Wiley,
director of the National Welfare Rights Or-
ganization. “This so-called welfare reform
will be more punitive than the present sys-
tem. The welfare department will be a new
employment agency for substandard indus-
try, agriculture, laundries, sweatshops.” La-
bor union leaders criticize the plan for sub-
sidizing low-wage pay, and say it will under-
mine efforts to organize farm and domestic
workers.

Wiley's National Weifare Rights Organiza-
tion favors a $6,500 a year guaranteed annual
income. Additional incentive: to the work-
ing poor would bring their incomes up to a
maximum of $10,000. The plan would cost
$50 billion a year and provide varying bene-
fits to 100 million Americans. Despite its
costliness NWRO's plan has a surprising
number of supporters: the White House Con-
ference on Food and Nutrition endorsed the
plan at its December, 1969 meeting.

The Family Assistance Plan would affect
the lives of 256 million poor Americans in dif-
fering ways.

The plan really contains two different pro-
posals, one brand new and the other a re-
working of an existing welfare plan:

1—A form of guaranteed annual income
for “working poor” families with children.

This would offer benefits to almost 11 mil-
lion Americans In families who now cannot
receive welfare, in most cases, because there
is a father in the house and he works,

Any family of four with less than $3,920
annual income would get some benefits.
From the maximum payment of $1,600 for
a family with less than $720, payments would
decline as work income approached the
$3,920 cutoff. Almost one half the potential
beneficiaries live in the South.

Take a drug store clerk trying to support
a8 wife and two children in Washington, D.C.,
on a $1.60 an hour salary, the federal mini-
mum wage. His §64 weekly paycheck would
be supplemented by $5.70 weekly in federal
“family assistance.” His annual income would
rise from $3,328 to $3,624, He would have to
agree to accept job training or move to a
higher-paying job if a suitable one were of-
fered,

The program would be paid for entirely out
of federal funds. The administration esti-
mates the first year costs at $1.7 billion.
Benefits would be the same, no matter which
state a person lived in. In this and other re-
spects. Family Assistance for the working
poor would differ from the second part of
the plan.

2—A revision of the present Aid to De-
pendent Children program, in which federal,
state and some local governments share ad-
ministration and costs. It would continue
to assist families in which one parent (usu-
ally the father) is absent or incapacitated.
Most of the present 9.5 million recipients are
mothers and children. Most of the mothers
do not work.

At present, beneflt levels are set by the
states and the federal government simply
pays part of whatever level the states estab-
lish. Payments for a family of four now vary
from & low of $720 a year in Mississippi to a
high of $4,164 in New Jersey. The Famlily
Assistance Plan would only slightly alter this
disparity.

The proposed plan would establish, for the
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first time, a federally pald floor under ADC
payments of 81,600 for a family of four—
ralsing payments for the one million recip-
ients living in the seven Southern and Bor-
der states that now pay less.

For example, it would add $76 a month in
benefits for Mary Willlams, who tries to sup-
port three children in a Missjssippi shack on
a 857 ADC check.

But for the 8.5 million receiving ADC pay-
ments in the 43 states whose benefits are
above the floor, the Nizon plan does not offer
increased benefits.

Pamela Johnson and her two young chil-
dren in Houston, Tex., would receive the
same $120 welfare check. Although the Nixon
plan would require states to maintain bene-
fits at the present level and would permit a
maximum of 83,720, it is unlikely any states
would ralse their payments. Most states want
to cut benefit costs, not raise them.

As In the present system, Mrs. Johnson
and Mrs. Willlams could retain part of their
earnings from a job and still get welfare bene-
fits although reduced. But under the Family
Assistance Plan, they would be denied 8500
of their annual welfare payments if they re-
fused job training or “suitable” employment
paying at least $1.20 an hour. The plan also
would offer day care for children.

The revised ADC plan is being touted to
state and local governments chiefly on the
basls that it will reduce their share of pro-
gram costs. The federal government would
pick up §356 million of the $2.3 billion state
and local governments will pay this fiscal
year in AFDC costs, plus $166 million for
adult welfare programs: old age assistance,
ald to the blind, aid to the disabled.

But state officials throughout the country
are becoming increasingly doubtful as to
whether the Nixon plan might end up costing
them more money.

All agree, for one thing, that the present
cost-sharing inequity among the states
would be malntained. The federal govern-
ment would take over the entire cost for Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, South
Carolina, Tennessee and Missourl. Cost sav-
ings to the biggest states would differ widely
depending on their present efforts.

State officials and others are appalied that
the plan would very likely continue—and
probably even further complicate—the pres-
ent tangled federal-state-local partnership
of welfare costs and administration.

Further, officlals in most states now believe
that thelr share of soaring Medicald costs
will soon outstrip any possible benefits in
ADC cost-sharing. The administration ac-
knowledges this problem but says it will re-
duce Medicald costs by its forthcoming
Family Health Insurance Plan. The plan most
likely will transfer some of these costs to the
welfare poor, who now get Medicald benefits.

State officlals also are skeptical about how
many welfare reciplents can be put to work.
Of the 9.5 milllon ADC reciplents, less than
200,000 are able-bodied men. The expected
workers are principally mothers, 80 per cent
of whom have children under eight years old.

The administration hopes to put 40 per
cent of * * * avallable, they question whether
the plan's provision for 250,000 job training
slots will be any more successful than a pres-
ent program for job training, which is failing,
The child day care program ls criticized as
too expensive if the only rationale for it is
to put women into low-paid jobs and inade-
quate if the purpose is to help children,

In addition, many state officials believe the
best contribution of mothers should be to
care for children growing up in already bro-
ken homes. The poor also strongly oppose
forcing & woman to work If she would rather
care for her children,

“These are people with large families,”
says Wilbur Williams, chairman of a welfare
reform committee in Houston. “The mother
should be home caring for them. This is not
putting a family together. It's destroying it.”
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The level of benefits provided the poor un-
der the Family Assistance Plan is hotly dis-
puted by both liberal and conservative critics,
but for very different reasons.

In the judgment of the conservative Coun-
cil on Economic Development and of many
in the economic-political power structure of
the Deep South, the support level is too high.
The CED believes that hundreds of thou-
sands of service jobs such as waiters, gas
station attendants, and household help are
now going begging partly because welfare
benefits already pose too attractive an alter-
native, Some Southerners fear, for example,
that a black woman with three children no
longer will work as a maid at $15-20 a week
if her welfare check rises from $15 to $30.79
a week.

Advocates for the welfare poor argue that
the plan is designed to put a lid on higher
benefits the poor have been winning in the
federal courts, in Congress and by their own
efforts. “Whenever the federal government
talks about reform,” says Richard Cloward,
a professor at the Columbia University
School of Social Work, “it means reimple.
mentation of restriction and of the system.
The normal state of the system is that the
poor don't get anything."

The Nixon administration does want to
put a lid on benefits. The plan would per-
mit 48 states to freeze benefits to ADC re-
ciplents at as much as §2,100 below the
federal poverty line of $3,720 for a family
of four. Forty-three states could continue
paying less than their own “standards of
need,” a cost of living appraisal of the es-
sentials of life: food, clothing and housing.

Another basic criticism of welfare advo-
cates is that the combination of continued
low payments and the “must work" provision
will force the poor to continue performing
the lowest-skilled, dirtiest and worst-paid
jobs. Debate over the work requirement leads
inevitably into the broader implications of
welfare reform as they affect the essential
quality of American life.

“Has welfare become an acceptable alter-
native to work?"” questions Robert Patrecelli,
deputy under secretary of HEW, “We think
that liberals won't face up to that possibil-
ity

YIndeed. the poor are openly expressing
growing unwillingness to trade even a mea-
ger welfare check for jobs at the bottom of
American society.

“Who needs to be trained to wash dishes
or clean toilets?" questions Dorothy Pittman
Hughes, a black community leader in New
York City. “What happens when we ask for
meaningful work, like a proposal to train
black mechanics to run their own coopera-
tive business? That competes with someone
else and it's turned down.”

Asked in an interview what work the wel-
fare poor would be expected to perform,
HEW Under Secretary John Veneman re-
plied: “Where they will work will depend
on the economy. With today's economy there
would be problems. Logically, they would
work In services—hotel, food, beverage, jani-
tors, cleaning, domestics.”

What if the poor would rather care for
their children than do that kind of work?

“If a woman is adapted to that kind of
work,” replied Veneman, “Then I think she
should do it. If someone has been a maid
for 10 years at $1 an hour the: that's an
appropriate job."”

The welfare poor also criticize the $1.20
wage at which they would be required to ac-
cept jobs under the Family Assistance Plan,
It is 40 cents below the federal minimum
wage law.

“I don't think the Soclal Security Act is
the place to set the minimum wage,'" says
Veneman of this criticism. “It's a fact of life
that millions of jobs pay below the minimum
wage.”

The over-all criticism by welfare reformers
is that the Nixon administration’s Family
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Assistance Plan doesn't try hard enough to
really change the present facts and quality of
life for poor Americans.

A survey for HEW recently showed that
B0 percent of women recelving welfare would
like to work, and 40 per cent are good pros-
pects for employment. But these women
have increasingly shown in their job train-
ing choices that they not only want decent
salaries but work in human services rather
than drudge labor. They sign up eagerly to
become nurses aldes, community action aides,
day care center workers.

Daniel Patrick Moynihan, the former White
House counselor who helped design the
Family Assistance Plan, 15 impatient with
criticism about the nature of work. As a
pragmatist, he says that the first need of
poor people is for more money. He thinks the
plan establishes that right for the first time.

“Do you have a meaningful job?" Moyni-
han asked a critic. “How many Americans
have meaningful jobs?"”

Leaders of the National Welfare Rights
Organization guote author William String-
fellow on the point of jobs. Stringfellow con-
tends that the work ethic lost its legitimate
original meaning when most Americans no
longer produced tangible products of human
needs but “redundant luxurles in which the
package rather than the product is mar-
keted.” Yet the affluent American society
still “enforces the work ethic with a literal
vengeance against the poor.”

Stringfellow, along with welfare rights
advocates Richard Cloward and Michael
Harrington, says the poor will be lifted out
of their welfare poverty trap only by a
massive reassignment of national priorities.
Their viewpoint, shared by many liberal
members of Congress, is that the government
should redirect its resources into jobs that
would help improve the ¢uality of American
life.

Sens. Jacob Javits (R-N.Y.) and Gaylord
Nelson (D-Wis.) introduced legislation last
week to spend #£1 bililon creating 200,000
public service jobs.

America may or may not make the called-
for re-allocations in the nation’s wealth, re-
sources, and energies, but observers of the
welfare crisis belleve fast short-range action
is mandatory.

Dr. Henry Rossner, scholarly assistant direc-
tor of the New York City Welfare Department
has worked at that city’s welfare problems
for 37 years. Last week while two Americans
were walking on the moon, D, Rossner
observed:

‘“Welfare is a holding action and I'm afraid
we don't have any long-range programs.
Public assistance is the price we pay for soclal
order. Over $1 billion a year is going into the
slum areas of this city. Do you think those
people in Bedford-Stuyvesant and Harlem
would starve peacefully?”

[From the Washington Post, February, 1971]
WELFARE MYTH, FACT ARE FAR APART

MYTH: They're getting rich on welfare,

FACT: Welfare benefits for AFDC families
now average $185 monthly, 43 per cent below
the federal poverty line.

MYTH: They all come to the city to get
welfare.

FACT: Seventy-two per cent of AFDC
families now live In urban metropolitan
areas, but the typical rural migrant lives in
the clty five years before applying for wel-
fare,

MYTH: Most AFDC families contain men
who won't work.

FACT: Of nearly 10 milllon AFDC recip-
fents, only 100,000 (1 per cent) are able-
bodied, unemployed men. More than 95 per
cent of recipients are women and children,

MYTH: Most AFDC recipients are black.

FACT: 49.6 per cent are white, 46.3 per
cent are black, 4.1 are other races.

MYTH: Once on welfare, they never get
off.
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FACT: The typical AFDC family stays on
welfare for slightly less than two years. Sixty
per cent of present recipients are receiving
welfare for the first time.

MYTH: They cheat.

FACT: Some do. Fraudulent receipt of
welfare is detected in less than 1 per cent
of all cases, and detectable fraud has not
been increasing.

MYTH: They keep having more children
to receive more benefits.

FACT: The size of the average AFDC
family has declined slightly to a present
level of three children.

MYTH: AFDC is a problem because fathers
desert and won't support their children.

FACT: Desertion is a major cause of
AFDC dependency, but rising family break-
ups are a national phenomenon, Generally,
the rich get divorces and alimony while the
poor more often get separation or desertion
with no available child support, and there-
fore go on welfare.

MYTH: More and more welfare children
are illegitimate, particularly blacks,

FACT: Out-of-wedlock parental respon-
sibility is the cause of dependency in 27 per
cent of AFDC cases a percentage that is not
rising. Nationally, illegitimacy is rising sharp-
1y among white women, but declining by 30
to T0 per cent among black women depend-
ing on age.

[From the Washington Post, May 16, 1971]
WELFARE: WHAT Mr. MiLLs Has WroOUGHT

Wednesday the House Ways and Means
Committee isued a 32-page press release, in
the form of a Committee print, describing
the major provisions of the Social Securlty
Amendments of 1971—the package that will
contain Mr. Mills’ substitute for President
Nixon’'s original welfare measure. The admin-
istration has accepted Mr. Mills’ revisions.
Since the entire package, rendered into legis-
lative language, will reportedly be some 800
pages long, it is only possible at this point
to discuss it in its barebones outline. Even
s0, the Committee's press release makes a
number of things abundantly clear, enough
in fact to indicate that for many who have
supported this measure enthusiastically—not
to say combatively—through its many in-
carnations, it may now become increasingly
difficult to do so. That is because, while the
Mills version retalns most of the key con-
cepts of the original reform, it also contains
one new, different and (in our judgment)
damaging feature—to which we shall return
in a moment.

The revised bill does preserve a number of
sorely needed reforms that were present, or at
least partlally so, in the earlier versions of
FAP. These include the creation of uniform
federal standards of eligibility and minimum
payment; ald to working as well as non-
working; financial incentives to take work,
and assistance in doing so in the form of fed-
erally supported training programs and day
care centers. The relatively noncontroversial
“adult” categories of welfare (ald to the aged,
blind and disabled) are to be subject to a
phased takeover by the federal government
of both their total costs and administration.
The highly controversial AFDC program is to
be replaced by what the Committee calls “two
new totally Federal programs.” These would
divide welfare recipients into categories of
“employable” and “unemployable,” one to be
administered by the Labor Department and
the other by HEW. By virtue of a food stamp
“cash-out,” the standard annual bene-
fit for a family of four would be $2400, as
distinct from $1600, which was the base pay-
ment in the original bill.

There are any number of elements in this
new legislation that could be quarrelled
over—and doubtless will., And there some
that strike us as ill-advised, good candldates
for amendment. But all this must await the
availability of the full text of the bill. What
is plain at this point, however, is that the
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Committee has made a major alteration in
the original bill by proviaing no obligation
for the states to maintain, by supplemental
payments, the benefit levels they are paying
now. Suppose that under the federal-state
sharing arrangements of current law, a fam-
ily of four is now receiving an annual pay-
ment of $3500. The federal government and
the state government (with or without a
local government contribution) may each be
paying 81750 of it. Under the proposed law,
the federal government will now make a con-
tribution of $2400. The state by making a
supplementary payment to the family of
$1100 could maintaln the family’s present
benefit level and would still be making a sav-
ing of $650 (its $1750 present share minus
$1100). Under the previous versions of FAP
that bobbled around the Senate and House
last year, this supplementary effort by the
states to maintain current benefit levels was
mandatory, In the revised Ways and Means
version it is to be optional. There is not even
(as was hoped) an incentive in the form of
a federal sharing—say, 30 per cent—of what
supplemental payments the states might
make. It is this feature of the proposed bill
which we find potentially so dangerous. It
could work real and serious hardship on great
numbers of reciplents, making them (not the
federal government) a source of state treas-
ury savings.

We have sald in this space before that, in
our estimation, any equitable across the
board effort to reform and rationalize our
federal welfare programs must necessarily
result in some recipients being somewhat
worse off than they are under present law.
Circumstance has made that patchwork of
statutes particularly advantageous to some
in terms of a collection of cash and in-kind
benefits. But making entirely optional the
states' own supplementary contributions
and falling even to offer some federal help
with what voluntary contributions they
choose to make is something else again. It
does not come under the heading of making
some special reciplents worse off for the
sake of bringing relief and equity to millions
of others not now covered. Rather, it opens
up a pcssibility of wholesale harm to current
recipients in a number of mainly Northern
states now paying (with federal help) a
benefit substantially higher than the pro-
posed $2400.

Apparently, the argument for accepting
this feature of the new bill is that the af-
fected states will voluntarily continue to
bring recipients up to current benefit levels,
that political realitles will make it s0. We
wonder. Looking around the country at the
mood in state capitals from New York to
California, we do not get the impression that
officialdom will need much of an excuse to
seek savings at the expense of the welfare
poor. This is the single provision (or lack of
one) in the Mills bill as outlined by the
Committee that seems to us sufficlently
faulty—If it stands—to undermine the value
of the rest of the bill and ralse questions
about its ultimate merit.

[From the Washington Post, May 1971]

DEAFENING SILENCE FROM THE POLITICIANS—
THE GROWING IMPACT OF PAYROLL TAXES ON
MiopLE INCOMES

(By David S. Broder)

Among the many publicly unexplored is-
sues buried in H.R. 1, the welfare reform and
soclal security bill devised by Chairman Wil-
bur Mills (D-Ark.) and the House Ways and
Means Committee, is a tax increase on mid-
dle-income families that will almost double
the size of the second-biggest bite on theilr
paychecks In the next six years.

Under the bill, the Social Security tax rate
will rise in three steps from the present 5.2
per cent to 7.4 per cent in 1977. The wage base
for Soclal Security taxes will increase from
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the present $7,800 to $10,200 next year, with
the result that the payroll tax for a man
making a bit less than $200 a week will rise
from $405 to $755 a year.

By contrast, that same auto worker, sup-
porting a wife and two children and taking
only his standard deductions, will have an in-
come tax billl of $1052 this year, decreasing
to $095 with next year's scheduled income
tax reductions.

What this example indicates is that payroll
taxes are becoming an Increasingly important
part of our revenue system—yet one which
has largely escaped debate, either in political
campaigns or in the tax-writing Ways and
Means Committee,

Unbeknownst to most Americans, payroll
taxes now constitute the second largest
source of federal funds—and the fastest-
growing. Payroll taxes provide more income
to the treasury than corporate income taxes
or any other federal taxes except the indi-
vidual Income tax. And the 1972 budget es-
timates that between last year and next, pay-
roll taxes alone will rise $12.3 billlon, while
individual and corporate income taxes com-
bined will grow by only $7.2 billion.

What this meauns is that we are becoming
increasingly dependent for federal finances
on the payroll tax, a tax that is not progres-
sive, that has little relationship to ability to
pay, and whose burden hits hardest on low-
and-middle-income wage-earners.

That this can happen without a murmur of
debate or political controversy indicates just
how insensitive to real pocketbook issues the
Washington politiclans have become, partic-
ularly those Democrats who control Con-
gress and parade as the champions of the
average man.

The impact of payroll taxation has been
amply documented in the studies of such
Brookings Institution specialists as Alice M
Rivlin and Joseph A. Pechman. It appears
also in the report of the administration’s ad-
visory council on soclal security. But it is al-
most as if there were a conspiracy of silence
by politicians to keep the taxpayers and the
voters unaware of these issues.

In part, the Brookings studies suggest, the
soclal security tax system has been protected
from debate by two carefully cultivated
myths. One is the notion that it is a “soclal
insurance” system, in which an individual's
contribution (taxes) are held in trust for
him and returned, with interest, as retire-
ment benefits.

In fact, it is not. It is, rather, a system of
transfer payments to currently retired peo-
ple, financed almost entirely by taxes on the
working generation. There is nothing wrong
with this, in principle, but it is not what
people think it is.

The second myth is that the employer pays
half the soclal security tax. In a literal
sense, he does, but, as the Brookings studies
demonstrate, the whole tax really falls on
wages and the wage-earner, because the
amount the employer pays in soclal security
taxes he would otherwise be putting into the
paychecks.

This is worth emphasizing. When the So-
clal Security system began 35 years ago, the
tax rate was one per cent each on employee
and employer on the first $3,000 of annual
earnings, With the new bill, the combined
rate rises to almost 15 percent of the pay-
roll on wages up to the 810,000 level

That tax is levied regardless of the num-
ber of dependents or legitimate deductions
the earner has. It glves no real considera-
tion to his ability to pay.

This year, as the Brookings analysts have
noted, a family with a husband earning
$7,.000 and a wife earning $5,000 will pay
$624 in payroll taxes (5.2 per cent). A family
with the identical income from one wage
earner would be taxed only $405.60 (3.4 per
cent).

That is one inequity. Another is pointed
up in the advisory council study. When the
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social securlity system began in the 1930s,
the $3,000 wage base included all the earn~-
ings of all but three per cent of the workers.
The wage tax, in those days, was, in effect,
the same tax on everyone,

But in recent years, Mills and his commit-
tee have been reluctant to push the wage-
base celling up as fast as Inflation and earn-
ings have increased. Today, somewhere be-
tween 20 and 25 per cent of the wage-earn-
ers make more than the wage-base limit.
These well-off workers get a real break on
social security taxes. A $23,400-a-year man,
for example, gets just as big retirement ben-
efits as a 87,800-a-year man, but the effective
payroll tax rate on his Income is just one-
third of the lower-salaried man’s.

There are ways In which these inequitles
could be remedied. have been made
for years to shift a portion of soclal security
financing onto the progressive income tax
and off the regressive payroll tax,

Without going that far, there could be a
system of deduction or income tax credits
that would help the low-income wage earner
who now is hit hardest by payroll taxes. But
Congress, under Democratic control, has done
exactly the opposite in recent years, cutting
income taxes and yroll taxes, and
thereby making the whole federal tax system
more regressive. According to participants in
this year’s Ways and Means sessions, the
question of social security taxes did not re-
celve any extended discussion. If Mills is suc~
cessful, as usual, in obtalning a closed rule
for the bill, there will be no meaningful op-
portunity for presenting amendments to 1t
on the House floor.

This example—and 1t is only one of
many—suggests the price that iz belng paid
for letting vital questions of economic pol-
icy be settled in the politically insulated,
tightly controlled environment of the Ways
and Means Committee’s closed sessions. Too
many members of Congress have become ac-
customed to letting Wilbur Mills do their
thinking and decision-making on difficult
questions,

But it also Indicates something else: the
pecullar insensitivity of the leading Demo-
cratic politiclans, including the presidential
aspirants, to the economic issues, Discussing
the inequities of payroll taxing may not at-
tract as much pralse at Georgetown cocktail
partles as a ringing denunclation of the
bombing in Laos or the tactics of the Wash=
ington police. A candidate who took a seri-
ous look at our tax system might even suf-
fer a sudden shortage of campaign contribu-
tors. But there are issues that can be raised,
wrongs that can be righted, and votes that
can be earned by the politiclan who will
design to consider matters that matter to
wage-earners.

[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1971]
THE PRreESIDENT BoRrows FroM GOVERNOR
REAGAN—THE POLITICAL COMPLEXION OF

THE WELFARE REFORM ISSUE

(By Nick Eotz)

In a recent speech to Republican gover-
nors, President Nixon pralsed Californla Gov.
Ronald Reagan for “biting the bullet” of wel-
fare reform. The President also could have
expressed a debt of literary gratitude to
Reagan for parts of the speech criticizing
welfare reciplents.

The President told the governors:

“I advocate a system that will encourage
people to take work, and that means what-
ever work is avallable. It does not mean the
attitude expressed not long ago at a hear-
ing—TI read about it in the paper and heard
it on television—when a lady got up at a
welfare meeting and sereamed, ‘Don't talk
to us about any of those menial Rty

Inquiries to the White House as to the
identity of the welfare lady produced a deaf-
ening silence, except from one helpful White
House alde. The source of the Nixon quote,
he volunteered, could be found in a March 1




June 18, 1971

U.S. News and World Report interview with
Gov. Reagan.

There it was. Governor Reagan, recalling
a lady from the Welfare Rights Organization
who ‘“‘screamed ouf, ‘And don't talk to us
about any of those menial jobs."” (Reagan’'s
press secretary also is not certain where the
governor got his example but sald he quotes
it often.)

Whether a presidential speechwriter bor-
rowed only a speechline from Reagan or also
his philosophy is not clear, but the President
and governor offered closely similar reactions
to the woman's comments and to the welfare
problem.

The President sald: “If a job puts bread
on the table, if It gives you the satisfaction
of providing for your children, and let's you
look everyone else in the eye, I don't think
that is menial. But it is just that attitude
that makes others, particularly low-income
workers, feel somehow that certaln kinds
of work are demeaning—scrubbing floors,
emptying bedpans, My mother used to do
that. It is not enjoyable work, but a lot of
people do it. And there is as much dignity
in that as there is In any other work to be
done in this country including my own.”

The President’s words here were pointed
at emphasizing one section of his welfare
proposal approved by the House Ways and
Means Committee that envisions forcing wel-
fare mothers to accept jobs as maids, and
cleaning women, at salaries 25 per cent below
the minimum wage,

But in a broader sense, Nixon, Reagan and
the Ways and Means Committee are in effect
saylng: state and local governments are going
broke because welfare rolls are skyrocketing;
the rolls are soaring because millions of wel-
fare reclplents are loafers, and finally, the
nation’s work ethic is crumbling as those
now working at low-wage menial jobs decide
they are suckers and drop out of the work
force.

This pleture of what is now happening in
American society iz held by many people and
may be politically productive for Nixon and
Reagan. But this picture does not coincide

with the administration’s own studies on
what is happening.

First of all, who are the 12.8 million wel-
fare reciplents? HEW says that 10.2 million
are either children, the aged, or the totally
disabled. That leaves 2.6 million adults, all
but 170,000 of whom are mothers of depend-
ent children. Of this 2.6 milllon, HEW says
765,000 are either employed, In training or
actively seeking work. That leaves 1.9 mil-
lion, most of whom HEW characterizes as
“mothers needed in the home fulltime or who
have no marketable work skills.”

