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sense, good judgment, and sensible dis-
cussion on both sides The great Calumet
industrial region of Indiana has had an
excellent record of peaceful negotiations
on labor and racial problems over the
Years.
I include the article as follows:
Goobp Apvice FOR BorH SinES

The very persons who most openly pro-
tested In advance the speech here of Negro
civil rights leader Bayard Rustin in paying
justifiable tribute to Gary's Curtis Sirong
last weekend will cheer considerable of what
he sald,

We hope, though, they will also understand
it is advice which needs to be heard on both
sides of the color line.

Because he was a black speaking to a
primarily black audlience, Rustin warned
against those of his race who advocate sepa-
ratism and advised that “it's time to stop
blaming the white man for all our problems."

But the coin is also valid on its other side.
It is llkewise time for the whites to stop
blaming the blacks for all of the nation's
troubles, whether it's in the fleld of crime,
narcotics, welfare confusion or political
chaos.

While Rustin showed the courage fo de-
nounce by name such black revolutionarles
and separatists as H. Rap Brown, Huey New-
ton and Bobby Seale, those whites who cheer
that aspect of his speech should likewise have
the courage to denounce such white extrem-
ists as George Wallace, Lester Maddox and
others of their ilk.

His advice that “the only way blacks and
whites are going to be uplifted from their
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present economic status is by holding a union
card and getting to the ballot box™ is also
worth reading by members of this nation’s
two largest racial divisions.

Not everyone of either race, of course,
needs to be in a union. That will depend in
part on whether he is a worker or a represent-
ative of management regardless of color. But
the idea that men with common goals need
to work together without regard for skin
color remains sound.

We called the tribute pald Strong “justi-
fiable.” That’s because he is a man who, while
standing up for men of his own Negro race,
has recognized that its goals may best be
attalned by seeking to change the system
gradually from within, working with whites
as well as blacks in seeking the betterment
of his people.

GOLDEN ANNIVERSARY OF THE
DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS

HON. GOODLOE E. BYRON

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 1, 1971

Mr., BYRON. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the golden anniversary of the
Disabled American Veterans. It gives me
great pleasure to be able to participate
in the celebration of this anniversary
and to commend the deeds of this worthy
organization.

March 2, 1971

The Disabled American Veterans, De-
partment of Maryland, is an especially
active organization founded Aprli 16,
1945. It has over 5,000 members at the
present time and is headed by Mr. Walter
D. Hyle, Jr., department commander.
The DAV, Department of Maryland par-
ticipates in hospital work at five veterans
and military hospitals in the State of
Maryland. This program has expended
over $10,000 in the last year and has in-
volved 650 volunteers visiting and helping
over 23,000 patients. A salvage program
also assists needy veterans with clothing
and furniture problems.

The Disabled American Veterans, De-
partment of Maryand is presently active
in the POW/MIA program. They have
joined the national DAV effort to send
millions of letters and cables to the North
Vietnamese Embassy in Paris and to the
North Vietnamese in Hanoi. These let-
ters express the concern of the Ameri-
can people for the welfare and safe re-
turn of the American POW’s and urge
the North Vietnamese to abide by the
provisions of the Geneva Convention.
This is a commendable program—one
which deserves the support of every
American.

It is work such as this that commands
the respect of the American people and
makes the golden anniversary of the
Disabled American Veterans a significant
event for all of us.

SENATE—Tuesday, March 2, 1971

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February 17, 1971)

The Senate met at 10:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by Hon. JamEs B. ALLEN, a Sen-
ator from the State of Alabama.

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

Bless the Lord, O my soul; and all that
is within me, bless His holy name.

Bless the Lord, O my soul, and forgel
not all His benefits:

Who redeemeth thy life from destruc-
tion; who crowneth thee with loving-
kindness and tender mercies.—Psalms
103: 1,2, 4.

We thank Thee, O God, that Thy
dwelling place is not in temples made
with hands but in the human soul open
to Thy presence. But here we thank Thee
also for this visible temple of democracy
and this forum of freedom. May it be so
hallowed by the people that it may never
again be tarnished by terrorists nor as-
saulted by anarchists, but preserved un-
scarred and undesecrated for genera-
tions yet to come.

Deliver us, O Lord, from excessive fear
and the hysteria which makes judgment
weak and the will impotent, Heal all sick-
ness of soul and assuage the hurt of
those who are distraught or discouraged.
Make our leaders great and good and
strong. Out of difficulties bring a new
unity and a firm loyalty to the things
that matter most for the welfare of the
people, the enhancement of public order,
and the dawning of a permanent peace.