HEW says there are perhaps several hun-
dred thousand more welfare mothers who
could qualify for menial jobs, or with train-
ing for better jobs, “if"—they had child care
services, tralning, and job opportunities.

What is the status of the job market which
these women might enter? They will com-
pete first of all with 5 million already unem-
ployed Americans, 2.2 million more than
when Mr. Nixon became President.

Next, they will compete with five million
others, who now work at poverty wage jobs—
and are characterized by the Labor Depart-
ment as “the last hired and the first fired.”
Furthermore, Labor Department studies show
that these unskilled jobs are rapidly disap-
pearing in an automated, computerized econ-
omy.

‘What is happening to present federal pro-
grams to train the welfare poor to enter this
unalluring jobr market? A study for the ad-
ministration on fallures of the Work Incen-
tive Program concluded, in part: “There is a
tendency (by the government) to feel that
any job is better than no job at all, This is
not necessarily the view held by the recipl-
ents nor is it a valld axiom around which a
vocational program can be bullt. . . . Forcing
people to accept unappealing, low-pay, dead-
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end jobs will not result in program success.”

So, the attitudes expressed by President
Nixon’s and Governor Reagan's welfare lady
are not mythieal. But the Labor Department
study also stressed—as any conversation with
a welfare mother will confirm—that the poor
do want meaningful jobs. They eagerly de-
sire jobs with decent pay and the pride of
making a social contribution—as nurses
aides, teacher's aldes, and helpers in Head
Start programs. They no longer (if they ever
did) share the President’s sense of the work
ethic that picking cotton on Senator East-
land's plantation for a couple of dollars a
day “let's you look everyone else in the eye.”

The five million working at poverty salaries
undoubtedly resent the non-working welfare
poor, but most share their attitudes about
being exploited in dead end jobs.

The administration and the Congress have
before them proposals that would deal with
the status of the generations-rooted poverty
of these blacks, Mexican-Americans, Puerto
Ricans, Indians and Appalachians who have
always filled a role at the bottom of the
heap.

First, there is the question of pay. The
AFL—CIO proposes a $3 minimum wage to
replace the present £1.60, which leaves a
family of four with income 20 per cent below
the barest definition of minimum income
needs. Even Rep. Wilbur Mills (D-Ark.)
favors a $2 minimum, The administration
favors a slower rise to $2.

Second, there is the question of new job
opportunities. Congress last year passed a bill
to create hundreds of thousands of new jobs
with social utllity, but the President ve-
toed it. Reluctantly, he now supports a less
ambitious job program to provide temporary
work to those kicked off the welfare rolls.

Third, there is the future shape of a post-
Vietnam economy. Senator George McGovern
(D-8.D.) and others have proposed recon-
version plans that would pour resources
into creating a soclety with far more em-
phasis on providing human services to all
its citizens. The Nixon Administration has
announced no such plan. It has sought to
stimulate the economy with a variety of tax
breaks for big business to produce more con-
sumer goods for a consumer soclety.

Finally, there is the issue of welfare. The
President proposes that the welfare poor
Join others who work at poverty wages, with
the government guaranteeing a supplement
that would give some families of four a total
of $2,400 income—Iless than two-thirds of the
poverty guldeline—and would bring others
slightly above the poverty line.

The President’s new rhetorlc and restrictive
additions to the original welfare proposal are
premised on a bellef in the justness of the
present economie system, and on an apparent
fear that more generous ald for the helpless
and trapped poor would destroy the so-called
work ethic.

Instead of his new rhetoric about the un-
worthy poor, the President might refer to one
of his own studies, the New Jersey Graduated
Work Incentive Experiment. Soon after he
announced his Family Assistance Program,
the President displayed preliminary findings
of this experiment to show that the poor do
not stop working when they receive an income
supplement. Indeed, the preliminary re-
sults indicate that the poor have the same
work drives and success desires as the rest
of us. And the President might refer to HEW
studies clearly refuting charges of massive
welfare fraud.

Yet the President and a majority on the
Ways and Means Committee now have elimi-
nated last year’s guarantee that the welfare
poor not lose benefits, and have insisted on
even more punitive measures to ensure that
the poor will work at jobs assigned their lot.

Seldom has a President or member of Con-
gress taken a similar attitude when the Ways
and Means Committee considers the taxes
and tax breaks that will affect affiluent Ameri-
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cans. Commenting on how Ways and Means
effects the income and lives of various groups
of Americans, committee member Hugh
Carey (D-N.Y.) said recently: “This com-
mittee has learned how to create more mil-
lionaires than any country in history. It has
contributed, by its policies, to creating the
largest middle class In history. But when it
comes to the poor, we don't want to give
them anything."

In the final analysis, the welfare issue will
be resolved by how the nation views the poor
and by the generosity of its spirit. Are the
welfare poor to be pushed back into their
traditional status in American soclety? Or
will they be given enough money to ralse
their children decently and enough oppor-
tunity to pursue the same values and ambi-
tions that animate most Americans?

THE Gars 1v F.AP.
(By National Welfare Rights Organization)

The Family Assistance Plan (Title IV of
HR. 1) will soon be released by the House
Ways and Means Committee chalred by Wil-
bur Mills. The House of Representatives is
expected to vote on the bill during June,

The bill has been sold to Congress and the
American people by the Nixon Administra-
tion as a reform of the welfare system and
by others as a first step toward adequate
income. The bill does make several positive
changes in the welfare system. It provides
ald to familles with an employed father in
the home for the first time. It raises the
payment level for recipients in states which
now pay the least. It provides substantial
benefits to the aged, disabled and blind.

However, based on our careful study of
how the bill's provisions affect poor people's
income, legal rights, ability to find meaning-
ful employment and medical care, the Na-
tlonal Welfare Rights Organization stands
firmly opposed to the bill.

On balance, the Family Assistance Plan
(F.AP.) is not welfare reform. It is not a
step toward welfare reform. It is a glant step
backward. It is worse than the present in-
adequate welfare system. F.A.P. must be op=-
posed and defeated by those who believe in
improving the conditions and opportunities
of poor people.

Meet with your Congressman now. Explain
to him how the provisions of this bill really
affect poor people. Urge him to support an
“open rule" so that the bad parts can be
defeated. Urge him to vote against the Fam-
fly Assistance Plan, If liberal members of
Congress join the vote against F.A.P. it can
be defeated. Only if liberals defeat the bill
will Congress want to consider a better wel-
fare bill, one that will increase and protect
the rights of poor and low-income Ameri-
cans.

CASH BENEFIT FROVISIONS

1. Payment level inadequate, F.AP. sets a
minimum and & maximum payment of $2400
& year for a family of four. Payments would
never go above $2400; there 15 no commit-
ment to adequate income or to maintain-
ing present payment levels in the 45 states
where payments are now above £2400.

2. Nine out of ten welfare families could
be worse off. $2400 a year, $200 a month is
above present payment levels for only 10%
of the welfare families, those in Alabama,
Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi and South
Carolina. All others—90% of the families—
could be cut back.

3. $2400 is less than $1600. The $2400
amount proposed by the Ways and Means
Committee is actually less than the $1600
proposed earlier by President Nixon. The
earlier bill provided $1600 in cash plus $864
in food stamps for a total of $2464. Ways and
Means has made recipients ineligible for food
stamps.

4. States would be encouraged to reduce
payments. State governments will not have
to spend more than they spend during calen-
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dar year 1971 for the first five years of the
Plan, no matter how many more people get
on welfare, The federal government will pay
for the costs due to more people getting on
welfare. However, if states increase payments
above the amount reciplents received in cash
and food stamps combined as of January 1,
1971 the states will have to pay the entire
cost of these Iincreases. While the $2400
payment means most states will save some
money in the firet years of the plan, they are
not likely to pass this money along to poor
people. Most states will keep the savings be-
cause they now spend more than they want
to on welfare.

In fact, states may cut the amount they
spend on welfare. No state is required to
maintain present payment levels. They can
cut back to the federal $2400 and not spend
anything on welfare. By reducing payments,
states can save even more than they would
by maintaining benefits. It will be much
easier for states to cut benefits under F.A.P.
than under the present system which re-
quires that a state percentage reduction plan
be approved by HEW.

6. Present cost-of-living increase will be
denied. In addition to the possible cuts in the
amount reciplents receive, poor people will
be denied the cost-of-living increases states
have been providing under the present wel-
fare system. Between 1969 and 1970, 25 states
increased the payment levels of AFDC fami-
lles, railsing grants for over one millien
reciplents. In the same perlod only ten
states cut grants, reducing payments to 250,-
000 recipients. There are no provisions in
F.A P, allowing increases in the federal pay-
ment of $2400. States may provide increases
but they must pay for them entirely with
state and local money.

6. Family Mazimum Imposed: A family of
two people receives $1,600, three people re-
ceive $2,000, four receives $2,400, five receives
$2,800, six receives $3,100, seven recelves
$3,400, eight (or more) recelves $3,600.

Familles' payments vary with the number
of people in the famlily. The more people, the
more money it can receive. However, families
of more than eight members will be able to
get no more than $3,600, the amount a fam-
ily of eight receives. F.AP. discriminates
agalinst large families.

7. Discrimination against single indivi-
duals, childless couples, families and againsi
BElacks. F.AP, provides benefits only for fam-
flies with children. Single individuals and
couples without children receive no benefits
whatsoever, unless they are aged, disabled or
blind. They must rely on almost nonexistent
state and local relief programs.

Families with children would receive only
half as much as the aged, disabled and blind.
While a family of four receives $200 a month,
by July, 1973 an aged couple will receive the
same amount.

Half of the families on welfare are Black.
Only one-fifth of the aged, disabled and blind
reciplents are Black. The program that is
largely Black will pay half as much as the
program that is largely white.

FORCED WORK PROVISIONS

1. The forced work requirement is more
repressive and punitive than present law,. In
the light of growing unemployment these
provisions will only serve to deny benefits to
needy people, harass innocent citizens, de-
stroy family life and deny real opportunities
for advancement, Familles with members
considered employable will be referred to
OF.F., Opportunities For Families, a sepa-
rate pro run by the Labor Department.
Reciplents who refuse to participate will be
thrown off welfare, However, the lack of ade-
quate training, child care and employment
provisions means no real opportunities, only
harassment for poor people.

2. Mothers with children over 3 years old
will be forced to work. All family members
will be required to register and accept a job
offer unless they are specifically exempted.
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Under present law only those specifically re-
ferred to work are forced to register. Mothers
of children over three and children over six-
teen and not in school are among those not
exempted and forced to work.

3. Stable family life is threatened, If & fam-
ily member refuses to register or refuses a
job that member is cut off welfare. This in-
cludes a mother in cases where there is no
male parent in the home. Payments for other
members of the family will not be sent to
that member. Instead, the children's wel-
fare is required to be paid to a third party,
likely to be someone outside the home whom
the government belleves will be more in-
terested in the well-being of the children
than the mother who prefers to work raising
her family rather than work outside the
home at a menial, low-paying Job. Third
party payments are not required under pres-
ent law, were not required by earlier versions
of F.AP., and should be restricted to cases
where the mother is proved to be unable to
manage funds.

4, The plan will help only the very low-
est paid workers. Recipients will be allowed
to keep only the first $720 a year they earn
plus one third of their earnings above $720
and still recelve assistance. Unless family
members recelve training allowances or have
school children who work, the most a fam-
ily of four can recelve in welfare and wages
combined 1s $4320 a year. Reclplents will
have to pay income taxes on their wages.
These provisions will not allow poor people’s
income to go above the official poverty level
by the time the bill goes into effect.

5. Recipients are not protected by the fed-
eral minimum wage. It is unlikely that re-
ciplents will be referred to jobs paying the
minimum wage since the jobs available to the
poorest workers are not covered by the min-
imum. The bill forces recipients to take
whatever work is availlable unless the job
pays less than three-fourths of the federal
minimum. The present federal minimum
wage is $1.60 an hour so recipients must ac-
cept $1.20 an hour, or $2400 a year.

6. Recipients may be referred to any type
of job. The only language in the bill on the
sultability of the job prevents recipients from
being forced to strike break. Provisions in-
suring that no one would have to take a job
that endangers health and safety or that is
too far from home have been removed.

7. Opportunities for training are restricted.
The bill makes it very clear that the purpose
of F.AP. is to subsidize low wage paying
employers rather than enable poor people
to become self-supporting. Families headed
by & college or university student will not
be eligible for benefits. Under current law
welfare mothers are regularly attending col-
lege in the WIN Program, Under F.AP. fam-
ily heads will be denied the opportunity to
recelve the fraining necessary to enable them
to advance to the limit of their capabilities.

8. Child care opportunities are almost non-
ezistent. Mothers with children will be re-
quired to accept whatever child care facili-
ties are offered by the Labor Department or
be cut off welfare. Under present law a moth-
er has the right to refuse a child care ar-
rangement she belleves inadequate. No stand-
ards for child care arrangements are written
in the bill. Authorization of funds for child
care in this bill is totally inadequate. Fam-
ilies may be asked to pay all or part of the
child care costs although some of these costs
may be credited to the family’s income. But
the amount of child care costs that may be
deducted from income under the income tax
law will be only 8750 a year. Child care au-
thorities estimate the actual cost at over
$2100 a year for one pre-school child.

9. The federal government will not provide
jobs, Public service employment authorized
by F.AP. would receive federal funds for
only three years: 100% in the first year, 75%
in the second and 509% in the third, nothing
thereafter unless states fund the entire cost.
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More extensive legislation has been passed
by Congress but vetoed by President Nixon.

10. Jobs for welfare recipients are not
available. The punitive nature of the forced
work requirement assumes that jobs are
available for welfare mothers and that the
rolls are filled with employable people who
simply refuse to work. Neither assumption is
correct, The 1969 H.E.W. Study of Aid to
Families with Dependent Ohildren reports
that 20.1% of welfare mothers are in the la-
bor market. Of these, 66.5% are working.
33.5% are unemployed—Ilooking for work but
unable to find it. This is over five times the
national employment rate.

Governor Reagan of California wrote to
309,485 employers in the state asking each
to hire one welfare reciplent. Only 13,000
employers responded. A total of 337 jobs were
reported but only 26 actual jobs resulted
from the effort. The average salary was $71.00
a week.

LEGAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

1. Recipients would have fewer legal rights
under F.AP, than they have now. The few
legal rights to welfare poor people enjoy
under current law are seriously undermined
or outright denied by H.R. 1. Several provi-
slons fly in the face of constitutionally pro-
tected rights to equal protection and due
process of law. Many provisions further de-
mean poor people and destroy their family
life, dignity and pride and make them less
able to stand on their own.

2. People who lose their jobs can be denied
assistance. Familles whose current income
and resources are low enough to qualify for
assistance may be denied aid because of the
restrictions on eligibility contained in the
bill. If a family head suddenly loses his or
her job, the family may be denled assistance
for six to nine months because the bill as-
sumes the family will have savings available
even if all the savings have been used up.
This will particular hurt larger families and
those ineligible for unemployment insurance,

3. Welfare recipients are assumed to be
guilty of fraud without a trial. Recipients
who fall—for whatever reason—to report ac-
curately all earnings plus other income from
SBoclal SBecurlty and other sources will be cut
off welfare and fined $25 for the first offense,
850 for the second and $100 for later times.
In the case of fraud, recipients would be
fined $1000 or be imprisoned for one year or
both. Under the Medicald provisions of HR.
1, hospitals and nursing homes must be re-
viewed by “program review teams" before
those hospitals and nursing homes which
abuse the program can be cut off. People un-
der the F.AP. provisions of HR, 1 are not
given this review opportunity,

4. Recipients must reapply every two years.
Since the provision noted above requires
recipients to report accurately their income
every three months, there is no need for this
provision which forces a family to reapply
as If it had never been recelving assistance.
It 1s & means of harassing recipients and en-
couraging those eligible for aid to go without
it.

5. Recipients and applicants can be denied
adequate representation. The Secretary of
H.E.W. is given broad authority to ban cer-
taln people from entering Family Assistance
offices to help recipients obtain their legal
rights.

6. Families can be denied benefits unless
they know they are available and specifically
apply for them. Families eligible for Family
Assistance would have to make separate ap-
plications for other benefits they may already
be eligible to receive, such as Medicald, state
supplemental payments and surplus food
commodities.

9. The right to appeai decisions is cur-
tailed. Reclplents and applicants may apply
for a hearing If they feel they have been un-
justly treated. However, the matters about
which a hearing may be held are restricted.
Hearing procedures need not conform to pres-
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ent regulations or to the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act—thereby denying the right to
present evidence, cross-examine and the right
to be heard by an impartial examiner. These
rights are granted to citizens and corpora-
tions in their dealings with other federal
agencies. Factual rulings made by hearing
examiners are not permitted to be appealed
to the courts.

8. Illegal residency requirements may be
imposed. States which choose to supplement
above the federal $200 a month payment may
also choose to impose a one year residency
requirement as a condition of eligibility for
supplementary payments. F.A.P, would obli-
gate the Federal Government to follow the
state's decision in administering the supple-
mentation. This entire provision violates
the Constitution as interpreted by the Su-
preme Court in Shapiro v. Thompson, 394
U.8S. 618, April 21, 1969,

9. Stepparents of F.A.P. children are held
liable for support payments. Under present
federal welfare law, & stepparent must sup-
port the children of his or her spouse only if
there is a general state law requiring all
stepparents to support their stepchildren.
Only a few states have such general laws,
This provision of F.A.P, would require step-
parent support and thereby diseriminate
against the poorest families by imposing an
unnecessary financial hardship. Rather than
reducing the amount of government funds
neecessary for the support of step children,
it will increase the need for welfare pay-
ments. A mother with children will be de-
terred from remarrying because her new
husband would be forced to support the en-
tire family. Step-fathers would be encour-
aged to leave the home so that the mother
and children could receive higher payments.
The Supreme Court has ruled that such pro-
visions are illegal under the present law In
King v. Smith, 302 U.8. 309, June 17, 1968,

10. There is no limit on parents support
obligations. Even if a mother or father can-
not afford to support the children, a parent
who leaves home would be obligated to the
United States government for every cent the
family recelves from F.A.P. The ability of the
parent to pay is not permitted to be a factor
in limiting his or her liability. Many fathers
do in fact leave thelr wives and children be-
cause they cannot afford to support them.
Parents who travel in interstate commerce to
avold supporting their children are subject
to a fine of $1000, a year In prison, or both.

11. Advisory committees ezclude recipi-
ents. Advisory committees to evaluate the
program would be composed of representa-
tives of labor, business, the public and the
government. Representatives of recipients
and reclplent organizations are not specified.

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID FROVISIONS

1. Basic principles of the present Medicaid
Program are undermined in a separate part
of H.R. 1, Title II. Recipients would have to
pay for services now completely paid by the
government and the quality of the services
which 1s already horrible in many commu-
nities would be cut back further.

2. Recipients would have to pay part of
their hospital bills. After the 30th day of
hospitalization a reciplent would have to
pay 87.50 a day. After the 60th day a reciplent
would have to pay $15.00 a day. The longer a
person is 111 the lower his ability to pay be-
comes. But the federal government reduces
its contribution and forces the recipient to
increase his as time goes by.

3. Recipients would have to pay part of
their nursing home bills. After the first 60
days of nursing home care, the Federal Gov-
ernment reduces its contribution by one-
third. For mental hospital care a one-third
reduction is made after the first 90 days
and after one year there is no Federal con-
tribution.

4. The incentive to work is completely de-
stroyed if you get sick. F.AP. recipients must
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spend a third of their earnings on medical
bills before they become eligible for Medic-
aid coverage. Since F.A.P. recipients are al-
lowed to keep only a third of their earnings
in the first place, this means a family will
be reduced to the basic welfare level of $2400
before they get Medicaild.

b. Services covered by Medicaid may be
cut back and people eligible for assistance
for the first time under F.A.P. are not neces-
sarily eligible for Medicaid. States are not
required to spend more on Medicaid than
they now spend. Rather than paying for the
additional cost of the program, the Federal
Government will allow states to reduce the
medical services provided under Medicaid
and to decide whether or not newly eligible
familles with a father employed full-time will
be eligible.

B. Profiteering by nursing homes in rural
areas will be encouraged. Requirements that
nursing homes in rural areas have at least
one full-time registered nurse on stafl would
be dropped.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order today, and
to include extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Pucinskl). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Maryland?

There was no cbjection.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR CALLS CHANNELIZA-
TION DEVASTATING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REevss) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I
reported to the House that a dozen na-
tional environmental organizations have
testified that channelization of our Na-
tion’s streams is causing severe environ-
mental damage. On Wednesday I re-
ported that State fish and game agencies
are also gravely concerned about the det-
rimental environmental consequences
of stream channelization,

Both the environmental organizations
and the State agencies recommended
that stream channelization programs of
the Department of Agriculture be halted
for 1 year pending review and study of
the effects of channelization and the de-
velopment of alternatives to channeliza-
tion.

These organizations and State agencies
contend that channelization works cause
increased flooding downstream from the
project area, add sedimentation and pol-
lutants to the waterways, lower the
ground-water tables, and are very detri-
mental to fish and wildlife and to the
ecology of bottomlands. They offered sub-
stantial evidence that channelization
has accelerated the drainage of many
thousands of acres of valuable timber-
lands, marshes, and important wildlife
habitat.

They also contend that the Soil Con-
servation Service has given little atten-
tion to these adverse environmental ef-
fects. A review of 24 recent SCS environ-
mental impact statements indicates that
they may be right,
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In at least one case, where 26 miles of
channelization will take place, the SCS
concludes in a brief three-page state-
ment that “no adverse effects on man’s
environment are anticipated.” The view
and comments of other agencies were
not even solicited, as required by the
National Environmental Policy Act.

The Council on Environmental Qual-
ity, in a letter of December 14, 1970, to
the Department of Agriculture, said that
it had reviewed “32 statements” of the
SCS and concluded that “SCS appears
to be going through the motions in their
preparation.”

Since then SCS has made some revi-
sions in their procedures for preparing
statements, but the SCS still gives short
shrift to the environmental damages
caused by the projects and to alternative
approaches.

A June 1970, report by the Atlanta
office of the Fish and Wildlife Service
on constructed SCS projects in North
Carolina concludes that its recommenda-
tions have not been followed by the SCS
and the local sponsoring organization.
The report also states that—

In general, the practice of stream channel
excavation is contrary to the stated policy
of the National Environmental Policy Act.

Mr. Speaker, today I want to bring to
the attention of the House the pertinent
excerpts of the recent testimony of As-
sistant Secretary of the Interior Natha-
niel P. Reed who was recently appointed
to the post of Assistant Secretary by
President Nixon. Mr. Reed testified with
the complete backing of Secretary Mor-
ton, as follows:

TESTIMONY BY NATHANIEL P. REED

In the recent controversey concerning the
channelization of the Alcovy River in
Georgla, It was learned that the Soil Con-
servation Service under P.L. 566 has plans
for alteration of nearly every watershed in
Georgla. Reviewing the status of small water-
shed projects in the Southeastern States
alone, we found that as of August 1, 1969,
1,119 applications for watershed assistance
have been received covering 122,620 square
miles. Of that number, 638 have been author-
ized for planning and 428 have been approved
for installation. Estimates indicate that pro-
Jects In just this one program will involve
the alteration of over 25,000 miles of stream
channels to obtain flood protection and
drainage objectives. These alterations will
adversely affect from 25,000 to 60,000 acres
of stream habitat. A conservative estimate
of the wooded wildlife hablitat damaged or
destroyed by these alterations would be about
120,000 acres and could exceed 300,000 acres.

After an Inquiry with the field staff in
preparation for this statement, we found
these trends occurring throughout the Na-
tion. . ..

Stream channelization projects usually
entail changing the physical shape of the
stream bed and bank, regulating natural
stream flow patlerns, and impounding or
modifying the flood plain. 1If the emphasis
on these practices continues, the ultimate
result will be the destruction or serious
degradation of valuable and irreplaceable
natural resources, including stream fisheries
and wildlife in many boitom Ilands and
watercourses.

Stream channel alteration under the ban-
ner of channel Improvement for navigation,
flood reduction, and agricultural drainage is
undoubtedly one of the more, if not the
most, destructive water development or
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management practices from the viewpoint of
renewable mnatural resources. These alter~
atlons are carried out in varying degrees,
with a corresponding variation in damages
to stream ecology. (Italics supplied.)

Stream channel excavation which increases
the width and depth and changes alignment
of a natural channel is the most damaging
of these practices. Following in descending
order of their detrimental effects are exten-
sive clearing and snagging with dip out, clear-
ing and snagging, minor snagging, and selec-
tively cleared stream channels and/or flood-
Ways.

Channelization or other stream alteration
practices destroy the balance of space and
associated life supporting elements. The
effects of stream alterations on fish and wild-
life is somewhat analogous to the impact of
hurricane Camille on the human population
along the gulf coast. After the hurricane (or
after stream alteration) the space still re-
mains: however, the elements within the
space which support vigorous and thriving
populations are no longer immediately avail-
able or arranged in a fashion so as to be
usable. Fortunately, man has the capability
and desire to rebuild his environment fol-
lowing such a disaster. Fish and wildlife
lack this rebuilding potential; therefore,
the organisms must evacuate the damaged
or destroyed habitat or perish. (Italics sup-

lied.)

; Studies conducted by the North Carolina
Wildlife Resources Commission evaluated the
effects of channelization on fish populations
in eastern North Carolina streams. These
studies showed that the production of game
fish species was reduced by 90 percent follow-
ing channelization. They further demon-
strated that this loss is a permanent loss be-
cause normal maintenance procedures pre-
clude the possibility of recovery of the
stream's normal productivity.

A similar but unpublished sample relating
to the fish population before and aiter chan-
nelization in Tippah River was obtained by
the Mississipp! Game and Fish Commission.
Before channelization, a population sample
was taken which revealed a total standing
crop of 877 fish per acre weighing 241 pounds.
Another sample obtained following channel
excavation disclosed a total standing crop of
1,498 fish per acre welghing only 5 pounds.
These comparative data show a 98 percent
reduction in the weight of fish per acre with
a 69 percent increase in the number of fish
per acre. The marked Increase In the number
of fish may be misleading since 99 percent
of these fish were minnows, shiners, and
darters with a combined weight of 44
pounds.

e to fish habitat brought about by
man's alteration of stream channels occurs
across the United States. We have studies in
Montana, Florida, Missouri, and other areas
further documenting losses of 80 to 99 per-
cent of stream productivity.

These studies provide shocking and irre-
futable evidence of the severe damages to
fish habitat and populations in the immedi-
ate area of channel alterations. (Italics sup-
plied.)

Additional stream habitat degradation also
occurs for some distance downstream from
the altered areas. Siltation and turbidity
associated with upstream channe] alteratlon
and disruption reduces light pensetration in
downstream waters, particularly during con-
struction and until some reasonable degree
of channel stabllity is achieved. This reduc-
tion in light penetration results In reduced
photosynthetic activity by aquatic plants
which are important links in the food chain.
These plants also provide a certain amount
of dissolved oxygen which is essential to a
healthy aguatic environment. As the sus-
pended particles settle out, they blanket
large areas of productive habitat, thus seri-
ously reducing or completely destroying the
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area's capability to provide the essential ele-
ments for fish survival and reproduction. To
me, this phenomenon is the aquatic version
of the dust bowl disaster. (Italics supplied.)

Some channels are constructed for naviga-
tion; however, the stated purpose of most
channelization proposals is to increase the
volume and velocity of flow for flood reduc-
tion and/or drainage. In essence, this is
water disposal and not water conservation,
which in turn creates instant drought in the
channeled area and instant floods in down-
stream segments. These modifications can
create problems in downstream segments
which generate the need for more channel
alterations.

The increase In quantity and speed of flow
causes waters to carry a much higher siit
load into downstream reaches. Under natural
conditions, high waters spread out over the
seasonally flooded bottom lands and swamps,
thus greatly reducing the flow veloecity, per-
mitting the settling out of much of the silt
load and reducing turbidity. These overflow
bottom lands and swamps, which are highly
productive of timber and wildlife, are na-
ture’s own floodwater-retarding structures.
They may also perform other functions, such
as recharging ground water storage areas,
filtering and purifylng surface flows, and
controlling eutrophication of downstream
waters by removing and ufilizing nutrients.

The specific impact of channel alterations
on the quantity and quality of bottom-land
wildlife and waterfowl populations has not
been the subject of intensive study. However,
it is clearly evident to anyone who under-
stands the rudiments of biology that habitat
disruption and destruction of the magnitude
caused by stream channel alterations result
in serious losses to waterfowl and other bot=-
tom-land wildlife.

Stream channelization results in a direct
loss of woodland habiltat through right-of-
way clearing for equipment access and spoil
disposal. Some mitigating of this loss oc=
curs when wildlife plantings are placed on
the modified areas.

Channel alteratlon accelerates the re-
moval of surface waters from swamps and
marshes and greatly reduces the frequency
and duration of seasonal flooding of other
wooded bottom lands. Seasonal and perma-
nent surface water, which are essential fac-
tors in maintaining these ecological units,
are greatly decreased or eliminated. Loss of
this surface water will allow encroachment
of undesirable underbrush, inhibit growth
and reproduction of desirable vegetation, re-
duce aquatic and wetland habitat, eliminate
swamp refuge or escape areas, and signifi-
cantly reduce or ellminate waterfowl utiliza-
tion. Our experience indicates that instal-
lation of flood control and drainage channels
encourages and accelerates the construction
of smaller private dralnage projects that fur-
ther reduce the quantity and quality of
wooded bottom-land wildlife habitat.

I think we are kidding ourselves if we do
not admit that stream channelization has
had a devastating effect upon our nation’s
waterways. We could spend all day detailing
the endless miles of streams slated for addi-
tlonal modification by one agency or another,
But that will not solve an admittedly seri-
ous problem. What is needed is a complete
rethink and redirection by the men who are
designing and consiructing the projects.
| Italle supplied. ]

Is it possible to protect and enhance our
environment while still providing needed
Bood protection?

While the demand increases for wild and
scenic rivers, for fishing, hunting, swimming,
and open space, and environmental quality,
our supply is rapidly decreasing. The phi-
losophy to date has been that as people move
into and develop the river flood plains they
demand flood protection, water for domestic
and agricultural uses, and navigation to im-
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port and export the goods of our consumer~
oriented economy and have sacrificed our
rivers and streams to accommodate these ap-
parent demands.

Even though we spend millions of dollars
each year for ditching, dams and diking of
our rivers and streams, the flood damage
throughout the Nation continues to rise. Per-
haps our philosophy has been misdirected.
We have some Federal agencies charged wtih
doing a job which involves environmental de-
struction and others charged to protect the
environment, in continuous conflict. A redi-
rection would involve a land use philosophy
which by necessity would include flood plain
delineation. After the flood plain has been
defined, then flood plain zoning practices
must be implemented which allow land uses
compatible with perlodic flood cycles; such
land uses in the flood plain would involve
fish and wildlife production, open space pas-
ture, parking lots, recreation areas, and other
demands for space which can withstand tem-
porary flooding. This redirection of land use
practices would not only ald in saving fish
and wildlife and environmental quality but
should also reduce insurance losses and other
losses during flood periods. We realize this
will not eliminate the damage but it would
reduce the economic losses to our soclety.

The Department of the Interlor definitely
feels that there are ways that the environ-
mental quality of the Nation can be pro-
tected while still providing needed flood pro-
tection. The following suggestions would ald
in this endeavor:

1. Allow land owners to reduce their tax-
able acreage by the amount of land they
have in wetland areas as long as it remains
in its natural condition. This could include
flood plain hydric hammocks and marshes.
The fish and wildlife resource values of these
areas must be approved by a State or Fed-
eral environmental agency prior to their
acceptance. Furthermore, a land owner com-
mitment that these lands will remain in
their natural condition for at least a 10-year
period of time would be necessary.

2. Encourage Congress to pass legislation
establishing a green belt of vegetation which
must be left along rivers and streams to pro-
tect the river ecosystem from erosion, as well
as sustaining fish, wildlife, and environ-
mental quality.

3. Zone flood plains so that whatever use
is made of the land it should be able to with-
stand temporary flooding. There are certain
land uses which can serve our society and
still be compatible with occasional flooding.

4. A complete revision of Public Law 566 to
incorporate purchase of lands for fish, wild-
life, public access, recreation, environmental
quality, and other needs of our modern
society.

These recommendations alone, however,
will not suffice. Existing uses and commit-
ments in the flood plain zones necessitate
some continued project works.

The National Enyironmental Policy Act
of 1970 was a meaningful step towards weed-
ing out the truly environmentally destruc-
tive proposals. It has, however, cne serious
flaw. The act is basically reflective in nature
and not designed to function as an effective
early warning system for soclety’s decision-
makers. Project review is not accomplished
until such time as the proposed project de-
sign has been, for all practical purposes, de-
cided upon. Our experience to date has been
that 1t is extremely difficult to effect project
revision when the project has arrived at the
Council on Environmental Quality for final
review.

Proper input into the project design from
its inception by qualified, knowledgeable pro-
fessional iIn the environmental field is es-
sential. Under existing procedures Bureau
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife functions
only in an advisory capacity to the other
agencies authorized to design and construct
stream  channelization projects. These
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agencies are under no compulsion to inte-
grate our recommendations into the project
design nor are our objections overriding un-
der existing procedures.

What 1s clearly called for is a reallccation
of agency priorities. The Department of the
Interior and the Environmental Protection
Agency should be given a much stronger and
more meaningful voice in the development of
project design.

It is time that the Congress gave the en-
vironmental agencies the leadership role
in determining project design. Make us a
leader rather than a frustrated follower. A
large portion of the morale problem within
my Department is the result of rarely being
listened to when we offer relevant recom-
mendations to other agencles on this prob-
lem. It is discouraging for our biologists and
fleld personnel to stand by helplessly and
watch the wetlands resource succumb to the
dredge bit or dragline bucket with little or
no regard for the natural system.

And now to the third question I posed in
my opening remarks . . . Should some sort
of moratorium be placed on stream chan-
nelization activities at the present time?

In answering this question I must first tell
you quite frankly that it has been the obser-
vation of the majority of our personnel that
those agencies engaged in stream chan-
nelization activities are still largely paying
nothing more than lip service to earnest
environmental protection. We have yet to
detect any substantive departure from the
practices of yesteryear by these aegncies,
and I belleve the record will clearly support
these conclusions.

In view of our continuing problems in this
vital area, it is my belief that the following
items should be given careful consideration
as means to further protect these rapldly
vanishing wetland systems:

1. A complete review of all river and stream
channelization projects should be initiated
by the Council on Environmental Quality
working in cooperation with the Department
of the Interior and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. This review should be directed
to the possible need for project redesign or
project deauthorization. If the supporting
agencies fail to take this review serlously and
if nothing more than lip service is paid to
redesigning these projects then I would
welcome the opportunlty to reappear before
this Committee to discuss the imposition
of a complete moratorium on all such proj-
ects until these reviews and necessary project
revisions have been completed.

Mr. Speaker, the foregoing comments
of Mr. Reed dramatically demonstrate
that channelization often has severe ad-
verse environmental effects. During the
subsequent colloquy, I asked Mr. Reed
to tell us whether or not he supported
the recommendations of the dozen en-
vironmental organizations and others
that the moratorium which SCS has im-
posed earlier this year be continued
through fiscal year 1972. Our colloquy
follows:

Mr. Reuss. At our hearings last month,
at which 12 of the major environmental or-
ganizations of the country were present, they
all without exception agreed that in view of
the environmental e caused by the
stream channelization projects of the Soil
Conservation Service, that the current self-
imposed moratorium on continued channel-
ization work of the Soll Conservation Service
should be continued throughout the next
fiscal year, starting on July 1, in the appro-
priations act, which of course would permit
it to be revived under supplemental appro-
priations legislation at such time as the en-
vironmental procedural questions had been
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worked out so that we are no longer in this
lip service situation that we have been in.
Would you agree with the positions of those
organizations?

Mr. Reep. I was unaware of their stand,
sir.

Yes, I would support that, Unless real con-
sideration is given, with a fresh start on
estimation of many of the environmental
projects—not many, all of these projects—I
think it is inconceivable, with all the interest
in the Congress and In the United States
as a whole, we would go ahead under the
same old ballgame as we have been doing all
these years. We know what the track record
is. The bear tracks all come right back and
are easily followed. And yet we do not seem
to be able to attract anybody's attention at
the planning agencles before they initiate
these projects.

HON., HUBERT HUMPHREY AD-
DRESSES SPACE SEMINAR OF THE
HUGH O'BRIAN YOUTH FOUNDA-
TION

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE) is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
under leave to extend my remarks in the
REecorbp, I include the text of an address
which the Honorable HUBERT HUMPHREY,
U.8. Senator from Minnesota, delivered
to approximately 70 high-school-age boys
concerning the merits and benefits of our
space program:

TALK BY SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY TO
NASA-HucH O'BRIAN SEMINAR, LAUNCH
CoNTROL CENTER, JUNE 14, 1971
Thank you. Thank you, very much. It's a

great pleasure to be introduced by a famous

actor and & man of the stage and screen
like Hugh O'Brian. I always felt, myself,
that I should have been in the movies but,

somehow or another, I never made it. I

want to compliment Hugh on the Hugh

O'Brian Foundation For Youth and com-

pliment him particularly because of what

I see ahead of me here right out in front,

you young men, And I want to thank the

National Association of Student Councils,

the Principals, the NASA organization and

others who have made this Space Seminar
possible,

I'm going to get right down to the nitty
gritty of what I've got to say to you and
then, I understand, we might have a little
question period and I'll, hopefully, come
up with at least some attempts at answers.

I think the first question that comes to
mind whenever you think of a program such
as the Space Program and think of the times
in which we live and the problems which
our country faces, which you are well aware
of, the needs of our poor, the needs of all
the people in this country in health and
education, I think we have to ask ourselves,
‘Why do we spend money on Space?’.

I just left Philadelphia this morning. Hugh
and the group picked me up at Philadelphia
after I had addressed the United States Con-
ference of Mayors. I've been the Mayor of
& great city, the city of Minneapolls, Min-
nesota, I've been a United States Senator
during very difficult periods of American
life. I've been the Vice President of the
United States and I even thought I'd like
to move into a place where they gave you
free rent over at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue,
But I missed that by a little bit. It was sort
of a space shot that went off target. So, I
came back to the lsunching platform or,
back to Earth called the United States
Senate.
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I would like to visit with you on why
I think this program’'s worthwhile. Let me
say, first of all, that I've been a man that
spent most of my life trylng to figure out
how we could help people who needed help.
How we could get housing for people of low
income and moderate income; how we could
get Federal aid to education; how we could
get more money for our parks and play-
grounds for a Youth Employment Program.
I was chalrman, for four years, of the Youth
Opportunity Program. I came into political
life fighting the battle of Civil Rights, trying
to open up opportunity for people of all
walks of life, of every race, creed and na-
tionality. Because I happen to believe that
this country of ours is the greatest experi-
ment of all. It's greater than any space ex-
periment. The United States of Amerlca, an
experiment as to whether or not people such
as In this room, and I look here and see every
race, creed and nationality, whether we as
& people can live together in peace and har-
mony and progress. Let me tell you that it's
never been done before.

Just like the first landing on the Moon;
never been done before. Never in the history
of the world have the people of such variety
as we have in this country ever been able to
live In freedom and peace, in all of recorded
history. Now, you say, "I can't belleve that.
People live in peace in Sweden.” Yes, but
they're all Swedes, with few exceptions.
There may be a Finlander or two in there.
There's a fellow here from Duluth, We’ve got
a lot of Finlanders up there around Duluth.
People in Norway live in peace but they're
all Norweglans, People in Japan live in peace
but they're most all Japanese, This is a
heterogenous, to use a big word, pluralistic
soclety from every race, creed and nation-
allty, every culture and I want to repeat to
you as & teacher, not as a politician, I just
spent two years in the classroom at the uni-
versity as a teacher and I've spent a lot of
other years teaching, my work is in the fleld
of History and Political Science, no country
in all of recorded history has ever been able
to do what's happening In this room right
now, to have a white man and a black man
or & brown man and a red man and a yellow
man sitting alongside of each other in peace
and harmony. It’s never been done. And
we're not quite sure that we're golng to
make It. That’s the question before the
house. Can we make 1t? Can we resolve our
problems out of reason rather than out of
force? Can we think through things rather
than fighting them through? Can we pre-
serve institutions of representative govern-
ment where we make selections through elec-
tions rather than through connivery, con-
spiracy, slaughter and brute force? If we can
we’ll be the first. We've come a long ways.
You've seen that ad they have on the tele-
vision of the Virginia Slims. That was for the
girls. We've come a long ways, girls. Well,
we've come a long ways, fellows. We've come
& long ways In this country but we haven't
arrived at our destination. We're still ex-
ploring. So that's the big question before the
country. All the other questions are on the
periphery. They're all related somewhat.

One of the reasons that I have been ac-
tive In the Space Program is because I be-
lieve that this program did something for
all the things I thought were important in
life, First of all, I think everybody ought to
have a challenge. I think everybody ought to
explore. And I think everybody ought to
dare. And space requires all of that. Space
exploration. Of course, so do other things,
You don't have to be out in outer space to
explore. After all, Columbus explored and he
was just on the ocean. We've had other ex-
plorers who went over the hills and over the
mountains. And you can explore in a thou-
sand and one flelds from education to ath-
letics. But there is a great challenge here.
But, more Importantly, I think the Space
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Program relates directly to what you and I
are interested in.

For example, most of you in this room
have taken a keen interest in what we call
Ecology. Do you realize that word had al-
most been lost to the English language up
until the last six or seven years? I venture
to say that if you go to the library and ask
the librarlan to take a look back to six years
ago and see how many times the word Ecol-
ogy appeared in the metropolitan press that
it would not have appeared once in a thou-
sand editions, Six years ago. Ten years ago,
practically unheard of except amongst the
professors, the academics. Now, it's in every
article, practically. We talk Ecology, environ-
ment. When do you think we made the great
breakthrough In discovery about environ-
ment? When a man got in a space capsule
and got up there In space and looked down
and saw this Earth of ours and said, “It's
blanketed In smog and filth and dirt.” The
Space Program was the ploneer in beginning
to make the discovery in environmental con-
trol. And it's only beginning, One thing the
Space Program has done 1s to prove that you
can live in a pure environment. The men
who live in a space capsule have to live in a
pure environment. It's also proven to us
that there’s a relationship between the living
space that we have and the number of peo-
ple that can be there. It's also proven to us
that you can have clean water and clean alr.
And it's proven to us that you can work to-
gether. SBo the Space Program has given us
some rather practical examples,

The computer, they say, has revolution-
fzed American industry, And, not only in-
dustry, but education. It's just In its infancy.
And the computer is a direct by-product of
the Space Program. It has tremendously in-
creased the technical capabilities of modern
industry and science. The telecommunica-
tions industry and, by the way ten years,
fifteen years from now this same group, or
a group like yours will be able to have a
telecommunications lecture out of a space
satellite that will have its own power station
included within it and be able to bring you
lectures on television from every country,
practically, in the world, They say that it's
fifteen years from a successful experiment
In a laboratory to a practical application
in what we call the real world. It iz now
possible, by laboratory, to lecture. We know,
we watched the Olympics broadcast on the
space satellite, communication satellite. But
now, what I'm talking to you about is a man
in Tokyo at the University of Tokyo giving
vou a lectur on Japanese Government and
there's an instantaneous translation of that
lecture into your classroom by mechanical
translation, not by the human voice. Me-
chanically. It's on its way. Where you will be
able to get the best minds of the world.
Not that you have to hire them to bring
them to your classroom but you plug in and
turn the dial and turn on the switch, turn
on the closed circuit television and there he
is speaking in Russian or Japanese or Hindli,
whatever it may be and instantaneous trans-
lation into your language to explaln to you
what his message is. The Space Program is
making this possible. Not only ours but the
Russians' and space research all over the
world. This is in the offing for us.

One other part of the Space Frogram that
often goes unnoticed is what it does for
health. We've learned more about the stress
and strain and tension and what the human
body can take and how it reacts to weight-
lessness, for example, to different strains
and pressures under the space program of
Space Medicine, it's called, than ever before
in medlcal history. This means lives saved.
It surely means a great deal in the kind of
a life we lead today, a very busy, urbanized
life.

The Space Program is golng to do some-
thing else that's quite interesting for us
and it's right now doing 1it. For example, we
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have what we call an Earth Resources Satel-
lite. I imagine that somebody may have
told you about it. This is one of the interests
that I had when I was Chalrman of the
Space Council. Our Earth Resources Satel-
lite is able to discover, a satellite in outer
space taking pictures of the Earth or using
different kinds of science and technology
that we have, the ultra-violet ray and so on,
able to detect plant disease. Able to detect
underground rivers. Able to detect under-
ground lakes. Able to detect underground
oil deposits. It used to be said that the
fisherman went to sea and cast his nets in
the hope of catching fish. Today, an Earth
Resources Satellite detects where the fish
are and the boats go on out to where the
fish are. The Earth Resources Satellite has
unlimited possibilities. Unlimited possibil-
ities. The largest gold mine in the United
States was discovered at Carlsbad, Nevada,
by an Earth Resources Satellite. However,
this one was attached to a high altitude plane
like a U-2. You used to see the picture of
the fellow with his little donkey and his
pickax and his shovel and the guy's out there
chopping away into the side of a mountain
and hoping he’s going to find gold or silver.
The largest gold mine in the United States
of America was discovered without a fellow
using a pick or an ax or & donkey. He had
an Earth Resources Satellite to plerce down
through the Earth and it said, "There’s gold.”
This is just a beginning. And this is in its
infancy. I'm only trying to show you that
these are experiments, But, they're begin-
ning now to produce results.

The weather satellite, Project Nimbus,
Project Nimbus has, alone, saved more money
In property than the total cost of the Space
Program. So when people talk about the cost
of the Space Program, the best investment—
if we’d never done anything, forget Walter
Cunningham over here in Apollo 7, forget the
boys in all the other Apollc flights and the
Geminl flights, just say that’s the dramatics
of it. T don't happen to think it is but if you
want to be cynical just say that that was
Just to keep the people interested—the
weather satellite has saved lives by the thou-
sands by advanced warning and it has saved
billions of dollars in property. And, actually,
the cost of the Space Program could well
have been paid for by the savings that have
been made by this one breakthrough. And,
needless to say, the communication satellite
has literally revolutionized communication.
And you and I know as we talk we're all the
time saying "Well, we've got to learn how to
communicate’. Well, not only do we have
to learn how to communicate but we've got
to learn as Americans to learn how to com-
municate with Russians and with Chinesge
and with Indians and with Japanese and so
on and with Nigerians. And the space com-
munications satellite has made it not only
possible for us not only to communicate
the volce but the picture and to communi-
cate the active body to make things come
alive. The weather satellite, now here’s the
one that means more to me than anything
else. I think this generation of young Ameri-
cans wants to live in peace. The greatest
single threat to peace is the Arms Race. And,
of course, the Space Program has made possi-
ble & great development of what we call the
great boosters like the Saturn. And the Rus-
gians have their boosters. And it's on these
boosters that we put the nuclear warhead.
And the nuclear warhead of the megaton
of the ten megaton like the Soviet SS 9 or
our Minuteman, this is all part of the devel-
opment of the military aspects of the Space
Program, And, on that basis, somebody could
say it's a killer. If we'd never had it we'd
been better off. But the Interesting thing is
that the same program that produced the
booster, that made possible putting an Inter-
continental Ballistic Missile from one coun-
try to another, that that same Space Program
produced what we call Project Vela.
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Project Vela makes it possible for us to
detect testing of nuclear weapons by the
Soviet Union or any other country. Our space
reconnaissance satellites that take millions
of pictures—and I have seen them and I
don’t think it's any breach of security to tell
you that I have seen pictures taken in the
Soviet Union years ago when we thought the
Soviet Union did not have Polarls subma-
rines. And I saw the shipyards in which the
Boviet Polaris submarines were being built.
And the picture was so accurate that we
could tell how many tubes the submarines
had. And that reconnaissance satellite was
hundreds of miles in outer space. I've seen
reconnaissance satellite pictures that were
so accurate that you could read the license
plate on jeeps in forelgn countries. Recon-
nalssance satellite pictures of the areas in
China where they had thelr space stations
and where they tested their nuclear weapons.
I submit that the Space Program has pos-
sibly done more to give us what we call some
protection for peace than anything. For ex-
ample, frequently when we try to negotiate
as we are today with the Russians a treaty
on the banning the ABM, anti-ballistic mis-
sile, or slowing down the arms race, we call it
the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks, right
away somebody comes and says ‘How can
you trust those Russians?'. Well, they think,
‘How can they trust us?' But, let's take our
argument, how can you trust the Russlans?
We don’'t need to trust them. That’s old
fashioned In international diplomacy. We
have built an alternative to trust, And that
alternative to trust Is a satellite system, a
space system of monitorlng. We can take
pictures. We can take testings. We can not
only take pictures, for example, of space in-
stallations and of military installations, but
we have a system where we can not only tell
what they have tested or when they have
tested but what they have tested, how big
they have tested it, how big it is and of its
chemical composition. Not bad. It’s all come
out of this program. So I submit that possi-
bly one of the greatest efforts for world peace
has come right out of the sclence and tech-
nology of space research.

I think I saw an example of what this
Space Program means., You maybe noted of
late that the Russians have been much more
cooperative with the United States. I don't
want to attribute this to any one thing. I've
spent twenty some years studying Soviet pol-
icy. It was one of my courses of study when
I was a professor. I helped negotiate the
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. I went to Moscow
when it was signed. I have the pen that
President Eennedy used to sign the treaty
and he gave it to me and when he did he
sald, “I give you this pen, Hubert, because
it’s your treaty.” I've spent more time with
Russian leaders than any living American.
That's a bold statement but it’s a fact. With
Mr. Khrushchev, with Mr. Mikoyan, with Mr,
Kosygin—these are people that I have gotten
to know. I've been with their great news
agencies, the Pravda and the Izvestia and
the Tass, And when the space shot with Nell
Armstrong, our Moon shot took place, 1
timed a visit to the Soviet Union to bhe in
Moscow on the day that that space launch
took place from this very Center. And I was
in the offices of Pravda and Izvestia, one the
Communist paper and the other the official
state paper, daily newspapers, and a dispatch
came through from Reuters, the English news
service, noting that the launch had been
successful, and I had sald to the editors of
Pravda, “Why don't you run this as a head-
1ine?" There was nothing in their paper that
indicated that our launch had taken place
And when I went to Izvestia the same after-
noon I said, “Look, the launch has taken
place and I see nothing in your headlines in
your papers.” I'm happy to tell you that they
were somewhat embarassed and the next
morning, at the National Hotel, under my
door was a copy of Pravda and Izvestia with
front page stories saying that there had
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been a successful launch. I waited in Moscow
those days until our boys had completed their
exercise and their great trip to the Moon
and when Neil Armstrong touched down that
Sunday night, it was Sunday night when 1
was in Moscow, I don't know what the night
was here, the only information that I was
able to get was out of the Voice of America
through the United States Embassy because
the Russians had blacked out. They were one
of the few countries that did not have live
television of that great space shot and of
that great dramatic moment, I think it was
the Soviet Union, China, and Albania, I be-
lieve, two or three countries that refused to
cover it live. In Poland and East Germany
and Czechoslovakia and in Rumania and in
Yugoslavia there were great screens on the
street and people were watching 1t. It was a
tremendous thing across the world. But, in
Russia, they were playing it down. You may
recall they had an unmanned space vehicle
that they were trying to get on the Moon
at the same time. It went afoul. It didn’t
work. I'm sure that they were trying to prove
to us that they could get there first even if
it was without men.