We pray in the Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. ELLENDER) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1971.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon. JamEes B, ALLEN, & Senator
from the State of Alabama to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence,

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair

as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Monday, March 1,
1971, be approved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3, 1971, UN-
TIL 11 AM. THURSDAY, MARCH 4,
1971

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that, when the Sen-
ate completes its business tomorrow,
Wednesday, it stand in recess until the
hour of 11 o’clock on Thursday morning

next; and that, immediately after the
prayer, the distinguished Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HArRTKE) be recognized for
not to exceed 1 hour, for the purpose of
conducting a colloguy.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ftem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

FURTHER CONCENTRATION OF
POWER, EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE,
AND THE “KISSINGER SYN-
DROME"”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At this time, in accordance with
the previous order, the distinguished
senior Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SyMiNcTON) is recognized for not to ex-
ceed 1 hour.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
his state of the Union address this year
President Nixon presented a series of
proposals which he stated he believed
would “reform the entire structure of
American government so we can make it
again fully responsive to the needs and
the wishes of the American people.”

The President cautioned that—
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The further away government is from the
people, the stronger government becomes
and the weaker people become. And a na-
tion with a strong government and a weak
people is an empty shell;

And then he said:

Let us give the people of America a
chance, a bigger volce in deciding for them-
selves those questions that so greatly affect
their lives.

These statements could well lead the
American public to believe that this ad-
ministration is currently taking steps to
return power to the people, and in that
way give new meaning to the concept of
participatory democraey.

With the possible exception of revenue
sharing, however, both the proposals and
the actions of this administration would
appear to be oriented in the opposite di-
rection — drawing increasing decision-
making authority into the White House
at the expense of the people and their
elected representatives in Congress.

As but one example, President Nixon
has now proposed a major reorganiza-
tion of the existing Cabinet structure
through the transformation of seven ex-
isting departments into four new super-
departments. One of those, Human Re-
sources, would have a budget nearly as
large as that of the Department of De-
fense,

In addition, proposals have been made
for a general overhaul of present inde-
pendent regulatory commissions by com-
bining a number of such agencies; also
by replacing the various boards of com-
missioners with single administrators,
the latter appointed by the President.

Some reform of the growing Federal
bureaucracy is overdue, but it is impor-
tant that any such a merging of Execu-
tive power at highest levels does not re-
sult in the executive branch becoming
less responsive to Congress, and
therefore to the people. With the im-
portance of such accountability in mind,
let us hope that Congress, with an open
mind, nevertheless takes a long hard look
at these new proposals.

Three additional examples of the pres-
ent trend toward concentration of au-
thority in the White House are: First,
the creation of a Domestic Council to
“advise and assist the President in the
formulation and coordination of na-
tional domestic policy,” second, the
establishment of an International Eco-
nomiec Council “to pull together military
and economic aid, international frade,
and monetary, financial, investment and
commodities into a cohesive body of pol-
icy,” and, third, the widening role of the
Office of Management and Budget under
the direction of Presidential Assistant
George Shultz, former Secretary of
Labor.

A glance at the proposed 1972 Federal
budget provides ample statistical evi-
dence of such concentration.

In the fiscal year 1968, Congress ap-
propriated $3 million for the White
House Office. This year that appropria-
tion has tripled to $9,073,000—a figure
apart from the operating expenses for
the Executive Mansion.

During that same period the number

of permanent positions authorized for
the White House staff will more than
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double, from 250 to 540 employees. In
addition, dozens of civil servants paid by
their own agencies, including 15 from the
State Department alone, are detailed to
work in the White House.

In 1968, the former Bureau of the
Budget operated with a budget of $9.5
million and had some 500 permanent
employees. For the fiscal year 1972, how-
ever, the budget request for the new
Office of Management and Budget is $19
million, double the money in 4 years with
693 authorized permanent positions.

In addition to the two new Councils
previously referred to, there has been
created, within the Office of the Presi-
dent, the Office of Telecommunications
Policy. This new Office, with a budget re-
quest of some $2.6 million and a staff of
65, we are told is needed to coordinate
the telecommunications activities of the
executive branch; also to assure that the
views of that branch on national tele-
communications policies are effectively
presented to the Congress and the Fed-
eral Communications Commission.

When pieced together, these typical
examples establish a pattern of further
concentration of authority in the White
House, and in a manner that often makes
it difficult, if not impossible, for Congress
to meaningfully review, in accordance
with its constitutional authority, the
functioning of the executive branch.

Most disturbing is the concentration of
foreign policy decisionmaking power in
the White House, with a resultant obvi-
ous decline in the prestize and position
of the Secretary of State and his De-
partment; and it is this particular facet
of this overall trend that I would explore
more fully today.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iyield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I com-
pliment the Senator on the address
he is making. He has indicated that now
he has reached a turning point in his
speech, and will devote the rest of the
speech to the impact on foreign policy
which the executive branch is making
increasingly, and to the lessening of im-
pact on foreign policy by the legislative
branch.

I wish to say that, with respect to the
growing army of employees and the pro-
liferation of agencies and offices and
various adjuncts of this department or
that department, I think the Senator is
touching a very important and sensitive
nerve. These agencies come up to Con-
gress year after year. They approach the
Appropriations Conimittees for funds
with which to add 500 new employees, a
thousand new employees. or 1,500, and
they are generally allowed most of the
new positions that they request. If they
ask for a thousand and we allow them
800, they come back, in a supplemental
bill, and request the remaining 200, or
perhaps 300, and we allow those, while
at the same time we pennypinch when it
comes to providing our own research
personnel. We do not want to add an
additional person to our own staffs; we
do not want to add any personnel to the
committees’ staffs.