I was in my hotel room at the National
Hotel that Sunday night with an open tele-
phone to our embassy reporting back to the
hundreds of people that had gathered In
our suite from all over the world, giving them
a blow by blow account as Neil Armstrong
walked down that ladder and put his foot
on the Moon's surface. And a great cheer
went up from these people. The next morning,
I had an appointment with EKosygin, the
Chairman of the Counell of Ministers of the
Soviet Union at 10:00 in the Eremlin. There
had been no notice on the Soviet television
or radio as to the success of that Moon shot.
And when I arrived at the Kremlin that
morning, of course by then the Soviet Union
had to acknowledge It and there had been
In the morning broadcast, before the arrival
at 10:00 an announcement that the Moon
shot had been a success without any details.
When I arrived at the Kremlin and had my
better than three hour visit with Mr. Kosy-
gin, he complimented the United States of
America, he complimented our astronauts,
he complimented our Space Program and
he asked me to convey to our astronauts,
through the Houston Space Center, the con-
gratulations of the people of the Soviet Un-
ion, which I did. I brought that through our
ambassador and it was communicated di-
rectly to the men on the Moon and in the
space shot and the Kremlin,

Now, why do I tell you that? Because I
think that one thing did something great
for the world. The Russlans, remember, were
in competition with us. They sald they were
going to get there first. They didn't believe
that we had the stick-to-itiveness because
we're a kind of a jump-around people. We
start something and we're not sure if we
want to finish it. We get all hot and bothered
and then we cool off. And they were pouring
in vast resources into their Space Program,
tremendous resources, under great secrecy.
And, you may recall when President Kennedy
sald in 1961 that we would put a man on the
Moon and bring him back safely to Earth
within the decade of the '60s. Most people
believed that we weren't going to be able to
do it. And we did it ahead of schedule at less
than we had contemplated in cost. And what
did this mean to the Russians? Because the
Russians understand power. The Russians
understand, the Communists, the Soviets,
understand organization. They understand
science and technology. They pour billions
of dollars into it and they're good. Don't
misunderstand me. And the Russians under-
stand the meaning of all of this. When we
were able to succeed they said, and it went
through their mind like through a computer,
they said, “They did it. They mobilized the
resources, the manpower, the plan, they had
a commitment, they stuck to it and they
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succeeded”. Which was just a simple way of
telling the Russians that if these Americans
make up their mind to do something, they
may do it. And, they can do it. It told them
something about our management, about our
labor skills. It told them something about
our resource ability. And it told them some-
thing about the dimensions of power. And,
from that day on, the relationships with the
Soviet Unlon have been decidedly better, all
for the future hope of mankind. Because the
peace of the world in your lifetime and in
the balance of mine depends in a large meas-
ure on how we get along with the Russians.
Not that we give in to them. But that we're
able to find areas that are mutually beneficial
where we can come to some arrangement,
Because this man speaking to you, serving on
the National Security Council, as I did, can
tell you that we have enough atomic power
in any one of our sections of our nuclear
weaponry, to destroy the whole of mankind.
The Russians and ourselves are capable of
total destruction. They can destroy us and
we can destroy them. And we can take a small
fraction of what we have in nuclear weapons
today and destroy over 356% of the entire
population of the Soviet Union. They can do
exactly the same to us so don’t start pufiing
up. Neither one of us can win it. In other
words, it is what we call a balance of terror,
mutual deterrence. The Soviets understand
it and we understand it. And what they
understood more out of the Space Program
than anything else was that we knew how
to organize, to mobilize, to make a commit-
ment and to follow through. And from that
day on we've had a better relationship. And
I prediet that If we stick with it that you're
going to have a chance to llve in peace
because, despite all the tragedies of the pres-
ent war and pray God that's over promptly
and I mean promptly, the great threat is
between the Soviet Union and the United
States. And, in the days ahead, it could be
between mainland China. But, thank good-
ness, we're now beginning to act civilized
about that and beginning to open wup
contacts.

I'll just leave you with one little sugges-
tion. I remember when Apollo 13 got into
trouble. You know, we're all so proud of
this wonderful program. It's been a kind of
an excitement for us at a time when there’s
been so many troubles, so many mistakes
and so many decisions that didn’t seem to
come out right, it was kind of good just
to have one or two that seemed to work,
It was a great uplift just out of the success
of space programs and particularly of the
manned flights. Well, when Jim Lovell and
Jack Swigert and Fred Haise took off in
Apollo 13, I remember they sald it was a
perfect launch. Just perfect. And every-
thing was going great. And then, one noon,
as I recall, I think it was sometime in the
mid-day, there was a flash that something
had gone wrong. And a terrible feeling came
over America. And what was that feeling?
That these fellows might never get back.
Oh, we'd always felt that that might hap-
pen. But we never quite belleved it. We
never wanted to believe it. We'd had an-
other tragedy in the Space Program and
that was when, in one of the tests down
here, on the ground there had been a ter-
rible explosion and you may recall it. White,
Grissom and Chaffee, two of them I knew
very well, perished in that unbelievably trag-
ic explosion. But it appeared that it was
going to happen again. And then what hap-
pened? Then the whole resources of this
program came into being. And I use this as
an example for you. It's like our Earth. Our
Earth 1s our satellite. Youre on a space
satellite now, called Earth. That's why you're
space men. We're all space children. We're
a part of the Solar System. We're a part
of a big family. And if there was no other
reason to have the program than to know
the rest of the family called the Solar Sys-
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tem, we ought to have it. We ought to learn
more about the Sun. We ought to learn
more about the effect of other planets on
our lives. Obviously, it has some effect. Peo-
ple have known for a long time that Sun
Spots had some effect on our psychlc reac-
tions, upon plant life, upon weather. We
know so little. We have just scratched the
surface.

Well, Apollo 13 was, again, another part
of the Earth's great study of our Solar Sys-
tem. And it went wrong. And there was all
across this land a feeling that these men
would never come back. Horrendous storles
were told. They'll burn out in space. What
will be their last words? Who will be the
last one to communicate? And we worried
about their families. The uncertainty of it
all. But, yet, almost the certainty that they'd
never made it. And then, they made it. And
I'll tell you why. And it relates to our kind
of thing. They made it because, first of all,
they had confidence in themselves and they
had confidence because they were tralned
and equipped. They had confidence in the
equipment even though much of it had
falled them. They also took a little look
to the past and learned from that because
there was a man on the ground at Houston
who was talking to the boys up there that
was one of the other astronauts who was
glving them the benefit of his earlier experi-
ences from 7, 8, 11 and other flights. And
they were doing everything that they could
as a team to bring this space satellite back
to Earth. Now, young friends, it's like our
space satellite. I've heard a lot of young
people say that the system is no good, speak-
ing of our soclal-political system. Sure, it's
got a lot of mistakes. And so they say the
thing to do is to blow it up. Well, that i{sn’t
what the astronauts did and, let me tell
you, their system was in trouble. They were
in serious trouble. They were losing their
power. They were losing their control, for
a period of time, of the very mechanism in
which the safety of their lives depended. But
Jim Lovell didn’t say, “Why those lousy engi-
neers down there that put this confounded
contraption together, we ought to go after
them and when we get back we'll murder
them." He didn't say that. The first thing
he said 1s, “Look, fellows, we're in a fix, Let's
see if we can all do our part. Let’s not con-
sume too much of our consumables.
There's only so much water here.” There's
only so much here on this Earth, too.
“There’s only so much fresh air.” There's
only so much here. Let’s not pollute it.
“There's only so much power, we've got to
conserve it.” And we sometimes are in the
same condition here. So, here was theilr
world, There were only three men in that
world out there called Apollo 13. And there
are three billlon on our Apollo called Earth,
But the three out there decided that they
were going to work together. They sald we
all have something to contribute. They
weren't of the same religion or of the same
race. Or the same background. But they
sald, “Look, we can pull together.” And they
sald, “Not only that, we have only so much
to deal with, let’s conserve it.” If they'd
have had five men abroad they wouldn't
have made it. So there is such a thing as
overpopulation. There was enough for three.
And they had something else. They didn’t
say, “Oh, we don't care what the rest of
the people have done in the past,” as I have
heard some young friends say. They say,
“What do we care about the yesterdays? It's
unimportant.” Oh, no. They called back to
Houston and they said, “Say, we're in some
trouble up here, Did you ever have anything
like this go wrong before?” Whoever was
down at Houston, they were communicating
past experiences. The former astronauts who
had been up on these Moon flights said,
“Here's the way it worked with us. Try this,
try that. Here's our experience.” They drew
from experience and then they drew from
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their own sense and their own knowledge.
And they put together what they knew, what
others had tried and what they'd experi-
enced and to make a long story, which could
have been a tragic story, short they were
able to bring it back to Earth safely.

And out of that we've learned a great deal.
We've made a better machine. I'm only say-
ing to you, young friends, that out of the
mistakes we've made, out of misjudgements,
out of the pollution of the atmosphere which
we have created, out of wars which we've
been involved in, out of social blunders which
we've had, such as raclsm In this country,
we're learning if we don’t decide to destroy
the machine. If we just simply say, “Look,
it's all we've got.” It's just this Earth satel-
1ite. That's the only one we have. You can't
stop the world and get off, fellows. You really
can’t. There isn't enough room to even get
on one of these other satellites. Very few of
you are going to make it. You ought to stick
with it here.

S0 I think there are some great lessons in
the Space Program. That's why I wanted to
come here today. When Hugh asked me if I'd
come down I sald I would. Because I think
this is the age that belongs to you. It's the
age, the say, of Aquarius. But it's the age
of Space. Exploration. Now, take this same
exploratory feeling you have into a thousand
and one other areas of life. Can we bulld
more and better homes that people can live
in? Can we make neighborhoods safe? Can
we make cities livable? Can we stop pollut-
ing the waters and the air that we're breath-
ing? Can we learn how to live in a commu-
nity of nations? Are we going to learn more
about the entire Universe? Because the Unl-
verse has uatold secrets and the Solar System
has secrets that we need to know. If I were
a young man today of your age I would want
to spend some time learning about the Sun.
Learning about the planets. Because I'm just
as convinced that your generation is golng
to have to know about the Sun as the gener-
ation of Christopher Columbus had to know
about the new world. I think we're going to
have to learn a great deal about the effects
of a neighborhood that's bigger than our
town or our state or even our world. The
nelghborhood of the Cosmos. And that’s your
world now. New frontiers.

So that’s my little message to you. And,
gee, what a time to be alive. I envy you. But
I don't want you to think I'm resigning. I
told somebody the other day that I was start-
ing to take Geritol. I want to live to the
year 2000. I want to see Number One, whether
you're going to repair all of the damage that
you think your parents have made. I want
to see whether you're as smart as we think
you are. Because, you see, I've got a big stake
in you. After all, you're going to be respon-
sible for my Medicare and my Soclal Security
and I've got to make sure that you're going
to do a good job. But more importantly, I
want to see what's going fto happen in this
world in the next thirty years. Imagine. Look
what’s happened in the last ten. ook what's
happened in the last twenty. In fact, in the
last twenty years, television. That's all. There
were no political conventions televised until
the convention of 1952. Even Bonanza wasn't
on. It's all happened in your lifetime. Now,
what do you think is going to happen in the
next twenty-five to thirty years? I don't
know but I'm sure going to do everything I
can to find out. In the meantime, I'll turn
it over to you. Thank you, very much.

ATREORNE RUSSIAN ROULETTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, 13 years
ago a United Airlines passenger plane
collided with an Air Force F-100, and 47
passengers were killed.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

One month after that, on May 20, 1958,
an Air Force T-33 collided with a Capitol
Airlines Viscount, killing 11 passengers
and one of the occupants of the T-33.

The Nation was shocked. It seemed
that military aircraft and airliners were
falling out of the sky everywhere, and for
one shocking reason: The pilots could
not see and avoid each other. Airplanes
had become so fast that it was no longer
possible for pilots to be expected to see
each other, even in clear weather, soon
enough to avoid collisions.

The Nation demanded answers. The
answer, we were told, was to integrate
military and civilian traffic control so
that all airplanes in the air over a given
place would be controlled by a single
ground traffic director, Congress was told
in July 1958, that arrangements would be
made to exchange information between
the military and civilian traffic control
systems, so that collisions could be
avoided.

Despite the promises, however, air-
borne Russian roulette is still very much
with us, Only a few days ago a DC-9 of
Air West collided with a Marine F-4
Phantom, and 49 passengers were killed,
plus the pilot of the Phantom. It was al-
most a carbon copy of the accident 13
years ago at Las Vegas, right down to
the number of people killed.

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, that mid-air
collisions are a very real danger today.
Air traffic control is still a very uncertain
thing. There are reasons for this, and I
think Congress ought to be aware of the
dangers, and why they exist.

In the first place, the FAA has never
really integrated military and civilian air
traffic control. In the tragic crash a few
days ago, the FAA claims that its radars
did not see the planes, because of inter-
ference from nearby mountains. The
truth is that the Marine plane was on
visual flight rules and not really under
positive ground control. This skould not
have happened, and would not have hap-
pened if the FAA controlled traffic in the
way that it assured us a dozen years ago
that it would and could.

But of course collisions are possible
between any two planes, regardless of
whether they are military or civilian.
Collisions' do happen, and all too often
the cause is failure in the air traffic con-
trol system.

In the most recent case, out in Cali-
fornia, we are told that the traffic con-
trol radars had interference from moun-
tains, and so failed to locate the aircraft
that collided. In other cases we have been
told that the radars were obscured by
weather returns, or some other odd
factor. The truth is that the system is
simply not adequate.

The air route traffic control system
is superimposed on an old system that
relied on people simply seeing each other
and thus avoiding collision. In fact, they
called it “‘see and avoid.” That worked
well enough when airplanes traveled
slowly, but today you have closing rates
approaching a thousand miles an hour.
Today’s planes, traveling headon, are a
speck on the windshield at one instant,
and are on each other the next; avoid-
ance is just not possible at such high
rates of speed. Therefore you have to
have positive control from the ground.
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That is why we have the air route traffic
control system.

This system, however, being superim-
posed on the old “see and avoid” system
is in fact no system at all. The equip-
ment available is all too often outmoded
and under-maintained. That is why we
hear such frequent pleas about planes
never being seen on the radars that are
supposed to control them.

Moreover, the network is overloaded.
Controllers are asked to undertake im-
possible workloads, and mistakes do hap-
pen. Not long ago two controllers stand-
ing side by side guided a light plane and
a helicopter into collision. The reason
was that the local system was illogi-
cally arranged. Procedures have since
been changed, but who knows how many
other places there may be where con-
trollers standing side by side may be
responsible for the same airspace, neither
knowing what the other is controlling?
This may be what happens in all too
many collisions.

Sometimes the equipment is faulty,
sometimes the procedures are inadequate
or just plain wrong, and other times con-
trollers are overworked, and every time
this happens—or any one of these things
happen—there is potential for disaster.

But there is more to this airborne
Russian roulette than merely antiquated
equipment or wrong procedures or hu-
man frailities. Sometimes the equipment
just is not there, as happened at Hart-
ford only a few days ago, when 28 people
lost their lives in the crash of an Alle-
gheny airliner attempting to land in fog.

Hartford was known as one of the
worst airports in the country for various
reasons, but one of those was that Hart-
ford had inadequate instrument landing
equipment. FAA never attempted to re-
strict flying there on that account, so as
to force local officials to solve the prob-
lem, as far as I know. So Allegheny lost
another plane, and 28 people are dead,
because the equipment that should have
been there was not.

The same could be said of Hunting-
ton, W. Va., location of another recent
tragedy. The equipment needed for land-
ing by instruments was not adequate.
Pilots identified Huntington as one of
the 10 worst airports in the country, just
as they had Hartford. And just as at
Hartford the almost inevitable hap-
pened—bad weather, inadequate instru-
ments, and a shortfall. Many were killed.

Why is the equipment not there? Why
is it antiquated? Why are there all these
faults?

It could be that the FAA has never
pressed its own case, because it is afraid
to confess its own weaknesses and fail-
ings. Maybe they do not want to frighten
the public.

On the other hand it is possible that
the FAA has been more interested in
political fences than in air safety.

Not many years ago the FAA decided
that San Antonio would be a good place
for a major air traffic control facility.
They brought in the latest equipment,
brought in highly trained people, and
opened up a specially constructed, brand
new facility. Then a couple of years later
they closed it down and moved it to
Houston. There were political reasons
for this, which no longer exist, but at
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the time it was a smart move, despite
the millions of wasted dollars involved,

The argument went that San Antonio
traffic would be handled just as efficiently
from Houston as from the just-aban-
doned San Antonio facility. Incidentially
they had to build a new facility at Hous-
ton to replace the one abandoned at San
Antonio, which was also new. But they
never could explain to me why the re-
verse was not the case—why one could
not handle Houston traffic from San An-
tonio.

Politics aside, this move endangered
air safety.

San Antonio is a very complex city, in
terms of its air traffic. Within a radius of
a few miles we have a heavily used mili-
tary logistics base, a major civilian air-
port and a military pilot training faci-
lity. The air over San Antonio is filled
with dense traffic from these sources as
well as from assorted private airfields in
the area, This is a much more complex,
complicated and concentrated picture
than you find at Houston, or Dallas or
other area cities for that matter. Experts
tell me that the original FAA decision to
loca’ . its traffic control center at San An-
tonio was indeed correct, and that
abandoning San Antonio created a dan-
gerous situation. I believe that he was
right. I do my share of flying, and I have
been in the uncomfortable and frighten-
ing situation of a near miss.

In essense, we have a traffic control
system that is not integrated fully even
today, so that we have accidents today
that are identical to accidents that we
were having 13 years ago.

We have a system that is burdened
with antique, inadequate equipment.

We have a system that in many places
.lacks essential equipment altogether.

We have a system that utilizes vastly
overburdened personnel, sometimes un-
der impossible procedures and impossible
workloads.

We have a system that fears to make
its defects and needs known, for fear of
driving away business.

‘We have a system that does not recog-
nize its own needs, but deals in political
bargains, even at the expense of air traffic
safety.

Promises were made a long time ago,
but airborne Russian roulette is still with
us.

MAGAZINE PUBLISHERS MOVE TO
IMPROVE SUBSCRIPTION SERV-
ICE, EXPAND OPEN SUBSCRIPTION
DATING ON MAGAZINE MAILING
LABELS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROONEY)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to call the atten-
tion of my colleagues to a breakthrough
in timely and accurate servicing of ma-
gazine subscriptions.

In conjunction with a two-and-a-half-
year investigation of magazine subscrip-
tion sales methods which I have been con-
ducting, I urged the Magazine Publishers
Association in October of 1969 to initiate
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“open dating” of subsecription expiration
dates on magazine mailing labels.

At that time—October of 1969—al-
though virtually all periodicals included
subscription expiration dates in the
jumble of numbers and letters which
commonly appear above the subscriber’s
name and address on a magazine mailing
label, the great majority of periodicals
printed the date in some code which the
average subseriber could not decode.

Thus, librarians and individual sub-
seribers often were at a loss to know if
subscriptions they purchased actually
were entered for the proper period of
time. And because of widespread selling
abuses by subscription sales agency per-
sonnel my investigation of magazine sell-
ing practices had documented, it was
readily apparent that numerous sub-
scribers were being shortchanged on
magazine service—that is, they were re~
ceiving fewer issues of magazines than
they had paid for. Frequently, when a
long-term subscription expired prema-
turely several years after it was pur-
chased by a consumer, the consumer was
no longer able to produce documentation
to show conclusively that he was short
changed. In many other instances, my
investigation revealed, the subscriber
never discovered that an unscrupulous
magazine salesman had entered the sub-
scriptions for shorter periods of time
than the subseriber’s contract called for,
and than he had paid for.

For these reasons, in a letter dated Oc-
tober 29, 1969, I urged the Magazine
Publishers Association to take voluntary
action to initiate open subscription dat-
ing. During the intervening period, my
office had a series of contacts with MPA
about this matter and I am pleased to
report that I was notified this week that
MPA has established voluntary “Guide-
lines for Magazine Subsecription Fulfill-
ment and Service Practices” which con-
sists of a series of recommended pro-
cedures which, if widely implemented by
industry members, has the potential to
achieve a commendable goal of “Truth
in Subscription Selling.” Already, one-
third of the MPA members have adopted
the guidelines.

Having been critical of MPA in the past
for what I felt was a failure or reluctance
to deal with abuses ocecurring in the
marketing of periodicals published by
MPA members, I want now to commend
MPA for devising a set of guidelines
which go to the heart of many of the in-
dustry's service problems.

The guidelines provide, for example,
hat—

Subscription service for weekly or bi-
weekly publications be initiated within
25 days after receipt of the order by the
publisher,

Subscription service for monthly or
less frequently issued publications be ini-
tiated within 45 days after receipt of the
order by the publisher.

When the publisher cannot meet the
deadlines to start service, a written no-
tice of the delay advising of the expected
starting date of service be sent to the
subscriber.

Recipients of gift subscriptions be sent
timely written notice identifying the
donor, unless the donor has given specific
instructions to the contrary.
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Subscribers be notified in writing in
the event service has been, or will be, in-
terrupted by the publisher for any rea-
son, and that the notice include infor-
mation as to steps taken to insure the
subseriber will receive the full number
of issues to which he is entitled.

Mailing address labels will include the
subscription expiration date in a manner
that will be easily identified and readily
understood by the subscriber.

A change of address form or adequate
instruction for the subscriber to effect
such change be provided periodically in
the magazine.

The publisher will process address
changes promptly and make all reason-
able effort to maintain continuous serv-
ice.

The publisher will make all reasonable
effort to answer consumer complaints
and inquiries within 15 days of their re-
ceipt.,

Still other aspects of subscription serv-
icing are given attention in the guide-
lines, a copy of which I will ask to be in-
cluded in the Recorp with my remarks.

Certainly, if the MPA member pub-
lishers will voluntarily adopt these guide-
lines and make an honest and forceful
effort to comply with the proposed time
limits for service starts and for responses
to consumer complaints and inquiries,
the magazine industry will have taken a
tremendous stride to restore consumer
confidence.

I also am pleased to acknowledge and
ask to be incorporated in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REecorp the results of a survey of
subscription dating policies of periodical
publishers initiated by MPA’s Central
Registry of Magazine Subscription Solic-
itors in response to my request for vol-
untary open subscription dating on mag-
azine mailing labels. This report identi-
fies some 250 periodicals and reveals how
coded subscription expiration dates can
be read.

Among those which already have
adopted open dating is Reader’s Digest.
Some 6 months ago a member of my
staff met with Coleman Hoyt, of Read-
er's Digest, and Norman S. Halliday,
vice president of MPA, to discuss maga-
zine sales practices and to suggest that
Reader’s Digest, the periodical with the
largest mail circulation, adopt open sub-
scription dating on its mailing labels. I
am gratified that Reader’s Digest has
taken this step.

In addition, although they are not list-
ed among the periodicals in the MPA
compilation, I have noted that several
consumer-oriented periodicals utilize a
dating method that can be read by the
average consumer.

The Changing Times code line begins
with the month and year in which the
subscription will expire, as follows:

[FEB72) R462311HBEPU612R92741 (February, 1972)

The Consumer Reports mailing label
identified the month and year by num-
bers which appear near the end of the
code line, as follows:

11004527 N 1[0571]8 (May, 1971)

In conclusion, Mr, Speaker, these new
steps by the magazine industry to im-
prove customer service and provide the
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consumer with the information he needs
to determine, with confidence, that he is
receiving the subscription service for
which he has paid and to which he is
entitled are deserving of public attention.
I urge every publisher to consider care-
fully the voluntary adoption of the MPA
guidelines in order that “Truth in Sub-
scription Selling” will become an indus-
trywide reality.

I invite the attention of my colleagues
to the guidelines, and the key for read-
ing subscription dates on mailing labels,
as well as correspondence which relates
to the development of both:

OcToBER 20, 1969.
Mr. StTEPHEN E. KELLY,
President, Magazine Publishers Association,
Inec., New York, N.Y.

Dear StevE: This is to express my appre=
ciation for your obvious concern and your
continuing efforts to correct some most
serious sales abuses which have been identi-
fied with some magazine subscription agen-
cles engaged in cash and PDS door-to-door
selling.

I was particularly pleased to receive the
report on efforts by the Magazine Publishers
Association and Central Registry to combat
such abuses. While I remaln convinced that
many of the abuses I have been able to docu-
ment are too serious to be overlooked by
the Federal agencies which have authority
to intervene, I have been favorably impressed
by concern being demonstrated by MPA.

In this regard, I commend the action of
the MPA's Executive Committee proposing
an amendment to your by-laws providing for
removal from membership in the Association
of any member who has been found to have
repeatedly conducted its business in viocla-
tion of law or of the written standards pre-
scribed for the industry by your Association.
Its prompt approval by your entire member-
ship must be viewed as an act of good faith
on the part of a majority of publishers, par-
ticularly if its authority is exercised when
necessary in the future. I hope you will con-
vey my comments to the MPA membership
during your November 6th meeting.

Further, there appear to be at least two
other areas in which the publishers them-
selves could be instrumental in helping to
halt certaln practices which are being used to
deceive subscribers. In these practices, decep-
tion is possible because the subseriber is
unable to read coded information on mailing
labels which would reveal when a subscrip-
tion is due to expire. The consumer thus
cannot determine whether a subscription
purchased through a sales agency has been
entered with the publisher for the period
of time covered in his contract.

I ask, therefore, that the Magazine Pub-
lishers Association consider industry-wide
action to clearly identify on the malling
label of each periodical the month and year
the subscription is due to expire. Some pe-
riodicals already follow such practice and I
wholeheartedly urge all publishers to imple-
ment this form of expiration date ldentifi-
cation.

Further, a great deal of further confusion
could be avoided for consumers and the in-
dustry alike if these same mailing labels with
expiration date clearly identified were made
an integral part of the mail-in subsecription
renewal forms which publishers malil to their
subscribers, Because of the practices of some
publishers to make mass mallings of sub-
scription renewal solicitations several times
each year, whether or not the subscriber’s
current subscription is due to expire, I be-
lieve the subscriber deserves falr warning if
his subscription i{s not about to expire.

Although legislation could accomplish dis-
closure of expiration dates, I believe that the
Magazine Publishers Assoclation may wish to
consider implementing this practice as an-
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other step to preserve the integrity of the
magazine industry from further exploitation
by those who engage in unscrupulous or un-
lawful practices.

With warm personal regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
FrEp B. ROONEY,
Member of Congress.
MAGAZINE PUBLISHERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
New York, N.Y,, March 13, 1970.
Hon. Frep B. ROONEY,
Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Frep: Here is the information I dis-
cussed with you on the telephone the other
gggh In answer to your letter of February

As I reported, we did make a survey of
the extent to which the expiration date now
appears on the address labels of subscrip-
tion copies of magazines. You will be inter-
ested to know that for 92% of the 203 mag-
azines for which we received replies, the ex-
piration date is shown someplace on the ad-
dress label. At the same time, Fred, In many
cases it may be indicated in a line with other
information and therefore a little difficult
to read readily. To study this further, we
have appointed a special committee to study
and set up guidelines for fulfillment proce-
dures and to make further recommendations
for the industry in line with your comments
and suggestions. (The committee has already
had a preliminary meeting too, you'll be glad
to know.)

Concerning an agency's participation in
the Central Registry program as stated In
the Articles of Agreement for the Cash
Agencies, “any field selling subscription
agency . . . may become a party to these
Articles of Agreement upon approval of the
Cash Bection at a duly called meeting pro-
vided there is evidence before the Cash Sec-
tion of the ability of the agency and its prin-
cipals to conduct its business of soliciting
magazine subscriptions in accordance with
the purposes of these Articles of Agreement.”
The same criterlon of evidence of ability to
meet the Standards set forth applies to parti-
cipation in the PDS Code program too. As an
ald to determining this ability to comply, a
questionnaire form is mailed to each agency
applying for participation. I am enclosing
a copy of this questionnaire and I think you
will find it self-explanatory, (If the person
requesting this information has any other
questions, have him get in touch with Bob
Goshorn.)

It goes without saying that we're follow-
ing through on all the reports you forwarded
to us, and we appreciate your making the
information avallable so that we can be of
such assistance.

Cordially,
SrePHEN E. KELLY,
President,

MacazIiNE PUBLISHERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,

New York, N.Y., June 9, 1971.
Hon, Frep B, ROONEY,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ROONEY: The enclosed
two reports I think will be of interest to you
in light of your concern about subscription
mailing labels and the expiration date
thereon. The “Guidelines” were completed
last winter and sent out to our members.
Participation in them is on a veluntary basis
and to date approximately a third of our
membership has adopted them. Expiration
dates are dealt with on page four under point
B (2).

Also enclosed Is a recent report out of our
New York office cataloging the various pub-
leations, the form of their malling labels and
how the expiration date may be detemined
from those labels. As a result of a conversa-
tion Ray and I had with Coleman Hoyt of
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the Reader's Digest earlier this year, the Di-
gest label, page 20, clearly sets forth its ex-
piration date.

If you have any questions about this mate-
rial, please let me know.

Sincerely yours,
NorMAN S. HALLIDAY,
Vice President.

[From the Magazine Publishers Assocliation,
Ine.]

GUIDELINES FOR MAGAZINE SUBSCEIPTION
PULFILLMENT AND SERVICE PRACTICES
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of these Guidelines for Maga-
zine Subscription Fulfillment and Service is
to establish standards to provide for custom-
er satisfaction, to maintain the good will and
confidence of the public and its willingness
to enter into subscription contracts, and to
forestall subscriber discontent and adverse
publicity,

The following Guldelines are therefore set
forth for voluntary adoption by those pub-
lishers desiring to conform to these stand-
ards.

A. PROCESSING OF SUBSCRIPTION ORDERS
1. Start of service

The publisher will promptly process all
subscription orders received, and will make
every effort, unless otherwise requested by
the subscriber, to insure the mailing of the
first issue to the subscriber within the fol-
lowing periods:

(s) For magazines published monthly or
less frequently, the first copy will be mailed
within forty-five (45) days after receipt of
the order by the publisher.

{b) For magazines published weekly or bi-
weekly, the first issue will be malled within
twenty-five (25) days after receipt of the
order by the publisher.

The publisher will make every effort to see
that its authorized subscription agencies
transmit orders promptly to avoid delay be-
tween the time the order is given by the
subscriber and the time it is received by the
publisher.

2. Notice of delayed start

In the event the publisher is unable fo
mail the first issue within the above time
limits, a written notice of the delay will be
sent to the subscriber within the time limits
set forth in paragraph 1 above informing him
of the starting issue or expected mailing date
of the first issue. If for any reason this new
date cannot be met, the publisher will again
notify the subscriber in writing. These writ-
ten notices will continue to be sent until
the first issue is mailed. The publisher will
also make all reasonable effort to see that
such notification is readily identifiable by
the subscriber as pertaining to the subscrip-
tion already ordered.

3. Gift subseriptions

The publisher will send or cause to be
sent timely written notice to all recipients of
gift subscriptions of the gift and the name
of the donor, unless specific instructions to
the contrary are received from the donor.

4. Sequence of copies

When a new subscription is started with an
issue dated prior to the issue currently on
sale, In the absence of specific request by
the subscriber, the publisher will make all
reasonable effort to adhere to the following
conditions; to the extent that his fulfillment
operation makes such compliance feasible.

(&) The publisher will comply with the
Bylaws and Rules of the Audit Bureau of
Circulation governing “back copies.” [In
summary, these Regulations limit the service
of back coples as net paid circulation, (un-
less the subscriber is otherwise notified in
advance of the order) to no more than two
issues previous to that current at the date
of the order in the case of weekly publica-
tions and not more than one such previous
issue for other publications.]
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(b) All copies will be sent to the sub-
scriber in chronological sequence of issue
date.

(¢) If a subscription has been started with
a back issue, only one issue of a magazine
will be sent to the subscriber at one time.

(d) If more than one “back issue” is to
be sent in servicing the order, the following
schedule will be used in mailing the next
copy to the subscriber:

For magazines published monthly or less
frequently, the second y will be mailed
no sooner than seven (7) days after the first
copy.

g%r magazines published weekly or bi-
weekly, the second copy will be mailed no
sooner than three (3) days after the first
oo 5. Request for specific issue

If a request is made by the subscriber or
agency to start service with a particular is-
sue, all reasonable effort will be made to
comply with such request. If such request
cannot be fulfilled, the publisher will notify
the subscriber or agency of the reasons for
his inability to comply with it and of the
issue with which service is being started.

B. SUBSCRIPTION SERVICE
1. Interruption of service

The publisher will notify the subscriber
in writing in the event service will be, or
has been, interrupted by the publisher for
any reason. This notice will inform the sub-
scriber of the provision made to insure that
he will receive the full number of coples to
which he is entitled.

2. Ezpiration date

The mailing address labels will include
the subscription expiration date in a man-
ner which will be easily identified and readily
understood by the subscriber. The publisher
will take whatever steps he deems neces-
sary to provide an explanation of how the
expiration date is shown.

3. Changes of address

The publisher will include in his maga-
zine periodically & subscriber Change of Ad-
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dress form and/or adequate instructions for
the subscriber to effect such change, to
facllitate prompt and accurate handling of
such requests.

The publisher will process changes of ad-
dress promptly upon receipt, and make all
reasonable effort to maintain continuous
service to the subscriber when the subscri-
ber gives ample notice of the effective date
of the address change. In any event, unless
otherwise requested, the first copy mailed
to the new address will normally be within
the time limits set forth in paragraph A 1,
above for the start of new subscriptions.

C. RENEWALS
1. Continuity of service

The publisher will process all renewal
orders promptly as they are recelved, and
will make every effort to avoid a break in
service provided the renewal is received in
reasonable time of the expiration date.

(a) On renewal orders for schools, libraries
or other institutions where there is reason
to belleve that a complete file of the maga-
zine may be desired, the publisher will make
such special effort as is reasonable to main-
tain continuous service.

2. Form of renewal offer

Renewal notices will be clearly recogniz-
able as solicitations for subscription orders
and will not be of a format such as to mis-
lead the subscriber or give appearance that
it is simply a bill or invoice.

D. SUBSCRIBER INQUIRIES

1. The publisher will make all reasonable
effort to answer subscriber complaints, in-
quiries, or requests for information concern-
ing their subscriptions within fifteen (15)
days after thelr receipt. (It is recognized,
however, that some subscriber questions will
have already been resolved by the time the
inquiry reaches the publisher, and may not
require an answer at that time.)

2. The use of form letters or postcards to
answer or acknowledge correspondence or
complaints is permissable as a means of ex-
pediting service,

HOW TO READ SUBSCRIPTION EXPIRATION DATES (EXPIRATION PORTION OF CODE IS

[Compiled by Magazine Publishers Association]
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E. REVIEW OF GUIDELINES

1. These Guidelines shall be reviewed by
the Circulation Committee of the Magazine
Publishers Association as it deems proper
from time to time or upon request of three
or more signatory publishers, in writing to
the Chairman of the Circulation Committee,

2. Any proposed changes in the Guidelines
will be effective upon approval by a majority
of the Circulation Committee.

F. ACCEPTANCE OF GUIDELINES

1. Acceptance of these Guidelines by pub-
lisher-members of the Magazine Publishers
Association shall be on a voluntary basis.

(a) Any publisher may now or hereafter
formally accept these Guidelines by notifying
in writing the President of the Magazine
Publishers Assoclation of such intent.

(b) A publisher, having formally accepted
these Guldelines may withdraw from the ob-
ligations assumed thereby by similarly noti-
fying the President, in writing of such Intent,

2. A list of publishers formally accepting
these Guidelines will be avallable for dis-
tribution at the discretion of the President
of the Magazine Publishers Assoclation.

MaGAZINE PUBLISHERS
AssociaTioN, INC.,
New York, N.Y., April 30, 1971.
Memorandum to: Principal of All Agencles
Participating in the Central Registry

Program.
From: Robert M. Goshorn.
Subject: Subscription expiration dates.

As a by-product of a study we recently
made concerning notice of expiration dates
on subscription labels, we developed the en-
closed information on how various publish-
ers show the expiration date.

We thought this information might be
helpful and of interest to you, and are,
therefore, forwarding it to you at this time.

If any major publication does not appear,
it may be assumed it did not respond to
our questionnaire.

ENCLOSED IN BRACKETS []

Magazine Label

Explanation Magazine Label

Explanation

ﬁbsl;gl:ls and bibliog-  PA 19007 ROHROHM[NO] CDA 209
¥. =

ra
Advertising age
Air Progress.

American Artist

American Girl.........._
American Heritage______

American History
Ilustrated.

American Home Label sample not furnished.. ... .

----- Self-evident.

_ Ex date at end of subscriber
.. name line: months coded

American Medical
Association, Journal
of the

15th & 16th digits in Code
line show ex date. Ex-
ample: 13=January 1973,
59-June 1969 (7), NO=
Neovember 1970.

American Naturalist___

American Optometric
Association, Journal
of the

American School Board
Journal

A thru M, omitting I,
followed by year; ie.,
AT1, H71, J71 =January,
August, September 1971.
19th, 20th & 21st digits in
code line show ex date:
months coded A thru L,
followed b{ _’year; i.e.,
A71, D71, L71=January,
April, December 1971,
Ex date shown in code line:
i.e., A6 is month and
year of starting date
(Apr. 1966), F7 is ex
date (Feb., 1967).
Example given: “'John
Smith SEP""—Expire
month. *'E 70""—Expire
;gal, may be reversed :

Archives of Derma-
tology.

0591740SLZ K440J9G 3 0126 [51]

Amusement Business... BBDNGOLD121JORSZE40[011]B9C03012. .

14 A 0239125015 [G71] N...

12th, 13th & 14th digits
in Code line show ex
date. Months coded A
thru M, omitting I, fol-
lowed by year—A7T1,
H71, M71=January,
August, December 1971,
... 15th & 16th digits in Code
- line show ex date, Ex-
amples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969 (2),
NO=November 1970,
Ex date may be ascertained
by writing to the Journal,

_ Last two digits in code line
show ex date. Months
shown, Jan, thru Oct. as
1 thru 0, Nov. is —,
Dec. is 4. L.E., 51=May
1971, —0=November

1970.

20th, 21st & 22nd digits
in Code line show ex
date: year 0 thru 9;
week 1 thru 52—ij.e.,
011=11th week in "70.

- Self-evident.

First three or four digits
following title symbol
(AN) show month & year
of ex date,

14th, 15th & 16th digits in

. Code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, follow b

ear—A7Tl, G71, M71—
fanuary. July, December
1971.
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HOW TO READ. SUBSCRIPTION EXPIRATION DATES—Continued

{Compiled by Maga Publishers A oy

Magazine

Label

Explanation

Archives of Environ-
mental Health

Archives of General
Psychiatry

Archives of Internal
icine

Archives of Opththal-
mology.

Archives of Otolaryn-
gology.

Archives of Pathology. .

Archives of Surgery

Astrophysical Supple-
ment Series.

Atlantic Monthly

A o s 2

Baby Talk...........

Banking. Journal of the
AB.A.

Better Homes &
Gardens.

Billboard

o G R

32 A 0240163028 [AT1] D ..

ll A LOuisiol WIM?IID.....

50 A ST VIBARRS |[M70]D...

. 14th, 15th & 16th digits in

code line show ex date,
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
ear—AT1, G71, M71=
¥anuary July, December

Hih l'.':th & 16th digits in
code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
year—A71, G71, M71 =
January, July, December

19

14th, 15th & 16th digits in
code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
year—A70, G70, M70=
{anuary, July, December

970.
.- l4th, 15th & 16th digits in

68 A 0050265018 1672] D...-..-.

77 A 0351568035 [F71] D.....

86 A 0110269060[E72] D e e v eeeeeean

- Last four dij

A [NOV71] '(ikli'?::'_'_ﬁ'_l_'.'_'.l

51 9990012882 [us?m 017

“1-110400TA12—1—35991 |FEB?1]

code line show ex dale.
Months coded A thru M,

omitting 1, followed by
ear—A7TL, GT1, M71=
anuary, July, December

1971,

14th, 15th & 16th digits in
code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
year—A72, G712, M72=
January, July, December

1972,

14th, 15th & 16th digits in
code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
year—A7l, F71, M71 =
J;;llJaqr,June December

14th, 15th & 16th digits in
code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
year—A72, E72, M72=
January, May, December

1972.
14th, 15th & 16th digits in
code line show ex date.
Months coded A thru M,
omitting |, followed by
ear—AT71, E71, L71=
Lnuary May, November

Ssli-evni ent.

15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date. Ex-
amples: 13=January
1973, 58=1June 1969(?)
NO=November 1970.

15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date,
Examples: 13=Janua
1973, 59=June 19'99(1;
NO=MNovember 1970.

its in code line
show ex date: first two
show month, last two
show year.

- Self-evident.

_ Self-evident.

Code line at top shows
month and year of start,
followed by month and

ear of expire,

13th thru 16th digits in
code line show ex date:
0670=1June 1970.

“__ Self-evident.

date: year, O thru 9;
week, 1 thru 52

- Sell-evident.

Label sample not furnished.. ...

Ex date shown in clear
type two digits in from
end of code line: ie.,
JuLzo.

Label

Magazine Explanation

PA19007 ROHROHM[NO] BG 209_____...

lSlh & 16th digits in code
line show ex date. Exam-
gses 13=January 1973,

=June 1969 (7), NO=

November 1970,

Last three digits in code
line show ex date: i.e.,
06=June, 1=1971.

Botanical Gazette.... ...

BoysLile... ..o ons

Bride's magazine, the.. _ 00094091 55.073 FE123 1 B)..

l.asl three digits in code
line show ex date; 1st
shows month, Feb.,
March, May, June Aug.,
Sepl., Nov. Dec. num-
bered 1 thru 8; iast two

show year,
PA19007 ROHROHM[NO] CB 209_.__.__ 15th & 16th digits in code
- line show ex date.
Examples: 13=Janua
1973, 59=1June 1969 (7),
NO=November 1970.
---- Ex date not shown.
- Self-evident.

Bulletin of the Center
for Children"s Books.

Business Management _ _

e not furnished. .
Business Week__.

99DA [DECT70].

Label sam
0620 EPE!

Camping Journal.._____ 15 88 8260 BDRI4GAWW-3 [APRTI]_.

“_ Self-evident.

Car & Driver Label sample not furnished Ex date shown clearly two
digits in from end of code
line: i e, JULTL.

7420TOM *10011111 §7912] ... ....... Ex date shown in last four

. digits of code line: first
ow year, last two

show month—Sample

shows December 1979.

Cat Fancy............. Label sample not furnished. ........... Example given:

“‘John Smith SEP""—
expire month.

“E 0" —sxnlre 5aar, may

be reversed

Saﬂ-ev!unl.

Car Craft

Catholic Digest 3 206220JHN3T—981 [APR71]

Chicago
Child Dev e1opm ent
Journal

. Label sample not furnished. _ n.

PA19007 ROHROHMINO] CDJ 209 - 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969
(7), NO=November 1970,

Last two digits in code line

show issue number of
expire. 1ssues numbered
consecutively and #
shown on contents page.
25="February 1973,
(Starting in 1971, ex
date will be shown as
FEB73.

Children's Digest...___. 578 1 AKN 15 0KL123 B[25]

)
Last four digits but one in
code line show ex date,
First two show year,
last two show month:
7011 =November 1970,
Christian Herald_ _.__._ ITALYEERGAXXPO112040A12RA [031]... uislt three digits in code

12; years

ITALYEERGAXXPO112040A12RA [031].. . L.est lhme digits in code
line show ex date: i.e.,
031=March 1971, 121 =
December 1971.

Juanita Sue Harper [I-74]V. .. .._._.._. Ex date shown at end of
subscriber name line:
Le., 1-74=Janvary 1974,

Christian Life

Christianity Today.

Cincinnati
Civil War Times
IHustrated.

_ Ex date not shown,
Ex date shown in code line:
i.e., A6 Is month and
ng date
is ex

).

15th & 16th dlgits in code
line show ex date. Ex-
amples: 13=Janua
1973, 59 =June 1969 (1),
NO=November 1970,

Ex date not shown.

Last digits on code line
show ex date: Le,, 5-7l=
May 1871.

Coast.............._.. Label sample not furnished
Commonweal.......... =51193 [5-71]

Comparative Politics. .. PMBUL'I? ROHROHMINO] COP 209....... 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date. Ex-
amples: 13=Janua

973 59 June 196
(?) =MNovember

Connoisseur Self-svident.
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Label Explanation

Magazine

Magazine Label Explanation

Cosmopolitan._.._.._.. CM[OCT72] 10001 03 RCHZHY 461195. ... Self-evident.

11th digit in code line
shows week of ex date
(A thru E for 5 weeks),
month and year are
self-evidenl.

Ex date shown in clear type
two digits from end of
code line: i.e., “JUL70."

. Ex date shown above sub-
scriname: 3uarler_ly—
1=winter, 2=spring,

3 = summel 4 --l'all

owed h{ ev
l4th lSth & 16th dlg:is in
code line show ex date.

Months coded A thru M,

omitting I, followed by
ear: j.e., AT1, E71,
?ln!anuary, May,

August 19

Example é'w"’ “John
Smith SEP""—Expire
mom

“E 70" —e:pwa '%ear may
be reversed

Self-evident.

Diseases of Children,
American Journal of.

X384100THM155385683 [09/71] 2.

- 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969 (T),
NO=November 1970.

Bi-monthly, and last five
dlglts in l:fade line shuw

0

Economic Development
and Cultural Change,

FW MSS3AG 37J018 CT0[0771).......... Last four digits on code
show ex date, month and

year.

Financial World

Flying—........._._._ Lab sarnple not furnished_ _ Ex date shown in clearuypc
two digits in from end of
Code line: i.e,, JUL70,

Seif-evident.

Forbes .. _._.._...... 12345678 DP1 [DECT71]..

Fortune. .............. | Self-evident.

Banucowlzuori

7640[011]BACO30TZ__ 20th, 21st and 22nd digits in
ode line show ex date:
ear (0 thru 9), month
1 thru 12).
_ Self-evident.

Gift & Tableware
Reporter,

" Label sampie not furnished _ Ex date appears as figures
rl en(d of addressee line:

£.

Last lhrae d1glts in code
line show ex issue num-
ber. (No explanation
where it appears in
mqulne—nni on con=

8.

AL TS 362228 SND 00126096 [JUNT71] 7 D_.... Sell ew g )

Golfoeoeeciaacaacaaa.. G126 RF726967 [149]

- Self-evident.

g: ie.,
ITGO4 =4 issues to go.
Last five digits in code line
show number of subse-
quenl issues to come:
, ITG12=12 issues

15th E 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: l3aJanua?
1973, 59 June 1969 (7),
NO=November 1970.
Label sample not furnished_.... ......_.. Ex date not shown.
15 88 B260 CHUS63MRW-0 [APRT1]..._.. Self-evident.

Elementary Electronics._

Elementary School
Journal.

Elks magazine, the
Eliery Queen

“PTODII0SYLM3 JAN72] 11001_

_- Selt-evident.

15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date, Exam-
gles: 13=January 1973,

9=June 1969(7), NO=
November 1970,

First two digits in code line
show ex month, last two
show year: j.e., 11
69=November 1969,

Last three digits in code
line show ex issue num-
ber, which appears on
contents page.

Self-evident,

Farm Journal. . ....... 1BBA 6D904202WLEME*+*+++3 [C74]

Last three digits In code line
show ex date: months
coded A thru L. L.e,,C74=
March 1974,

.. Digits indicated show ex

issue number; issue

number appears on title
page; subscribers are
given this info upon

Inquiry.
Seﬂ-avl?ent.

Financial Executive.____ [04/71] MG s-08769 3

- Last three digits in code

- line show ex issue
number. (Chart furnished
showmg,g}example to be

Ex date shwn in three
figures, two digits in
from end of code line:
i.e., 970=September
1970,

7420TZM *100011111 [7912)__..._.__._.. Last four figures in code
line show year and
month of ex date: ie.,
7912 =1979, Dec.
- Last four figures in code
line show ex date: i.e.,
1071=0October 1971,

Guns & Ammo.
Hairdo
Harpers Bazaar.

- Last four figures in code
line show ex date: i.e.,
0875=August 1975,

x date not shown. (Will be
changed to lpoglma indica-
tion in 187

--- Self-evident.

T T o T S I

Harvard BusinessRe-  Label sample not furnished.. .

view.

High Fidelity_..-...... HFDALUCZ4**MCBRZ0 A [MARTZ].

Highlights for Children... 2 [DEC71] SOWR2X7197 SZ_ Self-evident.

SAMPLM34225815Q[970]AAIC] 69A. 21st, 22nd & 23rd digits in
code line show ex date: 1
Ihruﬁ =Jan, thrulune 7,
8, 9=0ct, Nov.
fhas year. i.e., s?bnl}ec

970,

History of Religions.. ... PA19007 ROHROHM[NO] HR 209_.._____ 15th & 16th digits in code
- line show ex date. Exam-
gfes: 13=January 1973,
9=June 1969 (7), NO=
November 1970.
Seif-evident.

Home magazine........ N - Single-copy sales only.

Horizon 191?, 2[32_?: & 21st r.?i(gits in
code line show ex date:
months coded A thru L:
i.e., A71, D71, J71-Jan.,
Apr., Oct. 1971,

Last four figures in code line
show year and month of ex
date:” i.e., 7912=1979,
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Publishers A

Magazine Label

Explanation

Magazine Label Explanation

House & Garden

Human Genetics, "PA19007 ROHROHMINO] GE 2
American Journal of.

Humpty Dumpty........ 57B & WRT 15 OH1123 C[95]

Industrial Arts and 6
Vocational Education. ...

F || SRR S AR X3841—THM155385683 [09/71] 2.

Journal of Advertising

Label sample not furnished.
Research.

Journal of Business__... PA19007 ROHROHMINO] JB 209

Journal of College

Label sample not furnished
acement.
Journal of Geology.... ...

Journal of Infectious
Diseases,

.Im#nal of Modern

PA19007 ROHROHMINO] MH. 209
istory.

Journal of Near
Eastern Studies.

Journal of Political

PA19007 ROHOHM[NO] PE 209
conomy.

Journal of Religion

Ladies’ Home Journal . .

Library Quarterly______

Look—Top/Spot____. ..

Lutheran, the

MacFadden-Bartell (all
publications)

73

- PA19007 ROHROHMINO] LQ 209.__

- 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date. Ex-
amples: 13=Januar§y
1973, 59 =June 1969 (1),
NO=November 1970.

Last two digits in code line
show ex issue number.

- (Sometime in 1971 ex

= ate will begin to appear
clearly: i.e., JULTL)

Last five dl%]ls [ TGO#) =
“Issues

Last three numbers in code
line show month and year
of ex date: i.e., 100=
October 1970.

Last four figures in code
line show ex date: i.e.,
0772=July 1972.

Self-evident.

- Length of subscription shown
y volumes covered: i.e.,
8/9/10-1-2 shows to re-
ceive all of vols. 8 and 9
and 1st 2 issues of 10.
l5th & 16th digits in code
- line show ex date. Ex-
amples: 13= Janua?
1873, 59=June 1969 (7)
NO=November 1970.
Ex date not shown,

PA15007 ROHROHM[NO] JG 209._._._.. 15th & 16th digits in code

line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59 June 1959 t?)
NO=November 1970,
15th & 16th digits in code
. line show ex date.
Examples: 13=Janua
1973, 59=June 1969 (?),
NO=November 1970,
15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969 (1),
NO=November 1970.

PA13007 ROHROHM[NO] NE 208........ 15th & 16th digits in code

line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January,
1973, 59=June 1969 (7).
NO =November 1970,
15th & 16th digits in code
- line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969 (7).
NO=November 1970.

PA19007 ROHROHM[NO] RE 209____.___ 15th & 16th digits in code

line show ex date.

Examples: 13=January

1973, 59=June 1969 (1),

NO=November 1970.
Example given: “‘John

Smith SEP"'—Ex

month. “E 70" —Ex

ear; may be reversed—

. 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date,
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969 (7),
NO=November 1970,

Self Evident. (Months
abbreviated as JA, FB,
MR, AP, MY, JE, JL,
AU, SE, OC, NO, DE.)