Agencies downtown have ample per-
sonnel, they have computers, they have
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every advantage, and we are expected
to cope with this mammoth executive
organization, with its army of people,
with its computers, and with all of its
resources, and we dare not add a
single staff member to this committee
or to that subcommittee. I am not
saying that all committee staff people
earn their pay, or that all clerks to
Senators earn theirs. I would imagine
that some Senators might not fully earn
theirs, from time to time. But, in any
event, we just do not have the guts, when
it comes to providing the resources, the
personnel, the computers, the space, or
whatever tools we need in the legislative
branch to maintain our constitutional
position of being an equal and coordinate
branch—equal to each of the other two
branches.

I think it is disgraceful that we are
virtually cowards when it comes to pro-
viding for our own branch of Govern-
ment. I do not see how we can possibly
cope with the growing executive branch.
I do not see how we can carry out our
oversight function under the Constitu-
tion as long as we give the executive
branch everything they ask for and do
not provide adeqguately for our own
branch, so that we might conduct re-
search and carry out our own proper
responsibilities under the Constitution.

I think that even if the Senator does
not say another word, he has already
made a good speech with respect to the
proliferation and the growth in the exec-
utive branch, and I merely wish to take
this opportunity to thank him and to
compliment him, and to add my little bit
with respect to the way we in the legis-
lative branch let these people get by with
this growth, and while we are afraid to
add to the resources, the personnel, and
the equipment that the legislative branch
needs in order to carry out our constitu-
tional responsibilities.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, I am
very grateful to the able assistant ma-
jority leader. He knows only too well the
problem he has outlined so well, because
he is also a member of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, and knows 2s much
as any Member of this body of what he
speaks. I am grateful for his contribution.

Mr, President, recently the New York
Times carried a series of articles analyz-
ing U.S. foreign policy, the men and
forces which shape that policy, including
the role of the executive branch and the
Congress; and running through that
series of seven articles was one central
theme—the unique and unprecedentedly
authoritative role of Presidential Adviser
Henry Kissinger.

These articles illustrate the extraor-
dinary influence of Dr. Kissinger in all
aspects of foreign affairs—economie,
military, and diplomatic. He emerges as
clearly the most powerful man in the
Nixon administration next to the Pres-
ident himself.

Under the present concept of execu-
tive privilege, however, he has never ap-
peared before the proper committees of
Congress to justify any of his decisions,
although his domestic counterpart, Di-
rector Shultz, frequently testifies before
congressional committees,
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Under these circumstances it would
seem appropriate to examine both the
nature and the scope of Dr. Kissinger's
present authority.

Dr. Kissinger is assistant to the Presi-
dent for national security affairs. In
that position he heads the staff of the
National Security Council. That staff
consists of some 110 people.

The fiscal year 1972 budget request for
the National Security Council staff is
$2.3 million, almost four times the
amount expended in 1968—the amount
requested for outside consultants alone
is nearly $500,000.

As outlined in the official U.S. Govern-
ment Organization Manual, the function
of the National Security Council is “to
advise the President with respect to the
integration of domestic, foreign, and
military policies relating to national
muﬂw.”

The staff of the Council was intended
to advise the members of the Council.
Instead, however, said staffl operates as
an in-house policy shop for the President
himself.

With this broad mandate, Dr. Kis-
singer has established under the Na-
tional Security Council a complex struc-
ture of six committees which formulate
and review policy options on a wide
range of subjects before they are for-
warded to the President.

Dr. Kissinger himself is chairman of
all six committees.

Although these committees have basic-
ally the same core membership—high
level representatives from State, De-
fense, the Joint Chiefs, and the Central
Intelligence Agency—perhaps the most
powerful of the six committees is the
Senior Review Group which, unlike the
other more specialized committees, deals
across the board with those most critical
policy issues which are of special in-
terest to Congress and the people as
well as to the administration.

Another committee Dr. Kissinger
chairs is entitled the Vietnam Special
Studies Group. The area of concern of
this committee is obvious, but its func-
tion somewhat nebulous.

Some say it is the advisory voice of
Dr. Kissinger that has been heard the
loudest with respect to all major deci-
sions that involve the United States in
Indochina—more so than that of either
the Secretary of State or the Secretary
of Defense; in fact reports have been
circulated that one major military deci-
sion in this area was made within the
White House, without prior consultation
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

A Washington newspaperman re-
ported that Dr. Kissinger and his Wash-
ington Special Action Group—another
of the six committees—despite opposi-
tion from high ranking military, devised
the plan for troops of Cambodia, South
Vietnam, Laos and Thailand to drive
into northern Cambodia and southern
Laos.