Self-evident.

- Self-evident.

. Last four digits, but one, of
code line show ex date:
month and last figure of
{g?lr. 0110 = January

Ex date month shown at
end of subscriber name
line, year at end of ad-
dress line. Months coded
A thru M, omitting I.
(Year figures reversed)

Mademoiselle Self-evident.

Marketing Communica- . __
tions 27 c..

Marriage. . coooooooo © _II_J:-'}ﬂ_-:

_ Ex date shown at end of
subscriber name line,
1271 = December 1971.

" Ex date shown at far right
on top line; months coded
1 thru 9 for Jan. thru

cember 1971,
weue--- SA12G72901BACSGEI80390M4082 [872]... Last three digits in code
" i line show ex date; months

coded 1 thru 9 for Jan.
thru'Sep., 0, N, D forj
Oct., Mov.
Dec. 8‘.-‘2 = August 1972,
- 15th & 16th digits in code
. line show ex date. Ex-

amples: 13 = January

973, 59 = June 1969
E?), NO = November
970.

Self-evident.

McCall’s.......-

Mechanical Translation.. PA19007 ROHROHM [NO] MT 209

Mechanix Illustrated. ... 88 89 7980 BYR304MCJ-8 [APR74].. .. __.

ORSZ640{011]B9CO3012_ 20th, 21st & 22nd digits
in code line show ex
date: year (0 thru 9)
and week (1 thru 52).

_ 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1969 (1),

.- _NO=November 1970,

. “Expires D1 (ﬂecember
(D) 1971 (1).”

- Ex date shown clearly
two digits in from end
of code Iina i.e.,

“JULT3.

Self-evident.

Merchandising Week. ...

Midway._....._....... OAIS007 ROHRDHMINOI Wi 209

Model Airplane News_._ Label sample not furnished ____

Modern Bride.......... Label sample not furnished. . ._......

~ Ex date not shown.

Modern Packaging...... Label sam.}:ls not furnished
 Self-evident.

Modern Photography.... MPDBSCOT666THERZZ A [FEB72]

_ Self-evident.

Modern Screen_____. MS SRI7BX421T019 01 [0971].-

15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13= Janua?
1973, 59-June 1968 (
NO=November 1970,

Self-evident.

“Mrs John Smith [NOV71].

Motor Boating & Sailing. MB[MAR72] 10001 03 PRK3MS 730198.. Self-evident.

Last four digits in code line
show ex date: first two
show year, last two show
;nc‘:‘nth. 7912 =December

Mator Cycle Sport e Last four digits in code line
Quarterly. show ex date: first two

show year, last two show

month 7912=December

Label sam

- le not furnished ..
...... * XRPIL

Ex date not shown.
D 946R 26 [021).

Last three digits in code
line show ex date: first

National Review.

two show month, last
shows year, 021=

. February 1971

- Self-evident.

_ Self-evident.

**1 Oct 70 shows a one-
ear sub ending Oct.
970; 2 Oct 71 a two-
ear sub ending Oct.
971," etc. Location not

stated.
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Label Explanation

Magazine

Magazine Label Explanation

New Republic, the Self-evident.

New York. __.......... 12240630 369 [6-72]..

__ Self-evident.

-- Last five digits,

.. buttwo, from

.. end of code
line show
week and year
of ex date:
50*71=50th
week, 1971,

Self-evident.

New Yorker, the______.. 613592 BRB 1349K081 [5C*71] 2 X_

10Y 706F00D9JX [T1SEP] ... Self-evident

Nursing, American
Journal of

Self-evident.

Qutdoor Life_......... Self-evident.

Last three digits
in code line
show ex date:
371=March
1571, “'N indi-
cates Novem-
ber-_l;.lecem—

QOutdoor World

er.
OKEIGES26AK 01154 [OCT73] Self-evident.

_ Self-evident.
(This ex date
sty'e will start
etime in
15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date, Exam-
ples: 13=January 1973,
59=June 1969 (7), NO=
November 1970,

Last four figures in code
line show year and
month of ex date: 7012=

- Dec 1970

BBDNGOLDIZ1JORSZ640]) BAC0O3012_ . 20th, 21st & 22nd digits in
code line show ex date:
ear (0 thru 9), week (1

hru 52).
Label sample not furnished .. .._..._... Ex date not shown.

15 th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date. Exam-
ples: 13 =January 1973,
59=June 1969 (7), NO=
November 1970,

Ex date clearly shown two
digits in from end of
code line: i.e. “JULTD."

Popular Mechanics..... PM [SEP 71] 10001 0 PYNICL 452898__._ Self-evident.

Perspective in Biology
& Medicine,

Phoenix

Photo Weekly

Phﬂnt? latemakers
ulietin,
Physiological Zoology. .. PA19007 ROHROHM [NO! PZ 209

Popular Electronics

--- Ex date clearly shown two
digits in from em:l ul code
line: i.e., “JULTO0.*

Self-evident.

Ex issue date shown in
last three digits of code
line i.e,, 137=issue of

Priest, Tod&jl"s Famﬂj
Digest, My Daily
Vfgl Our Sunday

Private Pilot Label sample not furnished..........._. Examplegwen: “John

Smith SEP’'—Ex month,
“E 70""—Ex year; may
be reversed—07.

Last three digits in code
line show ex date:
months apparently
coded 1 thru 9, Jan.
lhru Sep 0.N.D., Oct.,

CXVII—1306—Part 16

Purchasing Week Self-evident.

—ea-ne--- Self-evident.

Reader’s Digest, the. ... B 75505 91205 PL1 [FEB72]._. ..

Redbook_ __ .. .....-..- RMSMNNaSC#MRBlSSQ?RZHMS[‘NI._ Lasl three digits in code
- ... line show ex date.

Months coded 1 thru 9,
Jan. thru Sept.; I'J,N,D,
Oct., Nov., Dec.

<eeu-=-- Ex date not shown.

- -we---- Last four digits in code
line show ex date !ﬁr

& month: e, 7912=

December 1979,

- Ex date not shown.

Revista Notaria___._.___ Label sample not furnished..___
Rod & Custom TA20TOM *10011111 [7912]___ ..

Rotarian, the

Label sample not furnished
Rudder___.____ .. ___

88 89 7980 BYR304MCJ-8 [APRT4].

_ Ex date shown on renewal
notice only.
- Self-evident.

Sales Management.___. - Label sample not furnished
DMBOWR‘JL’BSMN 04072{0CT72)

San Diego

Last three digits in code
line show ex date: 5-80=
May 1980.

San Francisco

- Ex date shown clearly as
“‘APR73""—location not
stated

-- Ex date not shown,

- 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
1973, 59=June 1979

(?), NO=November 1970.
Science & Mechanics_.. . 15 88 0260 TEB&ZE‘CAE—? [APRT3...._. Self evident.

Label sample not furnished..
School Review_._._.... PA19007 ROHROHM[NO] SR 209__

Science Digest

- Figures between asterisks
indicate ex date: months
coded 1 thru 9, Jan.
thru Oct., 0, N, D, Oct.,

, Dec.

Last 1hree numerals in
code line show ex date:
01 thru 12=months,

0 thru 9=vyear. lLe.,
011=January 1971,

-e--=-=-- Last three digits in code line
show ex date: months
coded A thru M,
omitting I. L.LE., L71=
November 71,

Last three figures in code
line show ex issue, 120=
October 1974 issue,

Ex date shown clearly two
digits in lrum end ui code
ling: i.e., “JUL 71"

Last four digits of code line

- show ex date year and
- maonth, 7912=December

- . 1979, e
15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
Examples: 13=January
- 1973, 59=June 1969 (1),
NO=November 1970,
- 15th & 16th digits in code
line show ex date.
- Examples: 13=Janua
= .. 1973, 59=June 1969 (1),
. NO=November 1970.
Sociology, American PA19007 ROHRUHM (NO} 50C 209 -=---- 15th & 16th digits in code
Journal of, --- line show ex date.
Examples: 13= Janua?
1973, 59 June 1959( )
NO=November 1970,
Southern Living........ 3MWZ IHECPD 4797301J901386 [D72]._.. Last three digits in code
---  line show ex date:
- months coded 1 thru 9,
Jan. thru Sep., O, N, D,
Oct., Nov., Dec.
Self-evident.

Scientific American

3640075 TRNDWS541C9 IUDIUII]S.H

Signature_ ... 50L0-2-9263 4 (L7} _.......

] T - o LT e sampls ‘not furnished.__

Skin Diver- .. ..o 7420TOM *10011111 [7912]

Spining Wheel

. 17th & 18th digits in code
line show ex date:
months coded alpha-
betically, last figure of
{eal shown, C1=March

Sportfishing.. J4 S 573819004 P21 A[C1] PCRA..
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Magazine Label

Explanation Magazine

Label

Explanation

Sports Afield.......... SAJAUG71] 10001 03 PSCAVL 421580

Sports Car Graphic.

Sports IHustrated..._.

Standard Rate & Data
(all publications)
Stero Review

Successful Farming..... 2 50930005041‘!—1.
Swimming World

TV Guide.......-ooooeonl S
81?&2201 823 I9??}61

TV Radio Talk

§ | A

T sz

Today's Education.
Today's Health

Label sample not furnished_____
TH 15333!(132\’%9 03 [0871). -

TopOP._..ooovevnn.. 000 5{29.‘2‘50 WE KN

Town & Country......

-~ First five digits in code line

1871,
SRS th‘l 13th & 14th digits in

- Sell-evident.

TO[DEC?I] lllﬂﬂl 03 PRZZCR 451291

Self-evident,

Last four digits of code line
show ex date year and
month. 7912=December
1979

show ex date, month, issue
and year. MY569 =fifth is-
sue, May 1969,

Ex date not shown.

Ex date clearly shown two
digitsin fmm end of code
line: i.e., “JULTL"

Seif-e\'lde nt. Venture

Vogue.._.......-

9th thru 22nd digits in code
show year and month of
ex date: 7112="December

code line show ex issue,
which appears on mast-
head. Ex date not shown.

Washingtonian
Self-evident.

Western Outdoors

15th & 16th digits in code
Isna show ex date. Exam-
gges 13=January 1973,
June 1969 (7), NO=
November 1970,

-- Last four digits in code line
show ex date year and
maonth. 7912 =December
1979,

Self-evident.

~- Ex date not shown.
-- Self-evident.

Ziff-Davis (all publi-
Last four digits in code line cations).
show ex date: year
followed by month.
7008 =August 1970,

Seli-nvident. Dyhng Tttt

04330HASK F241 *69199 2{22)

AT PAISCIJ? ROHROHM[NO] Zy 209.

--. Ex date shown as marked
.. atleft. No explanation
given,

__ Self-evident.

" BBDNGOLD121J0RSZ640[D11]BIC03012.  20th, 21st & 22nd digits in

code line show ex date.
Year (0 thru 9), month
(1 thru 12). 011 =
November 1970,
Self-evident.

Last five (or four) digits,
except two, from end of
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TRIBUTE TO AMERICANS OF
BALTIC DESCENT

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
today is a day of both joy and sorrow
for Americans of Baltic origin or descent
and their families. For these citizens it
is a day of rejoicing their distinguished
spiritual, cultural, and historical back-
ground. It is, however, also a day of sad-
ness since no Baltic-Americans can for-
get the suffering which their people have
endured and continue to endure for the
cause of freedom. At this time I ask all
Americans to join with me in honoring
our fellow citizens of Baltic descent.

The Balts are proud peoples who have
inhabited the shores of the Baltic from
time immemorial. For centuries the
peace-loving Lithuanians, Latvians, and
Estonians have been subjected to re-

peated attacks and occupations by other
countries. In spite of the attacks against
them, the Balts have preserved their
ethnic unity. Today, these people are
struggling to maintain their distinctive-
ness against the Soviets and to regain
the right of self-determination denied
them.

The Government of the United States
has repeatedly confirmed our Nation's
support for the cause of the Baltic peo-
ples. Hence, we have refused to recognize
the seizure and forced “incorporation” of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia into the
Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics.
A more positive action was the unani-
mous adoption in the 89th Congress of
House Concurrent Resolution 416 which
urged the President of the United States
to insure that the issue of the liberation
of the Baltic States would be brought to
the attention of the United Nations. It
is still our hope that the plight of the
Baltic people will be placed on the United
Nation's agenda.

FREEDOM OF COMMUNICATIONS—
THE FIRST PRIORITY

(Mr, PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
inecreasing attention is being directed to-
ward the issue of freedom of communica-
tions. On May 29, Mr. Robert Hyland,
vice president, CBS, and general man-
ager, station KMOX, St. Louis, Mo.,
delivered the commencement address at
Lindenwood College, St. Charles, Mo., in
which he commented on this very im-
portant issue.

I would like to share Mr. Hyland's very
timely remarks with my colleagues. Mr.
Speaker, I include his speech at this point
in the RECORD:

FREEDOM OF COMMUNICATIONS:
PRIORITY
(By Robert Hyland)

President Brown, distingulshed honorees,

faculty members, parents, guests, members

THE FIRST
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of the graduating class of 1971. I am extreme-
ly honored to be here with you today on
what is surely one of the most important
days in the life of each and every person in
this assemblage.

For you graduates, it is a day of elation, the
culmination of years of effort and study.
For you parents and close friends, a day of
pride. And, you must admit it’s also a day of
relief that the enormous task of providing
your child with a college education has at
last ended. For you faculty members, it is
a day of qulet satisfaction when a new group
of young men and women leaves the campus
.+ » and takes a little bit of you with them.

Since it is such an important day, I hope
that you will ind my message as meaning-
ful as the occasion. I want to begin by telling
you what I'm not going to do. I'm not goilng
to talk long. We broadcasters are disciplined
along these lines. We are accustomed to
thinking in minutes, seconds and fractions
of seconds. And we must make each second
count, or we do not, ultimately, survive in
the marketplace. Perhaps this respect for
time is the reason we are asked to make
commencement addresses.

Secondly, I'm not going to berate the
younger generation. I'm not going to tell you
graduates that I disapprove of the style of
your clothes, the screeching of your music
or your generation’'s proclivity for demon-
strations.

There’s no doubt that your generation is
unique, bold and often disturbing. But the
rest of us must admit that the times call
for unique approaches and bold solutions.
And perhaps we needed to be disturbed about
important issues.

The fact 1s evident that your generation,
with all its abrasive qualities, has already
made an impact on this nation unparalleled
by any other generation of young people.

You have affected our clothes., Your dis-
dain of conventional styles has inspired your
mothers to bellbottoms, your fathers to pea-
cock blue shirts, and your grandfathers to
the wide ties they sported as young men.

You have affected our music. The per-
sistent beat, the anti-sentimental lyrics, the
unconventional tempos of your music have
ifnﬂuanoed virtually every contemporary art

orm.

You have affected our very language . . .
“hangup, uptight, it's a blast, a drag, out of
sight.” You've got all of us talking this way.

But most of all, you have affected our
attitudes. And you have affected them for
& very simple reason: because you asked
“why?" You asked “why?" early in life . . .
in your grammar school years. “Why do we
send rockets into space?” “Why don't black
people live in our neighborhood?" *“Why do
you go to church?”

You asked “why?"” in your high school
years. “Why can't I wear jeans to school?
“Why is marijuana worse than liquor?” “Why
don't you like Jews?"

And the questions you asked grew more
frequent, more complex, more challenging
the older you got. And we found ourselves
not answering glibly, In the assured man-
ner of parents and teachers, but introspec-
tively, searchingly, sincerely . . . and some-
times, in all honestly . . . we answered un-
surely. Because all too often we hadn't both-
ered to ask ourselves "why?"

Now these questions of yours were very
disturbing to us for several reasons. First,
because when we were young, we simply
didn't question our parents in this manner,
It wasn't permitted. The rules were laid
down. The pattern of life was set. And we
followed. Not that we didn't have our feel-
ings of rebellion. Not that we didn't think
our secret, silent thoughts about the gen-
eration in charge of things. But the authority
of parent, teachers, church and government
was baslcally unqguestioned and unchal-
lenged.

There was another reason we were a more
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passive generation, more given to acceptance
than analysis, more willing to follow rather
than innovate. We simply didn't know as
many questions. We didn't know as much
about scientific advancement, or racial prob=-
lems, or religious controversy, or world af-
fairs. Our world was circumscribed by home
and neighborhood, church and school. Un-
like you, we were not children of the com-
munications explosion.

We did not have the world at our finger-
tips from the time we could toddle. We were
not reared on the sights and sounds of hap-
penings in space. The sufferings of American
minorities in other sectlons of our own city
were as remote as the agonles of the Middle
Ages, We couldn’t compare the words we
learned in school . . . words like equality,
liberty and justice . . . with the reality of
life.

But you young people could . . . and you
did. Because electronic journalism brought
the world to you. And radio and television
helped make you a generation to be reckoned
with . . . long before you reached adulthood.

Because radio and television have been so
important in the lives of today's young men
and women I welcome this opportunity to
speak to you about the survival of broad-
casting. Yes, I said its survival. And I am not
being overdramatie.

For we In broadcasting are now engaged
in a struggle, against government control
that is truly a matter of life and death. And
if we lose, you lose. For it is you young peo-
ple who must live with the consequences
of a future without free electronic journal-
ism.

You may be asking yourselves at this
point if broadeasting, like the press, is not
protected from government control by the
first amendment to the constitution, the
guarantee of free speech and free press.

This should be the case. But, unfortu-
nately, it is not. For there is a very important
distinction between our brothers In news-
paper and magazine journalism, and those
of us in electronic communications. Broad-
casting 1s licensed by the Federal Govern-
ment. Newspapers and magazines are not.
Broadcasting stations must petition every
three years to a Federal agency for renewal
of individual licenses, Newspapers and maga-
zines are free of this obligation.

The origin of government control over
broadcasting has a technical basis. The num-
ber of frequencies on the broadcast spectrum
is limited, So the Federal Government as-
sumed the function of assigning dial posi-
tions to prevent overcrowding of stations on
adjoining frequencies. From this limited be-
ginning the licensing power sprung. And al-
though it has never been used with full gov-
ernment muscle, it is there to be used.

Now, I am not saying the Federal Com-
munications Commission acts as a super-
censor, telling radio and television stations
what to say and when to say it, I am not call-
ing the FCC a bureaucratic big brother, who
stands ready to pull the plug on your station
if you get out of line.

But the FCC is there. The structure for
putting a station off the alr exists. And it
could be used, If power ever fell into the
hands of an administration without under-
standing of and respect for freedom of com-
munications. And that is why I have chosen
freedom of communications as my topic. And
that is why I regard this freedom as our na-
tion’s first priority. For at the present time,
the electronic half of our press is not free
. . » despite our constitutional guarantee of
free press. Government control breeds cau-
tion . . . a let's-play-it-safe attitude. It
breeds the strongest and most inhibiting of
human emotions . . . fear. And true free-
dom cannot exist in a nation where a seg-
ment of its journalists are afraid of the gov-
ernment.

Let’s put the situation in print terms, I'm
sure you are all familiar with the recent story
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in Life Magazine regarding the Mayor of St.
Louis. This article alleged that the Mayor
had connections with organized crime. I
don't propose to discuss the accuracy or the
validity of the Life story. But let us imagine
the results if magazines were required, by
law, to be licensed by city governments for
distribution in that city. Don't you believe
that Life Magazine would be concerned about
its 8t. Louls distribution? And don’t you also
believe that Life's editors and publishers
would hesitate at least for a moment, before
undertaking a similar series of articles on
other cities? The answers are obvious. All too
obvious.

Because I bring up these very real threats
to freedom I do not mean to imply to any
degree that I regard broadcast journalisin as
perfect. I certalnly believe we must work con~
stantly to improve our creativity, accuracy
and objectivity. And we must work toward
these goals as individual journalists, as sta-
tions, as networks and through the self-polic~
ing efforts of our entire industry. But broad-
cast journalism perfection, or lack of it, is
not the central point. Freedom is the central
point.

You young people have shown that you un-
derstand the importance of freedom . .. of
being unafraid to communicate your
thoughts and opinions. You have shown on
campuses across the nation that you want to
express your thoughts on the war, on our en-
vironment, on higher education, on women's
liberation. You name it, you young people
have communicated with those in authority
about it. We haven't always liked the way
you communicated. At times you didn't reach
us because you hadn't clearly defined your
objectives. You hadn’t set feasible goals. And
all too frequently your tactics were so bizarre
and so adolescent that they obscured the
valid points you were making.

But you showed you understood the im-
portance of being able to question pol-
icy . . . to challenge the declsions of those
in authority . . . to ask “why?” You young
people have also found that asking “why?"”
does not always get you valid answers, You
have to keep asking ... keep trying ...
keep speaking out . . . or the freedoms you
have won will turn out to be mere illusions.

And for this sort of situation I fault some
of the administrations of our colleges and
universities. For if there 1s to be a true stu-
dent-facility-administration communication,
any give-and-take must not be a token pacl-
fier. It must be true communication, con-
slstent, continuing ... an effort of sub-
stance . . ., not a paper committee, with
token student representation.

We In broadcasting can no longer tolerate
our token freedom. And we can no longer live
silently with a system that holds within it
the potential for tyranny.

Since the beginning of government regu-
lation, there have always been skirmishes be-
tween broadcasting and the government.
When statlon management receives that offi-
cial, government-franked letter from the FCO
there is always concern. The letter may be a
routine survey . . . or an inquiry on a lis-
tener complaint. But it is read with much
anxiety because there is always the possi-
bility that somehow, unknowingly, the sta-
tion has done something to jeopardize its li-
cense. The language of such letters Is in-
variably polite. But the power is there, and
everyone involved knows it. We want you,
the citizens of today and tomorrow’s Amer-
ica, to be fully aware of this power, too. And
we want you to be aware of its danger in a
society which calls itself a democracy. Lately
there have been confrontations between gov-
ernment and broadcasting that have spot-
lighted this entire problem of government
control.

The most notable of these confrontations
have been, of course, between Vice President
Spiro Agnew and the electronic media. It is
not just the executive branch of government
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that poses the threat. More recently there
had been a head-on clash between a House
Subcommittee and our own network. I'd like
to discuss each of these confrontations.

Vice President Spiro Agnew is, unguestion-
ably, & man of great sincerity and great per-
suasiveness, He has conviction. He has prin-
ciple, and he has power. Unfortunately, he
has used this persuasiveness and power to
ralse questions in the public mind about
whether electronic journallsts should be
trusted with their freedom. The Vice Presi-
dent started this crusade because he regards
some network reports as biased against ad-
ministration policies.

We question his basic premise. But more
importantly, we take issue ... head on .. .
with the inevitable implication that if net-
works are blased . . . “something should be
done about it.” We believe for an elected
official of this level to use his power to en-
courage such thinking is unfortunate at best.

Mr. Agnew's statements, without doubt,
have given weight and credence to a point
of view that is the complete opposite of our
concept of democracy and free speech. The
heart of our democratic process is diversity
of opinion, individual conclusions, discus-
slon, dissent, opposition . . . and then the
ballot. But this must exist in a climate in
which information is brought to the public
by free media . . . and then the voter holds
the power of decision.

Unfortunately, Mr. Agnew's point of view
would find fertile ground with all too many
Americans . . . even without the respect-
ability he granted it. A year ago, CBS con-
ducted a survey on the Bill of Rights in
which a cross-section of persons was asked,
“except In time of war, do you think news-
papers, radio and television should have the
right to report any story, even if the govern-
ment feels it is harmful to our national in-
terest?” A large percentage ... 55 per cent
.. . sald they should not have any such right.
In other words, a majority of the American
people do not understand the first amend-
ment, free speech and free press . . . and
what's more, they are not in favor of it.

Now let me state that many sincere citi-
zens, persons who believe they are patriotic
Americans, do not see long-range dangers In
the Vice President’s tirades. They do not see
potential tyranny in labelling free-swinging
Jjournalism as un-American.

But we urge trese citizens and those in
this audience to consider the alternative.
Suppose our press, radio and television did
not question government policy? Suppose
they took 1t all at face value? Suppose the
reports we read, heard and viewed were con-
sistently favorable to those In power . . .
without probing . . . without comment . . .
without analysis? Suppose we heard only the
good results of government programs . . .
the pleasant anecdotes about those in high
office?

Buppose we never learned of defeat, or cor-
ruption, or malfeasance or opposition . . . or
plain inefficlency. Of course this would be
more comfortable for those In power. And
it would seem more comfortable for a time
for the citizens. But the comfort would be
the deadly bliss of lgnorance. It would be
comfortable but it would not be
freedom.

The second current challenge to freedom
of communication involves our own network
specifically. And it centers on a single pro-
gram, “The Selling of the Pentagon." This
program dealt with military public relations
activities, and it has created quite a furor.

Congressman Harley Staggers, Chalrman
of the Investigations Subcommittee of the
House Commerce Committee . . . the group
that has jurisdictlon over the FCC . . . has
launched an investigation of the program.
He wants to find out whether it is accurate
or not. His committee subpoenaed CBS to
provide the broadcast film . . . plus . . . all
raw material, notes, unused film and so-
forth.
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We furnished the film of the program, but
we respectfully declined to furnish the raw
material from which this film was bulilt. Be-
cause to do so would be to sanction a gov-
ernment agency's right to judge our jour-
nalistic accuracy, our editing ability, and our
very function as members of a free press
in a free society.

The committee has since modified its sub-
poena to call for only the film footage edited
out of the broadcast, CBS is standing firm
on its position not to provide material not
actually used in the broadcast.

As our CBS President, Frank Stanton,
stated, “We will take every step necessary
and open to us to resist this unwarranted
action of a congressional committee and to
keep broadcast journalism free of govern-
ment surveillance. Too much is at stake for
us to do less.”

We also believe that too much is at stake
for you to do less than join us in this fight.

I therefore call on you today . . . as the
young men and women who will live in our
nation today . .. and govern it tomorrow . ..
to join us in this crusade to extend con-
stitutional freedoms . . . to broadcasting.

For without free radio and television . . .
without uncensored, unfettered, and un-
afrald broadcast journalism ., .. no other
freedom is possible in the twentieth, twenty-
first and twenty-second centuries . ., and all
the centuries to come. That is why I have
termed freedom of communications our
number one priority. And that is why I direct
my appeal to members of a generation that
has demonstrated such sensitivity to chal-
lenges to freedom.

At no other time in the history of the
world, and in no other society, have so many
people been exposed to communications. Vir-
tually all our people hear radio, view tele-
vision. It must be our great mission and
your great mission that what they hear and
view shall be free of the grasp of the long
arm of government control.

You are the communications generation.
You owe much of your knowledge to elec-
tronic media. Broadeast journalism helped
you learn how to ask “why?"” It is, therefore,
your responsibility to make certain that
these electronic marvels never become fawn-
ing servants of whatever group is in power.
And I mean whatever group . . . far left, far
right . . . or moderate center. For to serve
the people . . . to serve freedom, the press,
both electronic and print . . . need not be
perfect. That is beyond human capacity to
achieve . . . or even define. But it must be
free . . . to challenge . . . to question . . .
to probe. It must be able to do what your
generation has done so effectively . . . to ask
“why?" . . . without favor . . . and without
fear,

UNITED STATES BEGINS ALL-OUT
FIGHT AGAINST DRUNK DRIVERS

(Mr. HARSHA asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, according
to the National Safety Council, over 55,
000 people died, 2 million were injured,
and over $8 billion in property damages
were sustained as a result of traffic ac-
cidents on the Nation’s highways last
year.

Throughout the decade of the 1960’s,
475,000 men, women, and children were
killed, over 17 million were injured, and
$90 billion in economic damages were
sustained.

This is an appalling squandering of
lives and treasure. The gravity of the
situation is illustrated by the fact that
highway deaths outnumbered combat
losses in Vietnam over the same period
by a margin of 10 to 1.
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To me, one of the most disturbing as-
pects of these tragic statistics is that
problem drinkers were a factor in almost
half of all highway mishaps in which a
death resulted.

A recent article in the May 30, 1971,
edition of Parade magazine entitled
“United States Begins All-Out Fight
Against Drunk Drivers” outlines part of
the effort being taken on a community
level to combat this devastating prob-
lem. The article was written by John G.
Rogers and significantly indicates that
the steps that are being taken by the
alcohol countermeasures program of the
Department of Transportation will solve
the problem if given proper public and
financial support.

I commend this article to my col-
leagues and encourage them to seek sup-
port from their district residents for
strict enforcement of present laws and
new programs of highway safety:

UniTep StaTes BeeINs Arr-Our FicHT
AcamnsT DRUNK DRIVERS
(By John G. Rogers)

In Charlotte, N.C., the liquor stores are
Elving each customer a breath-testing kit
that will tell him when he's too drunk to
drive.

Nassau County, N.¥., has a new 24-hour
telephone hot line which a drunk may call
to ask for transportation when he feels he
shouldn’t drive his own car.

In Albuquerque, N. Mex., nine extra law
officers are assigned the sole duty of patrol-
ling high-accident areas looking for Intoxi-
cated people behind the wheel.

Ann Arbor, Mich., gives a person caught
for drunken driving the option of escaping
jall or fine by agreeing to swallow every day
one anti-alcohol pill—then even one drink
makes him unpleasantly {ll,

These and many other local projects are
part of an $18 milllon experimental drive
the Federal Government has begun against
the mounting toll of traffic deaths caused by
problem drinkers who insist on driving,

“This is the most massive attack ever made
in this fleld anywhere,” says Willard Y.
Howell, a director in the Department of
Transportation. “There’s been too much
sloganeering in the past. Now we want action.
The problem drinker who drives i1s a sick
killer who needs help. Let's find him and help
him, get him out from behind the wheel of
that car that's bearing down on your kids
and mine.”

Of the 55,000 highway deaths in the U.S.
last year, it's estimated that 20,000 involved
problem drinkers,

“That,” says Howell, in anger, “‘comes to
3856 deaths a week. But do you hear any
public outery about that shocking figure?
No, none at all. We just let 1t keep on hap-
pening. It's recorded in 1little items here
and there in newspapers. What do you think
would happen if a 747 crashed once a week
killing that many people every time? Con-
gress and the public would be screaming for
investigations and action.”

MANY DIFFERENT

Howell, director of the Alcohol Counter-
measures Traflic Safety Program has nine
local projects in action so far, Twenty more
are to be added this year and 11 in 1972, Al-
though there is some duplication in ap-
proach—nearly all, for example, lay stress on
counseling and rehabilitation for the prob-
lem drinker—every project has its own vari-
ations. The aim is to find out what combina-
tions of measures work best to combat
drunken driving, then put them into effect
in all 50 states.

The federally-funded experimental phase
of the program is set for three years and the
goal is to reduce traffic deaths by 15,000 by
19756. Other projects already at work are
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centered in Madison, Wis.; Portland, Ore.;
Olympia, Wash.; Waterbury, Vt.,, and Den-
Vver.

TEST THAT BREATH

In a few cases results already can be
measured :

Says John EKelly Wall, assistant project di-
rector in Charlotte: “We've started handing
out 100,000 breath-testing kits in 15 liquor
stores. Eventually we hope to have them
available in just about every place where
people drink. I already know of a few cases of
people using one after a private party—they
breathe into a tube and chemical crystals
turn green according to how many drinks
they've had—and after seeing the result call
on someone else to drive the car.”

And James W. Henderson Jr., project di-
rector in Ann Arbor, reports: “We're putting
30 people a month into our anti-alcohol pro-
gram. They're all people convicted of or
pleading guilty to driving while intoxicated
or being drunk and disorderly. The usual sen-
tence is 30 days but the judge gives them the
choice of joining our program.

“If a man can't afford the cost of a pill a
day, we give it to him. So far none of them
has slipped off—we know this because they
come in once a week for a blood test. They
would get good and sick if they took a drink.
This pill is so sensitive that some men can’t
even use a shaving lotion with alcohol in {t—
the body would react even to that external
exposure,”

Henderson says his pill-takers are a broad
slice of life—kids cocky over piling up a car,
men of poor hackground, men with very good
Jobs. And many of them are problem drink-
ers who frequently take to the wheel while
drunk. The pill is not regarded as the final
solution but it holds the line while the of-
fenders are prepared for counseling.

Nearly all the project directors report that
very few of their subjects are women. Says
John F. Blenn, director in New York’s Nassau
County: “It’s well known that lots of prob-
lem drinkers are women but they don't drive
cars while drunk nearly as much as men.”

Some more extreme measures are being
considered. Blenn says that one of them Is
impounding the car of a drunken driver, or
making him put a special license plate on his
car, perhaps bearing the letter A—for al-
cohol. Albuquerque is pondering inspection of
drivers at road blocks, and project director
Curtis T. Thatcher reports that the special
antidrunk patrol cars are equipped with
video-tape cameras to record erratic car oper-
ation and poor coordination by drivers.

TALE ‘IT OUT

Dr. James Ray Adams, psychologist who
operates several phases of the New York proj-
ect, holds regular rehabilitation meetings for
people who have mixed alcohol and gascline.
In groups of 12 or so0, they sit around and talk
out their misconduct. This frequently brings
out thet the offender was under some kind
of stress that made him drink, then drive.
There was the case of a steady, professional
truck driver arrested for speeding at 100 mph
on the New York Thruway. Probing questions
brought out that he was grief-stricken over
the death of a grandchild. That driver was
probably not in danger of repeating, but an-
other case was chronic—a wife and husband
who simply couldn't stand each other. They
would argue and fight to the point where one
or both of them would storm away and
drink—then drive. That, says Adams, is the
kind of case that must be helped through
counseling. Some of the offenders are such
problem drinkers that they actually come to
the rehabilitation meetings half boiled.

OFTEN TOO EASY
The anti-drunk driving program faces
many difficulties. Police, admittedly, often go
easy on an offender, knowing that an arrest
means revocation or loss of the man’s license

and perhaps that deprives him of his liveli-
hood. Also, how far should the law go in mak-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ing sure that an offender doesn't drive. A Cal-
ifornia study showed that in two-thirds of all
revocations, the driver went right on driving.
And a tough legal question—even though po-
lice and psychologists can single out the kind
of individual who's likely to cause a drunken
driving accident, what can be done to stop
him before he's done his damage?

To keep that man from behind the wheel,
Howell's program would need strong coopera-
tion by his family. And for all phases of the
project, strong support of the community is
needed, and that means it must be well pub-
licized. To this end, Nassau County has made
30 copies of a seven-minute film which com-
mercial theaters have agreed to run. Char-
lotte has set up a l4-man speakers bureau
and it's a rare day when one or more of its
members is not in action, Says J. Harry
Weatherly, project director: “The idea is to
make the whole community conscious of
what we're trying to do and to make them
keep it on their minds. This has got to be a
continuing thing.”

WE MUST CHANGE

And Howell adds: “Another thing we need
from the community is willingness to change
a national, lifetime pattern of conduct. It's
part of the American social pattern to drive
after drinking. Most of us have done it for
years. Now, we simply have got to change. If
you want a reason, look at the figures. We
may soon hit 60,000 traffic deaths a year. Half
of those will involve alcohol. All we're asking
people to do is keep themselves alive.”

AFA PRESIDENT COMMENTS ON U.S.
WEAPONS PROGRAM

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
have obtained a copy of the recent re-
marks made by Mr. George Hardy, presi-
dent of the Air Force Association, con-
cerning the state of our weapons pro-
gram. Because I believe Mr. Hardy has a
particularly clear insight into our needs
and our status vis-a-vis other nations, I
would like to share these remarks with
you:

AFA PRESIDENT COMMENTS oN U.S. WEAPONS
PROGRAMS
(By George Hardy)

Recently, diverse political forces launched
a series of well-planned attacks on a num-
ber of weapon system development programs.
This was the start of a well-o! smear
campalgn which is lethal in intent and in-
genilous in its use of half-truths and no-
truths at all.

The first target in this devious effort is
the B-1 strategic bomber program of the
United States Air Force.

The driving force behind these activitles
is a loosely constituted group of legislators
who call themselves Members of Congress for
Peace through Law. And they have tasted
blood. They spearheaded the successful drive
that killed the U.S. SST program earlier this
spring.

At the latest count, there were 115 mem-
bers Iin the so-called Peace through Law
group—29 Senators and 86 Congressmen.
Senator Mark Hatfleld of Oregon is Chairman
of the Steering Committee. Senagtor William
Proxmire of Wisconsin chairs the committee
concerned with Military Spending, Arms
Control and Disarmament. The task force
which concentrated on the B-1 was headed
Jointly by Senator George McGovern and
Congressman John Selberling of Ohio., Not
surprisingly, this group of Congressmen is
broadly and eagerly supported by the liberal
news media and the New Left.
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Three points stand out in this anti-B-1
campaign. They are the claims that the
country no longer needs a new strategic
bomber . . . that if it did, the B—-1 would be
the wrong airplane . . . and finally, that the
financial management of the program is a
faillure. Let's take these points one by one.

In order to do this, we must raise a few
questions. The most obvious one is “Do we
need a diversified force for our strategic nu-
clear deterrence?"

The primary objective of our strategic
forces is to deter nuclear attack upon our-
selves or our allies. We seek to achieve that
objective, first, by ensuring that our stra-
tegic forces always have the capability to
retaliate decisively against an all-out sur-
prise attack. This is our “Assured Destruc-
tion" capability.

Also, we incorporate into our strategic
forces a variety of other capability to pro-
vide the President with a range of nuclear
options for situations short of an all-out nu-
clear exchange,

A secondary objective of our strategic
forces, in the event deterrence fails, is to
limit damage to ourselves and our allies,
and to exert pressure on the attacker to end
hostilities promptly and on favorable terms.

Of these tasks, “Assured Destruction” is
the most crucial, since it is the keystone of
our entire strategic posture. It requires, ob-
viously, that there never be any question
about the ability of our forces to accom-
plish the “assured destruction” task—now or
in the future. Uncertainties in any one ele-
ment of the strategic forces, which are bound
to arise from time to time as technology ad-
vances and the threat changes, must be
offset by capabilities provided in other ele-
ments.

Moreover, we must not only guard against
“foreseeable vulnerabilities” in our strategic
forces, but also against those which may
not as yet be clearly visible or understood.

For example, we know a great deal about
the theoretical vulnerabilities of land-based
missiles and bombers simply because we haye
studied them intensively and critically over
& period of years. The potential vulnerabili-
tles of the sea-based missiles, in contrast,
have not been subfected to the same kind
of critical and intensive analysis.

Yet, unless we believe that technologlcal
progress will come to a halt—which flies in
the face of all our experience—we must as-
sume that “potential” vulnerabilities of sea-
based missiles will in time become much
more visible, Dr. Foster, the Pentagon's Di-
rector of Research and Engineering, has
pointed out that the Soviets “could today
with their technology make the sea trans-
parent.” This, and other statements, sug-
gest that the concern for the survivability
of sea-launched missiles is just beginning,

Given the long lead times involved in the
development, production and deployment of
major new weapons systems, we must plan
ahead for at least 10 to 15 years. By that
time, new and totally unanticipated vulner-
abilities may appear in one element or an-
other of our strategic forces, Just as they
have in the past. The only way in which we
can ensure that these unanticipated vul-
nerabilities will not fatally weaken our de-
terrent is to maintain well diversified forces
and to make sure that each element has
distinctly different survival and penetration
characteristics.

For this reason we heve created a triad of
forces, consisting of bombers—of which &
large proportion are maintained on continu-
ous ground alert. .. . land-based missiles
deployed in hardened underground silos that
are dispersed in the central part of the
Uus and sea-based missiles deployed in
submarines.

Each element depends on & different mode
for survival. Bombers depend upon tactical
warning coupled with quick reaction.
Minuteman depends upon dispersion and
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hardness. Polaris/Poseidon depends upon un-
certainty of location of our submarines at
deploy SLBMs with depressed trajectories
close to our shores, it would bring into ques-
tion the survivability of some of our bombers.
If the Soviets deploy many, highly accurate
ICMB's then our Minuteman force in silos is
threatened. If the Soviets can reduce the un-
certainty of location of our submarines at
sea, then our SLBMs are threatened. If the
SBoviets achieve a significant advance in ABM
technology, the value of both our ICBMs
and SLBMs is compromised,

But a diversified force has the strong re-
deeming feature that a breakthrough in
Boviet capability in any one area affects only
that area and not our overall deterrent.

Further, and this is most important, by
having a diversified force temporary vulner-
abllities in any one element are not fatal, We
can counter the vulnerability with dellberate
well thought-out actions because we have
confidence that the other elements of our
forces will still work. On the other hand, if
we put all our eggs In one basket, then we
would have to be absolutely certain that
there would never be any gap in the surviv-
ability of that force, however temporary.

Further, a composite force of bombers and
land-based missiles greatly complicates Soviet
“first strike” attack planning. That is, if
the Soviets want to attack our land-based
missiles and bombers at the same time with
their ICBMs and SLBMs, they have two basic
cholces: (1) Launch the ICBMs first, then
the SLBMs, so that both arrive over target
simultaneously, or (2) launch both forces
simultaneously.

If the Soviets make the first cholice, then
our bombers would have ample time to clear
their bases before the SLBM warheads arrive.
Our early warning system, which is already
operational, can detect Soviet ICBEM launches
while they are still in the boost phase. We
have under development a new system which
could provide increased warning.

If the Soviets make the second choice, then
there would be an interval of about 18-20
minutes between the detonation of the first
SLBM warheads over our bomber bases and
the arrival of the first ICBM warheads over
the Minuteman silos. This would give our
National Command Authority time to make
a final decision and launch our ICBMs be-
fore they could be attacked.

Obviously, the presence of bombers and
land-based missiles in the force greatly feeds
the retaliatory capability of both and thereby
strengthens our overall strategic deterrent
posture. It confronts the Soviets with two
mutually exclusive alternatives, each of
which would be highly risky from their point
of view.

Second, a mixed force of bombers and mis-
slles complicates the Soviets defensive prob-
lem. While an anti-ballistic missile defense
would be equally effective agalnst sea-based
‘missiles and land-based missiles, it would
‘be of little value against low-flyilng B-1
bombers. Conversely, a good defense against
low-flying B-1's would be of llitle value
against land or sea-based ballistlc missiles.
In addition, the B-1 bomber is the only weap-
«on system that's capable of fighting its way
through whatever defenses the enemy creates
‘because it can detect and destroy the radar
installations needed for any kind of defensive
system. Missile defenses and bomber defenses
require different sets of equipment and tech-~
nologies. Moreover, it is not enough to defend
some targets against bombers and others
against missiles—all must be defended
against both If the defenses are to be of
‘value.

Now, what is it that the bomber allows
ms to do . . . or more importantly, causes
the enemy to realize what we can do . . .
that the other two elements of the triad can't
do . .. or do as well?

First, we have the potential for limited and
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controlled actions, as expressed in the Presi-
dent's desire to “. . . insure that all poten-
tial ors see unacceptable risks in con-
templating a nuclear attack or nuclear black=-
mall, or acts which could escalate to strategic
nuclear war . ..” If we think in terms of lim-
ited nuclear responses, we must immediately
recognize the utility of the strategic bomber.
After launch, the bomber can be redirected
or recalled over a period of hours, always re-
maining fairly noncommittal with respect to
the area it is threatening. In the case of bal-
listic-missiles, the only way we could “show
the force" is to launch the missile, But, the
ballistic missile, once launched, cannot be re-
called and will irrevocably detonate In a mat-
ter of minutes. In a situation which demands
action with discretion, the strategic bomber
offers a singular way to show our force and
still provide the opponent with important
time to evaluate our intent and re-consider
his own.

Bombers are also very useful in third area
conflicts such as Communist China, both In
a nuclear and conventional bombing role. In
contrast to missiles, bombers ean be recycled
repeatedly, and employed in sustained cam-
paigns.

Although specifically designed for delivery
of nuclear weapons against strategic targets,
bombers are equally useful in a conventional
role against tactical targets, much as our
B~52s are being used right now In the South-
east Asla confilct,

Finally the presence of a strategic bomber
in a diversified deterrent force helps our po-
sition in SALT-type negotiations. This hinges
on the fact that the bomber—because of its
relative slowness—is an unlikely first-strike
weapon. As such, 1t is less destabilizing than
missiles and should be less subject to critical
bargaining at the SALT table. If our objec-
tives in BALT are to achieve stability while
making deterrence work, we should decidedly
benefit from ng a strategic system
that minimizes the possibility for first-strike
and still assures that we retain a
second-strike capability for retaliation.

I now come to the second major point that
is being raised by the members of the Peace
Through Law group and many of the news
media. Simply stated, the accusation is made
that if the country needed a bomber at all,
then the B-1 is the wrong kind of airplane.
The claim is made that a subsonic strategic
bomber serving exclusively as a standoff plat-
form for a new air-to-ground missile would
be better than the B-1, For this reason, the
Peace Through Law group has urged cancel-
lation of the B-1 program and allocation of
limited funds for basic research on such a
standofl system.

I submit this reasoning is not only illog-
ical but also leads to a weapon system that
would provide less deterrence for higher costs
than the B-1, There are two ways of achiev-
ing the standoff capability. One is by using
a large aircraft as & launching platform for
ballistic missiles. This is not only enor-
mously difficult in terms of guldance system
and very expensive but also gets us right
back at my earlier argument against putting
all of our eggs in one basket. Remember that
a single major advance in Soviet ABM tech-
nology would be effective against ALL long
range missiles whether launched from under
the sea, from silos, or from aircraft. ALL have
ballistic trajectories.

80, the only alternative that makes any
sense at all is to have a standoff missile that
penetrates at low altitudes and over great
distances. Extensive studies by the Air Force,
the Department of Defense, and outside ex-
perts over a number of years have addressed
this question . . . and rejected it because of
higher cost, lower performance and other |11
effects. I don't want to belabor the highly
technical aspects of such a system.

But this much is certaln as well as obvi-
ous: In order to have a range of at least 1,600
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miles, such a missile would have to be sub=
sonic and be powered by a conventional en=-
gine, two factors which virtually assure that
it would be highly vulnerable to the enemy’s
SAMs. In addition, its minimum cost would
be half a million dollars per missile , . . its
size so great that the launching alreraft
could carry no more than four aboard . . .
its nuclear payload would be far below that
of the B-1's bombs . . . and, because of in-
flexibility both the missile and its launching
platform would be highly vulnerable. The
gaggle of other accusations levelled against
the B-1 is equally invalid. I am proud to say
that the Alr Force Association and AIR
FORCE Magazine are dealing with these false
clalms in detall . . . refuting the range of
errors from the B-1's alleged need for a spe-
clal new tanker to insinuations about its in-
adequacy in terms of penetration speed. For
reasons of time, I will single out only one
other major point . . . that of costs, Cutting
the DoD budget in order to fund allegedly
underfunded soclal programs is the name of
the game In the Congress and it is being
played with the greatest degree of ostenta-
tlon. The most cynical charges against the
B-1 program are in the financial field, and
suggest cost overruns and financial misman-
agement, The most transparent hoax per-
petrated by the Peace Through Law group
is to charge the B-1 with such tangential
elements as the cost of the Short Range At-
tack Missile (SRAM) which was developed
for the B-52 and FB-111, and the eventual
need of a new tanker . . . which would serve
TAC as well as SAC. With the help of this
kind of financlal fast shuffle, the Committee
arrives at the insinuation that the B-1 pro-
gram will cost the taxpayer between 47 and
75 billion dollars. Actual cost forecasts by
DoD and the Air Force are around $1 bil-
lion . . . and during the past year alone,
frugal management technigues have reduced
the cost of the current R&D phase by about
half a billion dollars. To me the devious jug-
gling of figures by opponents of the B-1 Is
the height of irresponsibility.

At AFA's National Convention last fall Sec-
retary Seamans made this statement:

“. .. It might be possible to undermine
the effectiveness of either missiles or bombers
alone, but to counter both at the same time
would be a vastly more difficult problem, We
must retain this stabllizing capability for
the indefinite future. The B-1 gives us an
improved system to do the job and represents
the most economically feasible means to
achieve this end . . . we must expedite the
development of this aircraft.”

The Alr Force Association believes ardently
that attainment of this goal iz one of the
most vital tasks this nation faces in today's
troubled world. And we hope and pray that
like the venerable B-36 it will provide many
years of service . . . providing free men with
peace without having to fire a shot in anger.

THAI FOREIGN MINISTER TELLS
HOW OTHERS SEE US

(Mr., WAGGONNER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
have wondered, as I am sure you have,
what opinion other nations of the world
have of the United States these days.
When I read of some of the lunacies
which make up most of the copy in the
average newspaper today, the thought
occurs to me that we must seem, in the
eyes of the world, a nation gone mad.

Murderers are glorified in song and
print and in television specials. Though
every life lost in Vietnam is a tragedy,
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we slaughter many times more each day
on fthe highways and in run-of-the-mill
street murders. Films which, a few short
years ago, were shown only in dingy back
rooms of the most disreputable bars, now
play to scores of thousands in our most
plush theaters to million-dollar box
offices. Men in high office call, virtually,
for the destruction of the government.
It is official policy to put as many Amer-
icans on welfare and dole as there are
unemployed, regardless of the fact that
jobs go begging. We send men to the
moon but cannot get a letter from one
side of town to the other in less than a
week. Whole cities are unsafe after twi-
light. Our tax burden approaches 50 per-
cent.

What must others think of us; this
Nation which was so sensible, so power-
ful, so enviable a decade or two ago?

I think I have come across one view
which is responsible and is probably rep-
resentative and I would like to share it
with you.

On July 15, the Honorable Thanat
Khoman, Foreign Minister of Thailand,
addressed the annual meeting of the
American Chamber of Commerce in
Bangkok. His address was titled, “The
State of Thai-U.S. Relations and the
Prospects of Their Future Development.”
In it, Minister Khoman talks about our
country in a candid, open way and, as he
himself puts it, in sympathy for us.

His address follows:

Appress OF FOREIGN MINISTER EHOMAN

Only a few days ago the United States
celebrated the 194th annlversary of Amer-
ican Independence. I saw in the local news-
papers that the Prime Minister, Fleld Marshal
Thanom Kittikachorn, joined in the celebra-
tions at the American Embassy here, while I
personally congratulated the Becretary of
State Willlam Rogers in Saigon on that
happy occasion. As can be seen by the two
events, Americans and Thals are on speaking
terms, or better than that, they are working
fairly well together. In fact, they are fight-
ing shoulder to shoulder for what they be-
lieve to be a good cause: namely, to repel a
predatory aggressor and to help a small na-
tion, South Vietnam, survive as a free and
independent State.

That healthy relationship hag existed since
1833, only 57 years after the emergence of
the Unlted States as a soverelgn State, for
the past 137 years and, in all appearance,
there seem to be no reasons why that state
of affairs should not continue on the same
course for the future.

In the olden days, things went by placidly
as there probably were only a couple of com-
munications a month, at most, between the
Embassy of the United States and the Min-
istry of Forelgn Affairs and American Am-
bassadors could then afford a slesta during
the heat of the day. I presume that things
have somewhat changed at the Wireless
Road Embassy. Perhaps because of the dis-
covery of the air-conditioning, an American
Ambassador has no longer any justification
for taking such a leisurely nap.

However, clouds began to gather over the
horizon when ecircumstances forced the
United States to become involved more
closely in the happenings of South East
Asia.

The participation of the United States In
the Vietnam war created new needs for
support of war efforts in the form of mili-
tary bases and installations. As the United
States could not possibly obtain them in
Laos, Cambodia, Burma or Malaysla, she had
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to look to Thailland who obligingly granted
her what she wanted. Thus American sol-
dlers poured into Thailand, air based for
alrcrafts ranging from reconnalssance and
transport planes to fighters and larger bomb-
ers like the B52's, were bullt and used In
Thalland with the consent of this govern-
ment, That was the beginning of the trouble
for this country and for the long time friend.
The relationship which has been up till now
serene and uneventful became difficult, not
80 much between the two governments as
between certain elements of the American
Soclety, mass media and politicians, who
began to use this country as their favorite
practice - targets. The situation worsened
when the United States, feeling lonely in
Vietnam, began to induce other countries,
including Thalland, to get into the quagmire
she was, to a certaln extent, responsible for
creating. Thailand, at the United States in-
sistence, had to send a full division of 12,000
men to joln the American GI's.