Further with respect to the scope of
Dr. Kissinger's authority, he is Chair-
man of the Verification Panel, a Nation-
al Security Council panel which deals
with the vital SALT negotiations; and
according to an article in the Christian
Science Monitor last December:
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The White House won't trust the State
Department or even the Arms Control Agen-
cy with any part of the strategy on SALT.
The Kissinger people believe that the tough-
est of all possible lines should be held
agalnst Moscow on this and they consider
the State Department a profound security
problem in these negotiations,

The State Department has been much
more willing, in the inner counsels, to sug-
gest following up Soviet overtures which the
‘White House considered meaningless,

Subsequent events and press reports
would appear to bear out this purported
influence of Dr. Kissinger’s views; that
is, the reported rejection by the United
States of a Soviet proposal to limit ABM
deployment; and also the fact that no
U.S. response to the reported slowdown
of Soviet SS-9 deployment has been
forthcoming,

Requests to brief the Foreign Relations
Committee on SALT had to be approved
by the White House—that is, Dr. Kis-
singer—and it was Kissinger, rather
than the Secretary of State or Director
of the ACDA, who, when the administra-
tion finally decided to brief the Congress
on SALT, came to Capitol Hill to brief,
not the Armed Services Committee or
the Foreign Relations Committee, but
an informal leadership meeting.

Another committee chaired by Dr.
Kissinger, the so-called 40 Committee—
named for the Presidential directive
which set it up—is described as one
which supervises covert intelligence
operations.

The remaining committee is the
Defense Programs Review Committee.
According to the Times articles, this
committee has been established “to
apply a blend of political, economie, and
diplomatic assessments to defense budg-
eting and force levels.” In practice, how-
ever, it would appear that said commit-
tee has been limited to the providing of
broad budgetary guidance; and that so
far the Secretary of Defense has been
successful in preventing it from making
decisions on basic weapons policy and
other such matters.

Underlying all these six committees
as well as the National Security Council
staff, Dr. Kissinger has set up six inter-
departmentsl groups according to spe-
cific regions of the world—Europe, the
Middle East, Africa, and so forth. Each
group is headed by an Assistant Secre-
tary of State.

Under such an organizational setup,
the line of functioning authority at these
levels can only be somewhat hazy, and
that condition in itself raises interesting
questions.

As but one example, do these Assistant
Secretaries of State, as heads of inter-
departmental groups under the National
Security Council, report directly to Dr.
Kissinger, or do they report to the Sec-
retary of State? If the former, anyone
experienced in the actual operation of
the executive branch knows that Dr.
Kissinger is Secretary of State in every-
thing but title, with this organizational
arrangement a vital key to the formula-
tion of foreign policy.

One result of the function of these
interdepartmental groups has been to
place certain broad categories of execu-
tive branch communicators beyond the
reach of legitimately interested members
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of Congress. As example, on more than
one occasion within the past year, mem-
bers of the Foreign Relations Committee
who sought to discuss pending policy
matters with executive branch officials
have been told by those officials that their
ability to discuss the subject in meaning-
ful terms was limited because it was a
matter pending within the National Se-
curity Council process.

If, on the other hand, these Assistant
Secretaries of State report to Dr. Kis-
singer as well as to Secretary Rogers,
such a dual track system counters one
of the basic principles of sound manage-
ment, and can only lead to confusion and
misunderstanding in the execution of
policy.

Dr. Kissinger has other official powers.
As example, he is a member of the new
Council on International Economic Pol-
icy. This Presidential Council, noted pre-
viously, is designed to ‘“‘pull together mili-
tary and economic aid, international
trade and monetary, financial, invest-
ment and commodities matters into a
cohesive body of policy, taking into ac-
count the requirements of foreign pol-
iC}'."

If effective, this Council would put
under direct Presidential control mat-
ters which heretofore have been han-
dled in various executive agencies and
departments, including the Department
of State.

In the past it has been reported that
the hard line approach Dr. Kissinger
has taken with respect to trade with
Eastern Europe has thwarted both State
and Commerce Department proposals for
more liberal trade policies toward Imn
Curtain countries. In any case, as
member of this new Council, and with
such a concentration of foreign economic
policy decisions, it would appear that
Dr. Kissinger’s leverage in that area
could well equal the authority he pos-
sesses in the other two areas of diplomacy
and national security.

In addition to these official roles, it
would appear that Dr. Kissinger has fur-
ther authority. He is reported to have
taken a summary of the world situation
that had been prepared originally by the
State Department for delivery by Secre-
tary Rogers, and then redrafted and ex-
panded it for release as President Nixon’s
1969 State of the World Message. Neither
Secretary Rogers nor any other repre-
sentative of the State Department was
present at the time of the official signing
of this message.

It is reported that another relatively
recent “takeover” development is that Dr.
Kissinger and his staff now prepare an-
swers for the President to probable for-
eign policy questions at news conferences,
a function formerly performed by the
Departments of State and Defense.

According to the Times articles, it was
Dr. Kissinger whom the President select-
ed to deal directly with the Soviet Union
in connection with the possible installa-
tion of a submarine facility in Cuba; thus
bypassing the Secretary of State, who re-
portedly had a more restrained view to-
ward the matter.

Numerous other examples of Dr. Kis-
singer's role in the shaping of policy—
official and unofficlal—could be -cited.
Those delineated above, however, illus-
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trate well the degree as well as the na-
ture of his authority.

At this point, soemone might ask, in
the vernacular, “So what?” Is there any
danger resulting from this “Kissinger
syndrome,” this unprecedented concen-
tration of authority into the hands of a
man who consistently briefs various
groups and individuals on matters of do-
mestic and foreign policy; but because of
his “Executive privilege” is equally con-
sistent in refusing to testify, even in
closed sessions before the proper commit-
tees of Congress?

Some degree of concentration of au-
thority in the hands of the President and
his advisers, particularly in the area of
foreign policy, is no doubt necessary so
as to deal with some situations requiring
prompt Presidential decisions unique to
the nuclear-space age in which we now
live. Any legitimate need for such fur-
ther concentration of decisionmaking au-
thority, however, is now being expanded
to the point where Congress as well as
the American people are being increas-
ingly denied access to pertinent facts
about major foreign policy decisions; and
therefore neither Congress nor the peo-
ple have any real knowledge, let alone
any voice, in the formulation of policy
decisions which could well determine the
Nation’s future.

Policy decisions are no doubt easier for
the executive to arrive at if not subject
to congressional review, but that is not
the manner in which a democracy is
supposed to function. Only in a totalitar-
jan state can refusal to disclose impor-
tant policy decisions to the proper legis-
lative representatives of the people be
justified on grounds of expediency.

Such isolation from members of the
Senate on the grounds of Executive
privilege not only nullifies the basic con-
stitutional concept of advice and consent,
but also distorts the fundamental prem-
ise on which our country was founded—
representative democracy.

How can those of us who are elected
to represent the people, and in whose
hands is the sole authority to appropriate
those funds necessary for the executive
branch to carry out policy, perform prop-
erly our constitutional function if we are
barred from knowledge of the true rea-
sons for said policy or policies.

This development is of particular con-
cern in the field of foreign affairs. In
that field the people are forced to rely
more on the national security considera-
tions—than is the case with respect to
domestic affairs. Nevertheless it is in the
former area that Congress is now being
asked to appropriate increasingly more
money so as to carry out policies and pro-
grams about which they have been re-
ceiving increasingly less knowledge.

Sitting as he does in such a broad seat
of authority, Henry Kissinger is clearly
the best-informed administration official
on White House policy; and he is per-
mitted to lobby the decisions of the ex-
ecutive branch to the news media, to
representatives of foreign countries, to
the Cabinet, to the military, to Govern-
ment boards and commissions, and also
to various private groups and individuals,
without any accountability of any kind
whatever to the Congress. In passing,
only recently he expounded his views to
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all for 1 hour on a national CBS net-
work show.

It is now clear that this development
has placed the Senate, particularly the
Foreign Relations and Appropriations
Committees, and at times the Armed
Services Committee in an awkward and
often impotent position; for whereas it
is becoming ever more obvious that Dr.
Kissinger, not Secretary Rogers or the
Siate Department, is the primary spokes-
man on foreign policy for this adminis-
tration under the present interpretation
of Executive privilege. Dr. Kissinger does
not and apparently will not appear be-
fore the duly constituted committees of
the Congress. As was recently demon-
strated, neither will members of his
staff even after they have attacked both
the integrity and the competence of cer-
tain Senators and their staffs. That is a
matter which will be discussed at a later
time in more detail.

This lack of communication with the
actual architect of our foreign policy has
created a serious denigration in the posi-
tion of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and the Senate in the performance
of the latter’s constitutional role of ad-
vice and consent, to the point where it
is now little wonder that some view the
appearance before the committee of the
Secretary of State, or the head of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
as a rather empty exercise.

Further concentration of authority
in the White House, particularly with re-
spect to foreign policy, is not confined
solely to the present administration, but
these recent changes in the organization
and functioning of the executive branch
are rapidly accelerating a trend that has
been developing over the years.

The Congress itself, however, is far
from blameless in allowing this trend
to gain its present momentum. As the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee pointed out in a recent address:

Oout of a well-intentioned but miscon-
celved notion of what patrotism and respon-
sibility require In a time of world crisis,
Co! has permitted the President to take
over the two vital foreign policy powers
which the Constitution vested in Congress:
the power to initiate war and the Senate's
power to consent or withhold consent from
significant foreign commitments.

In the past several years, the Senate
has taken significant steps in an effort to
reassert its role in the conduct of for-
eign affairs. If the Senate is to
have any real influence on for-
eign policy, however, its Members must
first regain, and then utilize the consti-
tutional authority which they have al-
lowed to be preempted.

All of us know that the most effective
congressional authority is the power of
the purse; and only through the proper
exercise of that power can the Congress
regain its constitutional role in the for-
mulation of policy.

Let us earnestly hope, therefore, that
the Congress will review thoroughly all
administration requests for the Nation's
increasingly limited resources, particu-
larly in the field of foreign economic,
rolitical and military policy.