Then came the 1968 Tet offensive which
cost the North Vietnamese and Vietcong
very heavily in human lives and In the de-
struction of their war potential. But the
fact that those black-pyjama clad North
Vietnamese could penetrate into the tightly
defended stronghold of the American Em-
bassy in Saigon gave them an even greater
victory than the one they reaped at Dien-
bienfu over their French masters. The Amer-
ican public opinion, effectively alded by a
chorus of TV and radio commentators, by
the self-styled liberal pundits of the press,
self-seeking politicians and half-baked In-
tellectuals in many campuses, foundered
before the co-ordinated onslaughts. At that
juncture, the policy of scuttle-and-run dis-
tinctly emerged.

At this stage, while official relations at
government level continue to be satisfactory
and even cordial as heretofore, certain quar-
ters in the United States, the press, particu-
larly some elements of the New York-Wash-
ington axis mass media group, certain aca-
demic and congressional elements look upon
Thalland not as a loyal friend and partner
which has co-operated with the United
States in many important ways at serious
risks to herself and her people, but prac-
tically as a scapegoat on which to revenge
their frustrations and fallures.

Many unexpected happenings then began
to unreel, to the amazement of the non-
plussed Thal people. When American gaso-
line is stolen by Americans, the blame fell
on Thailand. Or when United States authori-
tles clalmed to be swindled by American oil
companies because they failed to take into
account expansion under warmer climate,
Thailand, which was not party to the con-
tract, was held responsible. But the most
bafliing case is that of the Thal contingent
in Vietnam which was sent into the battle-
fleld at the urging of both the United
Btates and Vietnam. At the time the request
was made, Thalland made it abundantly
clear that, because of the burden she had
to carry for the defense of the country
against communist encroachments and ac-
tivities in various parts of the Kingdom as
well as the needs for economic and social
developments, Thailand could not assume
additional expenditures resulting from the
dispatch of Thal soldiers to help in the de-
fense of Vietnam. The United States, there-
fore, offered to defray certain expenses to
help alleviate the burden that Thalland al-
ready had to bear. It was in reality a bona
fide understanding between two sovereign
governments. - However, the politiclans of
dublous morality misrepresented this ac-
cord for the sharing of responsibilities as a
decision by the United States to engage
“mercenaries”. They also made the ludicrous
claim that the United States had to pay &
“bribe™ of #1 billion for persuading Thailand
to send her soldiers to Vietnam. A scholarly
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United States Senator even gave the Thal
soldiers a new nationality borrowed from
a historic German landgraveate of Hesse. So
by the standard of that “intellectual” and
“liberal” Senator, I myself, would be more
appropriately known as Hessian rather than
Thal Forelgn Minister. I suppose this will not
sound quite right to many sane and healthy
people.

During those hectic years, Thalland was
also strongly urged to buy United States
Treasury bonds, although our authorities
did not think much of that forced invest-
ment. However, when the measure became
known a hallucinated Congressman, known
more for his eccentricity than his intel-
Hgence, decried the fact that the United
States had to pay interest to Thailand for
the bonds.

A greater surprise for the Thal people
came from the accusation by congressional
and press elements that this country ex-
ploited the United States for the bullding of
the $200 million U Tapao air base. In reality,
and according to the words of American
architects and engineers who themselves con-
structed those bases, the United States re-
covered the money she spent on bullding the
bases In six months’' time by realizing sav=-
ings on the wear and tear on those huge
B52's which could fly from nearby points
rather than from distant bases of Guam and
Okinawa as they had to do previously. But
those ill-intentioned circles, unable or un-
willing to show impartiallity or good faith,
chose to pass over in silence conslderable
contributions made by Thailand in this in-
stance and in others which, ecalculated In
hard cash, would match or even surpass the
assistance rendered to this country by the
United States. In fact, one can say without
hesitation that, of all the countries in Asia,
and perhaps in the world, which have co-
operated with the United States, few have
given in return for American generosity as
much as the Thal Government and people.

One may ask In bewilderment why those
immature and Irresponsible elements in the
United States have shown persistence in per-
secuting and molesting such a loyal friend
and partner as Thailand? The answer has
been supplied by Dr. Seymour Halleck of
the American Psychiatric Association who
declared “the number one mental health
problem in our society is the Indo-Chinese
war”, Then a Berkeley Political Sclentist by
the name of Sheldon Wolin explained fur-
ther, “The political life of this country
(United States) is exhibiting unmistakable
signs of derangement and systematic disor-
der . . . The present crisis is the most pro-
found omne in our entire national his-
tory . . . In contrast to previous crises, the
present one finds the country not only di-
vided but confused, emblttered, frustrated,
and enraged, but lacking the one vital ele-
ment of self-confidence.”

For these reasons, it seems to be difficult
for those working closely and loyally with
the United States to expect a well-reasoned
and balanced reaction from their disturbed
partner. We must recognize, however, that
the difficulties and disturbances through
which that great country has gone, have
borne the mark of “Made in U.8.A.” and cre-
ated not by the enemy but by the less worthy
elements of the American soclety for their
own countrymen and for the friends of thelr
country. In times of stress and strain the
scum comes to the surface. It was those
unwholesome elements which polsoned the
hearts and minds and adulterated the sound
and solid traditions of a great people. They
even almed af bringing about decay and
disintegration to an otherwise strong and
healthy soclety. For having co-operated
wholeheartedly with the United States, Thai-
land has had to endure and suffer at the
hands of those truly ugly Americans,

I say this, not in anger, but rather in sym-
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and compassion. For, as a friend
of the American nation who is impervious
to the epithets of pro- or antl-Americans
both of which have been occasionally ap-
plied to me, I feel saddened that, while the
country is mighty and the great majority
of the people are resourceful, ingenious and
generous, certaln unbalanced elements
should succeed in beclouding the percep-
tion of the nation in respect of its actual
power and potential. Those elements have
particularly closed their eyes to the present
and future role such a nation can play for
itself and for the rest of the world. In ac-
tual fact, what the United States has been
doing in many parts of the world, and dur-
ing the past few years in Asla, should be
looked upon as truly momentous deeds
worthy of the highest respect and commen-
dation. In any case, and from a strictly prac-
tical stand-point, the important services ren-
dered by that country to the cause of free-
dom should allow the United States to cash
{n rather than cave in. We in Thailand fully
realize the high significance of United
States’ performance. Unfortunately, some
Americans themselves have debased these
valuable contributions. It is high time now
for the great majority of the American peo-
ple, be they silent or not, to erase the dele-
terious and nefarious effects resulting from
the actions of the few and restore a saner
and healthier consclousness of the purpose-
ful and beneficial mission of the United
States in the days to come.

If any soul-searching operation were to be
undertaken to find out the cause of present
frustrations, one may ask why such an im-
mense material power avallable to the de-
fenders of Vietnam could not bring the little
black-pyjama warriors down on their knees.
Obviously, something must have been wrong.
Would it be the fact that those who are in

on of and are used to work with
impressive material and mechanical power
and equ'pment lack the necessary under-
standing of the human hearts and minds?
Especially, the motive power animating life
in this part of the world is at least as much
human will power as mechanical power. That
applies particularly to the situation in Viet-
nam, which may not have been fully under-
stood.

As to Thalland, the experience of the past
few years has brought about a few conclu-
sions which will probably gulde and govern
our future actions and relations with the
United States.

In the first place, it seems to be the feel-
ings of people not only in this country but
elsewhere along the breadth and length of
Asla that certain manifestations currently
widespread in the United States are not
suitable for Thailand nor for the rest of Asia
and therefore must be rejected. I have in
mind particularly the hippie and yipple cul-
ture as well as the Charlie Manson and the
matrimonial community life experiments
which are wholly repulsive to our morals and
philosophy.

Secondly, while the Thal nation has been,
still is and will be willing to entertain cor-
dial relations with the traditionally generous
American nation, it is not prepared to see
our life and our thoughts dominated by
certain segments of the American soclety.
If, for instance, those elements of the New
York-Washington mass media group which
claims to have the right to shape and mould
the thinking of their customers and terrorize
those who resist the invidious grip on their
minds, the Thal people are not ready to
recognize either their paramountey or thelr
Jurisdiction, Even though some of them may
try to brow beat us into submission by black-
mail or by ludicrous charge of anti-semitism,
which is & phenomenon concelved and preva-
lent in western countries, or any other
groundless accusations, the Thal people re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

pulse their pernicious attempts at extend-
ing their thought control over them. Never
will the fact that Thailand is reciplent of
United States assistance or at the same time
a contributor to United States interests valid-
1y justify the claim of those elements to ex-
tend their ominous shadow over this country
and tyranize it or for them to come to throw
insults at us in our own home. Likewise,
Thalland refuses to recognizes the jurlsdic-
tion and competence of the United States
Forelgn Relations Committee over the for-
eign policy of this country.

Thirdly, Thailand is not agreeable to re-
celving alien political systems, be they known
as people's democracy or “Little Rock democ-
racy” both of which are predicated upon the
coloration of the political system or human
skin and as such represent the antithesis of
our casteless, classless humane philosophy of
life. Buddhism, which is our gulding inspira-
tion and perhaps the most egalitarian sys-
tem, abhors dominance of some over the
others. It also rejects all forms of discrimi-
nation whether on the basis of race, culture
or religion,

Fourthly, while Americans are entitled to
uphold and glorify the rights of dissent as the
essence of thelr political faith, the Thal peo-
ple must also be allowed to reject those
forms of American “dissentery” or ‘“dysen-
tery” as dissent is conceived and practised
over there. For we have seen how impractical
and unavalling for people to express their
dissenting views with opinions propagated by
certain newspapers. They simply would not
publish them. Worse still those who try to
differ from political views forcefully thrust
forward by militant organizations such as
the S8.D.S. or the Black Panther are likely
to run into serious risks for thelr persons
not to speak of thelr opinions. Terror which
relgns in certain college campuses is suf-
ficlent to prove how dissent Is tolerated and
admitted by those circles.

Fifthly, the Thal people find it very diffi-
cult to understand why co-operation with
the United States should be conditioned on
Thailand, sharing the confusion and con-
vulsions gripping certain sectors of the
Amerlcan national life. One export Thailand
is loath to accept is the export of such de-
structive commodities which threaten to tear
apart our soglety. If others find that these
are appropriate expressions of their national
activities, they should keep them preciously
for themselves and prevent their exporta-
tion to those who have no use for them.

From all the above, it seems inescapable
that relations between Thalland and the
United States will evolve toward a more se-
lective basis. While the Thal nation is al-
ways desirous to maintain, indeed to develop
continuing close and cordial relations with
the steady and well balanced American peo-
ple, there is an understandable reluctance to
have much, if anything, to do with the devi-
ated and aberrant elements which forsake
the time-honoured-traditions of their great
country. Particularly, we look forward to
strengthened contacts and co-operation with
the sane and energetic majority of the Amer-
ican people for mutual interests and bene~
fits, As the confilet in Vietnam gradually re-
cedes into the background and the require-
ments of both a military and political nature
lessen, normality hopefully will return to our
relations. The lowering of the profile in the
military and political horizons, areas which
have caused much friction and irritation,
will, I dare hope, open the way for increased
practical and constructive eco-operation in
the economic, technological and cultural
flelds. Thailand has a great deal to offer and
the United States much to contribute. I hope
that all of us here who are protected from
contaglous viruses shall be able to join in
common endeavors for the above purpose.

As to Americans living in Thailand, they
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will continue to enjoy many important rights
and privileges as heretofore. They can prac-
tice professions such as newspaper editors,
attorneys and medical doctors, which are
not open to Thal citizens in the United
States. American banks can do business here
while their Thal counterparts are not allow-
ed to function in certain States like Cali-
fornia. Such lack of reciprocity is likely to
exist as it existed in the past when the King
or the Prime Minister of Thalland had to
apply for a United States visa whereas any
American citizen could walk into this coun-
try without similar requirement. As regards
immigration permit difficulties which were
mentioned by Ambassador Unger in his ad-
dress to this body last year, they are being
solved by the Foreign Office which can give
extension of stay upon certification of bona
fide business. Land ownership restrictions
also may find appropriate solutions on the
merits of the case. American GI's presence in
Thailand is also welcomed while aggression
in Vietnam continues for they are performs-
ing a worthy task for the peace of this re-
glon. All in all, Thalland undoubtedly repre-
sents now and in the foreseeable future the
most friendly and favorable climate for co-
operation the United States can find in the
entire area. After the clouds which temporar-
ily darken the sky have cleared and the as-
perities smoothed over or removed from the
surface, the relationship between the two
countries will surge forward, for the friend-
ship between two peoples is genuine and
based on natural, sound and solid ground.
I have no doubt it will continue to serve and
benefit our respective nations.

PRESIDENT NIXON'€ GI DRUG
PROPOSAL

(Mr. MURPHY of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to
inelude extraneous matter.)

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, my first reaction to the belated
plan of the White House for the treat-
ment of GI drug addicts was disappoint-
ment. On second reading, I was appalled
at the simplistic approach that the Pres-
ident has taken. The plan is doomed to
failure. It will be neither effective nor
humane.

The problem of drug-addicted service-
men is an immediate one. They need help
now. Not 1 or 2 years from now, for which
most of the President’s plan seems
geared. The problem is not a simple one
of detoxification of drug using or heroin
using troops. Detoxification is a short
term, relatively simple process. The real
problem is an effective rehabilitation
program designed to change the lifestyle
and redirect the attitudes and motives of
the young GI's involved. This takes years.
That is why the Narcotic Addict Re-
habilitation Act of 1966, to which GI
addicts would be funneled under my pro-
posed legislation, provides for up to 42
months of treatment including post hos-
pitalization care. The basis of the Pres-
ident’s plan is the detoxification program,
that is, those eligible for discharge are
to be preemptorily detoxified and re-
leased in the United States with instruc-
tions that they may return to a Veterans’
Administration hospital if they wish.

The flaw in this plan is of course that
there are only five hospitals now with 130
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beds available for addicts that in reality
may number 30,000. The President claims
that $14 million will be released to enable
the VA to expand its five addiction clinics
to 30. The problem is that it will take at
least a year to gear up to these 30 which
is less than one per State and as I have
pointed out, these addicts need help now,
not a year from now.

Another problem is that the President’s
program is apparently aimed at heroin
addiction. The problem as we have seen it
develop in Vietnam during the last 5 or 6
years is that these troops are multiple
drug users, they are addicted or habitu-
ated not only to heroin, but to a combi-
nation of drugs including the ampheta-
mines, barbiturates and hallucinogens.
There are no provisions in the President's
plan for those troops who are addicted to
different drugs.

As I said at the beginning, not only
will the plan prove to be ineffective, it
will be inhumane. After 3 weeks of de-
toxification, the GI will be referred to a
civilian agency if he so desires. If not, he
is simply released back into the commu-
nity. This is contrary to everything we
know about the treatment and rehabili-
tation of drug addicts. It is a rare ad-
dict who does not relapse one, two, three,
or even four times before final absti-
nence. Yet under President Nixon's pro-
gram, these junkie GI's will be released
back into the community after 3 short
weeks of drying out. I have seen addicts
in Lexington Ky., and in rehabilitation
centers in my own city of New York and
I can testify that they are in no physi-
cal or psychological condition to cope
with reentry into society with all the
attendant residual problems of the use
and abuse of opium and its derivatives
after just 3 weeks.

The problem, of course, arises from
the fact that the administration is, at
the 11th hour, rushing in with a hurry-up
stopgap program because it has com-
pletely ignored the problem for the last
6 years. Only a year ago the Defense De-
partment claimed 100 addicts in uniform.
Yet in the last 2 years, some 16,000 en-
listed men have come to the attention of
disciplinary authorities in the armed
services for drug-related offenses. There
were 10,000 of them discharged under
regulations which barred them from
treatment by VA hospitals even though
the administration has reversed itself re-
cently to allow VA treatment—which ap-
parently, as of today, is relatively non-
existent.

Congressional studies indicate that
there are additional tens of thousands of
veterans who were released back into so-
ciety undetected by the armed services
and who are today saddled with a vicious
drug problem unable to maintain it with-
out resorting to crime, armed robbery or,
worse, pushing drugs themselves.

Yesterday I reintroduced a bill I origi-
nally introduced on March 16, 1971, with
24 cosponsors which is based on exten-
sive studies and interviews with combat
commanders, military doctors, and psy-
chiatrists, and GI's themselves.

I feel it is a more realistic solution to
this problem and I urge my colleagues
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in the House to support it and to seek
hearings by the House Armed Services
Committee on it as soon as possible.

This is much too serious a problem to
play with. We are dealing with the lives
and deaths of tens of thousands of our
sons and it is not time to be lulled into a
false sense of security by the President’s
hastily thrown together program that
can only have disastrous results.

It is a disservice to our men in arms,
many who have fought valiantly for their
country, to be subjected to the humilia-
tion and degradation inherent in the
President’s plan.

For example, the forced ingestion of
nalline which makes someone who has
recently taken heroin acutely ill can only
cause resentment and a feeling of hu-
miliation on the part of troops who have
been in forward combat areas for the pre-
vious 12 months.

I recommend that the Congress reject
the President’s plan and move forward
with its own legislative program to
handle the drug addicted veteran. The
Nation should not be deluded into ac-
cepting what is put forth as a solution
when it is really no solution at all.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

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 country which has the largest mail
service in the world is the United States.
U.S. citizens posted 78,368 million letters
and packages in 1967. The U.S. postal
system employs 715,970 people.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. Price of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GeraLp R, Forp), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. HorTON (at the request of Mr,
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. EsuLEMAN (at the request of Mr.
Gerarp R. Forp), for today and Monday,
June 21, 1971, on account of the death
of his wife's father.

Mr. Corman, on account of official
business.

Mr. FountaiNn (at the request of Mr.
Mixva), for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, MircHELL) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. REuss, for 30 minutes, today.
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Mr. Teacue of Texas, for 20 minutes,
today.
Mr. Gonzarez, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
rt:vise and extend remarks was granted
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Florida) and to
inelude extraneous matter:)
. WARE.
. SAYLOR.
Mr. THOoMsoN of Wisconsin,
. ScHwWENGEL in two instances.
Mr. Bray in three instances.
. ScoTT.
. QUILLEN.
. WHALEN.
. WymMan in two instances.
. MiLLER of Ohio.
. BoB WILsON.
. HOSMER.
. COUGHLIN.
. BIESTER.
. SPENCE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MrrceELL) and to include
extraneous matter:)

. MaNN in 10 instances.

. Jacoes in two instances.

. ABOUREZK in five instances.
. S1sK in two instances.

. ABBITT in two instances.

. GArRMATZ in three instances.
. Fraser in three instances.

. BARRETT,

. ECKHARDT.

. DELANEY in three instances.
. RARICK in three instances.

. Ryan in four instances.

Mr. RoE. y

Mr. AnDERSON of California in three
instances.

Mr. DonoHUE in two instances.

Mr. GonzaALEz in two instances.

Mr. BingHAM in two instances.

Mrs. GReEEN of Oregon in five instanees.

Mr. MurpHY of New York.
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ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled Joint Resolution of
the House of the following title, which
was thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.J. Res. 617. Joint resolution to author-
ize an ex gratia contribution to certain in-
habitants of the Trust Territory of the Pa-
cific Islands who suffered damages arising
out of the hostilities of the Second World
War, to provide for the payment of non-
combat claims occurring prior to July 1,
1951, and to establish a Micronesian Claims
Commission,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MITCHELL, Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 2 o’clock and 34 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned

until Monday, June 21, 1971, at 12 o'clock
noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

871. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Hous-
ing) transmitting notification of facil-
ities projects proposed to be undertaken for
the Alr Force Reserve, together with cancel-
lation of certain previous notifications, pur-
suant to 10 U.S.C. 2233a(1); to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

872. A letter from the Commissioner, Dis-
trict of Columbia, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the District
of Columbia Unemployment Compensation
Act in order to conform to Federal law, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

B873. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting copies of Presidential
Determination T1-14 relative the Government
of Jordan, pursuant to section 504(a) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1861, as
amended, and section 4 of the Foreign Mili-
tary Sales Act, as amended; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs,

874. A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, General Services Administration, trans-
mitting a prospectus for proposed lease of
space In & bullding to be constructed under
a lease arrangement to house the Social Se~-
curity Administration Payment Center in
Birmingham, Ala., pursuant to the Independ-
ent Offices and Department of Housing and
Urban Development Appropriation Act, 1871
(Publie Law 91-556); to the Committee on
Public Works.

876. A letter from the Deputy Administra-
tor, National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, transmitting a report on a proposed
transfer of “research and development”
funds, pursuant to section 3 of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act, 1971; to the Committee on
Sclence and Astronautics.

876. A letter from the Administrator,
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, transmitting a report on a proposed
transfer of “construction facilities' funds,
pursuant to section 3 of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Authori-
watton Act, 1970; to the Committee on Seci-
ence and Astronautics.

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. YOUNG of Texas: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 487. A resolution providing
for the consideration of HR. 1. A bill to
amend the Soclal Security Act to provide in-
creases in benefits, Improve computation
methods, and raise the earnings base under
the OASDI program, to make improvements
in the medicare, medicaid, and maternal and
child health programs with emphasis on im-
provements in their operating effectiveness,
to authorize a family assistance plan provid-
ing basic benefits to low-income families
with children with incentives for employ-
ment and training to improve the capacity
for employment of members of such fami-
lies, to achleve more uniform treatment of
recipients under the Federal-State public
assistance programs and otherwise improve
such programs, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 02-288) . Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. WHITTEN: Committee on Appropria-
tions. HR. 9270. A bill making appropria-
tions for agriculture-environmental and con-
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sumer protection programs for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 92-289). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr, STEED: Committee on Appropriations.
H.R, 9271. A bill making appropriations for
the Treasury Department, the U.S. Postal
Bervice, the Executive Office of the Pres-
ident, and certain independent agencies, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1872, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 92-200). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 145. An act for the rellef of Esther Cather-
ine Milner (Rept. No. 92-284). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. RODINO. Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 566, An act for the rellef of Marla Grazia
Iaccarino (Rept. No. 92-285). Referred to the
Commitiee of the Whole House.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiclary.
5. 672. An act for the relief of Nicholaocs De-
mitrios Apostolakis (Rept. No. 92-286). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. DENNIS: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 1062. A bill for the rellef of Dah Mi
Eim; with an amendment (Rept. No. 92—
287) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of the rule XXTI, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BIESTER:

H.R. 9257. A bill to provide that Flag Day
shall be a legal public holiday; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mrs, HICKS of Massachusetts:

H.R.9258. A bill to authorize a 2-year pro-
gram of financial assistance for all elemen-
tary and secondary school children in all of
the States; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 8259. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a commemorative postage stamp in honor
of the 100th anniversary of the Arnold Ar-
boretum of Harvard University; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. EOCH:

H.R. 5260. A bill to amend title II of the
National Housing Act to limit the amount
of any mortgage insured under section 2356
or 236 of such act to not more than 10 percent
above the amount established as the pro-
totype cost of the property for the area where
such property is located; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu-
setts:

H.R. 9261. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to provide that certain
allens admitted to the United States for
permanent residence shall be eligible to op-
erate amateur radio stations In the United
States and to hold licenses for thelr stations;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. MINISH:

H.R. 9262. A bill to make additional im-
migrant visas avallable for !mmigrants from
certain forelgn countries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. PEPPER (for himself, Mrs.
CHIsHOLM, Mr. Gupe, Mr. BURKE of
Massachusetts, and Mr. HALPERN) :
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H.R. 9263. A bill to amend the Controlled
Bubstances Act to move amphetamines and
certain other stimulant substances from
schedule III of such act to schedule II; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself and
Mr. SPRINGER) :

H.R. 9264. A bill to establish a Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention to con-
centrate the resources of the Nation in a
crusade agalnst drug abuse; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself
Mr. BARING, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. DANIEL-
soN, Mr. Dorn, Mr. DuLski, Mr, Ep-
waRrbps of California, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
HAaLEY, Mr. HaMMERSCEMIDT, Mr,
HeLsTOSKI, Mrs, Hicks of Messachu-
setts, Mr. Horas, Mr., MONTGOMERY,
Mr, Pucinskl, Mr. Roserrs, Mr,
RutH, Mr. SATTERFIELD, Mr, SAYLOR,
Mr. TeacUuE of California, Mr. WINN,
Mr. WorLrr, Mr. WryLIE, and Mr.
ZWACH) :

H.R. 9265. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize a treatment and re-
habilitation program in the Veterans’ Admin-
istration for servicemen, veterans, and ex-
servicemen suffering from drug abuse or drug
dependency; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affalrs.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R, 9266. A bill to provide for regulation
of public exposure to sonic booms, and for
other purposes; to the Commitee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:

H.R. 9267. A bill to make Flag Day a legal
public holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CABELL:

HR. 9268. A bill to authorize the District
of Columbia Council to change the amount
of certain fees, taxes, and other charges; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.R. 9270. A bill making appropriations
for agriculture-environmental and consumer
protection programs for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1972, and for other purposes.

By Mr. STEED:

HR. 9271. A bill making appropriations
for the Treasury ment, the U.S. Postal
Service, the Executive Office of the President,
and certain independent agencies, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and for
other purposes.

By Mr. COUGHLIN:

H.J. Res, 728. Joint resolution; Stable Pur-
chasing Power Resolution of 1871; to the
Committee on Government Operations,

By Mr. HALPERN:

H. Res. 488. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House with respect to the nego-
tiatlon of an American-Israeli Treaty of
E:;Sship: to the Committee on Foreign

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

Mr. McDONALD of Michigan introduced a
bill (H.R. 9269) for the relief of Betty A.
Glassford, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

87. The SPEAEER presented a petition of
the mayor and the Council of the City of
Palo Alto, Calif,, relative to the withdrawal
of U,S. Armed Forces from Southeast Asia,
which was referred to the Commitiee on
Foreign Affairs.
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