We could well begin by taking a long
hard look at the $2.3 million appropria-
tion request for the “little State Depart-
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ment” currently in residence at the
‘White House.

Once again, we recognize well the au-
thority of the President to organize his
staff so as to conduct our foreign policy—
along with the flow of information and
advice—in the manner which best suits
him. But this should not be done in a
way which prevents the Congress from
receiving accountability from the respon-
sible officers of the executive branch.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the able senior Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this is a
most provocative and interesting speech
given by the Senator. In the last Con-
gress he handled, in my judgment, one
of the most important responsibilities of
our Government; that of finding out
what are the foreign policy commitments
of the United States, and what we are
doing about them, and how they expose
us, and whether it is worthwhile being
exposed to them—often it is. I serve on
the subcommittee that he chairs.

I know Dr. Kissinger very well—and I
think that is an important point in this
colloquy—the frustration which the
Senator from Missouri has faced, and I
have faced, and committee members
have faced in the invocation of “execu-
tive privilege.” Many of us have felt de-
nied information, even in executive ses-
sion, necessary and proper for us to have
so as to carry out our constitutional
responsibilities as Senators.

The Senator is himself a man of
high talent, very highly prized talent, so
he has a great respect for talent in
others. What troubles me is whether we
are shooting at the right target, if we
pick Dr. Kissinger and set him up as
some kind of an eminence grise. He is
an able man,

Moreover, he is in a tradition which
is actually quite familiar in this coun-
try—and which is not so unique as may
be implied. Woodrow Wilson had Colo-
nel House. Franklin D. Roosevelt had
Harry Hopkins. I think, in a sense,
Averell Harriman served Harry Tru-
man along somewhat the same lines.
And, of course, McGeorge Bundy was
believed to have exercised very great
authority in the national security field
under President Kennedy, as did Walt
Rostow under President Johnson.

Now President Nixon has Henry
Kissinger. The President knows a lot
about foreign policy and he thinks he
has got himself the best man there is to
advise him.

It seems to me that these organiza-
tional things that the Senator speaks
about, the President can choose to do if
he wishes. That is his privilege as Presi-
dent. He does not have to tell us some
things which we would like to know, even
though we might think public policy
dictates that he should tell us. This is
especially so as regards the organization
and conduct of his office—the Presi-
dency. That is the basis of “Executive
privilege.” Why we should not hold
the President himself responsible rather
than Dr. Kissinger for the effect upon
Congress of the organization of his Pres-
idency, respecting international security
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affairs. Dr. Kissinger is the President’s
man. The President can fire him tomor-
row and get someone else. It is the Pres-
ident who is doing this, not Dr. Kissinger.
By “this” I mean excessive use of Execu-
tive privilege so as to impede our work
and our prerogatives. We had a situation
which the Senator complained about
before—and I supported him 100 per-
cent—where an ambassador came before
us and said that he had executive privi-
lege. They told him not to testify.

We have legislative oversight over the
State Department in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. We have a right to
complain about the fact that the State
Department is being denuded of the
things it does, things for which we have
a right to hold it accountable and that
the President is organizing his office in
such a way as to accomplish this. The
invocation of Executive privilege in an
excess way so as to interfere with our
activities, is a matter the President
is responsible for, rather than Henry
Kissinger.

Henry Kissinger happens to be a very
gifted man and he has the confidence of
the President. If he brings peace to Viet-
nam and to this country, I suppose the
President ought to erect a statue for
him. That is his business.

I ask this question in good faith, be-
cause I know the man. I believe he is
really trying to do his best within his
ability to advise the President. Is not our
proper target the President and the way
he has set up the State Department?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, it
has been my privilege to serve many
yvears with the able Senator from New
York; also to work with him on our com-
mitments subcommittee, No one has
more respect than I for the ability of
the Senator from New York.

I would not necessarily agree with
some of the historical references he made
to people who were close to former
Presidents.

Let me say to my friend that I am
sorry he has completely missed the basic
thrust of my address this morning. I, too,
have great admiration and respect for
Dr. Kissinger, have known him perhaps
as long as has the distinguished Senator
from New York. He is one of the ablest
men it has been my privilege to have as
a friend.

These words this morning are not a
criticism of Dr. Kissinger. I agree whole-
heartedly with the opinion of the Sen-
ator from New York about the ability
and patriotism of Dr. Kissinger—I was
not looking for any personal target,
either Dr. Kissinger or the President.

Based on previous experience in busi-
ness and the executive branch of
Government, what I was addressing my-
self to this morning was what I believe
is an illogical, unsound, and potentially
dangerous organizational structure in
the Federal Government. It may be that
the functioning of what I believe is an
unsound structure can, because of the
brilliance of the men involved, function
adequately.

I will say, however, that I do not
believe results justify any sweeping
observation of that character.

Another friend for an equally long
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time is the distinguished Secretary of
State, who, when I first came into Gov-
ernment, was counsel for the Military
Preparedness Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate. I am talking about the Honorable
William P. Rogers. His position is becom-
ing very difficult with respect to what is
going on, not because of any inefficiency,
or desire for power, or careless thinking
on the part of any individual; but be-
cause of the nature of the organization
that has been set up and under which
he functions.

I will not get into the details of that
functioning this morning, or a discussion
of the men who no doubt are able public
servants. But I do believe that the
organizational setup in the executive
branch is not operating for the best
interests of that branch, or the best
interests of the Congress and our form of
government.

That is the basic reason why I am
making this talk this morning.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor really does my heart good, for this
reason. Had I not said what I had to say
and had the Senator not said what he
had to say, which is typical of his ability
and fairness, I could see the headlines:
“Symington Attacks Kissinger.” That, of
course, would not have been the thrust
of the Senator’s statement.

What do we do about it? We have a
perfect right to tell the President that we
do not like the way he is setting this up,
and we have a perfect right to refuse
any money that he asks us for either his
office or Kissinger's office.

Our own judgment of what we really
ought to do is to demand of the State
Department the information we are en-
titled to get from them, information
which the Secretary of State ought to
have.

Thereby, we would know if there is any
real inefficiency that exists through their
not being put in the position of being able
to do their job. We have legislative over-
sight over them,

I will say that as I now understand the
thrust of what the Senator has in mind,
as we negate the idea that this fellow
Kissinger is some kind of conspirator who
has enthralled the President—which is
very important to negate, because he is
not that kind of man and the President
is not that kind of man—having done
that, I would like to join with the Sena-
tor in pushing as hard as we can to secure
the information.

We, as members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the Senate, and also
the public, ought to have the informa-
tion. If the State Department does not
have it, the information ought to be made
available to us as to why they do not have
it, and thereby demonstrate, as the Sena-
tor is demonstrating, the defect in Gov-
ernment of which he is complaining.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, let
me make my position perhaps even more
clear to the able Senator. I do not ques-
tion the right of the President to have
any member of his staff possess the type
and character of authority Dr. Kissinger
has, or even that of Mr. Lehman of Dr.
Kissinger's staff, as they go out and lobby
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for the policies and programs of the
executive department, domestic or for-
eign policy.

I do not question the fact that recently
Dr. Kissinger gave a 1-hour interview on
CBS, in which interview he answered, in
great detail, many questions propounded
to him by some of the more able news
media people. But I do question the fact
that when he does so, he nevertheless
continues to refuse to come before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
even in executive session, to report to the
proper Members of the Senate under the
advice-and-consent clause of the Con-
stitution.

To me that is not representative gov-
ernment under our form of government.

This is said with some background,
because I served on the National Security
Council in two different positions. It
would appear that the former Secretary
of Labor in the domestic field does not
fear the Congress as apparently Dr.
Kissinger does, or the President, in the
foreign policy field. Dr. Shultz, with
greater power than other Directors of
the Bureau of the Budget in the history
of this country, nevertheless is willing to
come down and discuss, in open session,
before the proper committees of Con-
gress, the domestic policies and programs
of this administration. If the No. 1
man under the President in the White
House on domestic issues is willing to
discuss these matters in great detail,
surely the No. 1 White House man
on foreign policy, perhaps also on other
policies, should be willing to do the same
witl} the proper committees, in executive
session.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield again?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. I
think this is a very useful colloquy.

I think the point on which we differ
is that Dr. Shultz is really the successor
of the Director of the Budget.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not mean to
interrupt, but the authority given Presi-
dential Adviser Shultz is far more ex-
tensive than that of any previous
Budget Director in the history of the
United States.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think the Sen-
ator changes what I said. He includes the
duties which have heretofore been the
subject of executive and public hear-
ings. He is more than that, but he is
also that.

On the other hand, Dr. Kissinger’s job
traditionally has been direct confidential
adviser to the President. He deals with
highly classified matters of national
security. I have not checked the prec-
edents, but I understand there always
has been a great reluctance on the part
of a President to have his adviser or
emissary go before committees. No doubt
there is a lot of abuse, also, of the use of
“security classifications” to keep infor-
mation away from us. That is another
subject, and one which deserves hard
scrutiny and corrective action.

The President himself does not have
to come to us and he can instruct his per-
sonal man that he does not want him
to appear either. But I do not believe
Cabinet officers can do that.
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I say we have a right to call Bill
Rogers, whom I respect enormously. He
has been a friend of mine as he has been
of the Senator from Missouri, and I
respect and admire his authority and I
want to build him up. But I think we
have a right to call him and say, “We
hear on radio and television the follow-
ing things emanating from the Presi-
dent. What do you know about it?"” We
can go after that hammer and tong. We
have oversight over that Department,
but the President, under the Constitu-
tion, is a separate official. We establish
the State Department and the Secre-
tary’s office, by legislation. The Presi-
dency is established by the Constitution.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator will
yield, I do not have much time remain-
ing and would make a further observa-
tion.

No doubt the Senator can obtain in-
formation from Dr, Kissinger any time
he so desires. I do not begrudge him that
opportunity, but happen to represent the
millions of people in my State, and I am
not getting adequate information, that
needed prior to making a decision.

The able Senator from New York said
this could be construed as a talk against
Dr. Kissinger. Nothing could be further
from my intent; but it could be con-
strued as a talk for the prerogatives of
the Senate under the Constitution, and
it could be construed as a talk for the
Secretary of State.

Wherever one goes in the afternoon or
evening around this town one hears our
very able Secretary of State laughed at.
People say he is Secretary of State in
title only. Now, there is something even
more serious about that, based on my
past experience, than just the difficulty
of any one individual being placed in
that position with his assistants and
the public. If the Senator does not think
this is affecting negatively the morale
and capacity of other members of the
State Department, I possess information
he does not have.

Under this type and character of “cut-
through'’ operation, serious deveclpments
could occur in the world as it is today
from the standpoint of the future of
our country.

There has been criticism of our com-
mittee and other committees. That is un-
fortunate because I do not believe the
recent criticism is justified. I do know
also that a large majority of Senators
who appropriate the money necessary to
handle our foreign policies do not have
the information that a member of any
Board of Directors of a corporation
would demand, if he were a good director
before approving an appropriation of
funds to be expended by the operating
heads of that corporation.

The real power of the Congress lies in
the power of the purse, and we have a
right to request more information than
we are receiving on subjects which come
before my committees, information asked
for only in executive session. It is true,
and the Senator knows it, that on many
basic policy matters we find out more
from reading the newspapers than we do
even in executive sessions.

I do not intend to just ride along with
this administration or any other admin-
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istration. I am not attacking any individ-
ual. I have great respect for these peo-
ple as individuals. But I am criticizing the
system which has now developed, a
system which I believe could be very
harmful, in the long run, to this country.

Fifteen or 20 years ago one of our
more able Secretaries of State, Dean
Acheson, wrote a book in which he said
the greatest single change in the Govern-
ment of the United States in this cen-
tury was the further delegation of power
of the legislative branch to the execu-
tive branch. That was before the Ken-
nedy administration and the Johnson
administration and the Nixon admin-
istration. If it was true then, I ask my
able friend from New York how much
more true would be justification for such
a criticism today?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield again?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. If we do not have the
information which we should have as a
director on a board of directors, then we
should not vote for the money; and if
we cannot persuade our colleagues to
that effect, then there is something defi-
cient in us, because that is what our
function should be. If we do not have
enough information, then we should not
act.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is right.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator said that I
have more information.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I said the Senator
could get more information.

Mr. JAVITS. I state flatly that is not a
fact. The Senator can go to Dr. Kissinger
just as I can and get exactly the same
thing.

Finally, I am sorry to hear what the
Senator said about Secretary of State
Rogers. It is not the case, and if it were
he would resign. He is that kind of man;
he is a man of great dignity, an outstand-
ing lawyer, and an outstanding public
official. If that were true he would not
stay on the job.

I would insist that in governmental
organization the Department of State
should have the full power and author-
ity, notwithstanding Dr, Kissinger, that
it is supposed to have under the or-
ganization of government.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
our time runs to the last allowable min-
ute or two for this colloquy let me say to
the Senator from New York, whom I
respect a great deal, that it is much to
the credit of Secretary Rogers that he
does not resign. Some people in business
resign when their company is not mak-
ing a profit. I have just read a book by
Barbara Tuchman, “Stilwell and the
American Experience in China,” which
demonstrates that often patriots who
are getting a bad deal believe they owe
it to their country to stick around and
do the best they can under unfavorable
circumstances.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. This
colloquy has been extremely useful. I am
happy to have been able to join the Sen-
ator in making it more so.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, any-
thing proposed which the Senator from
New York joins is a plus for the Senator
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from Missouri. I am grateful to the Sen-
ator for this colloquy.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

QUORUM

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At this time, in accordance with
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of routine
morning business for a period not to ex-
tend beyond 12 o’clock noon, and with
s%:ches by Senators limited to 3 min-
utes.

IS VIETNAM A THREAT TO PRESI-
DENT NIXON?—ADDRESS BY SEN-
ATOR JAVITS BEFORE MID-AMER-
ICA WORLD TRADE CONFERENCE,
CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a speech I made in Chicago
on Thursday, February 25, 1971, before
the Mid-America World Trade Confer-
ence. The speech is entitled “Is Vietnam
a Threat to President Nixon?” It was
discussed throughout the country after
I made it, and I think it should be made
available to all who read the RECORD.

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

Is VIiETNAM A THREAT TO PRESIENT NIxomw?

President Nixon was elected in November
1968 with an unmistakable national man-
date to end the Vietnam war. Few Americans
will forget the tragic experience of his prede-
cessor. President Johnson was elected in 1964
by the biggest margin in history—only to
be forced to announce his withdrawal from
politics three and a half years later. Presi-
dent Johnson struggled as hard as any man
could to mould American public opinion in
support of the Vietnam war. In the end, his
effort destroyed his Presidency and forced
deep fissures in the American body politic
which continue to scar our national life,

In his first two years in office, President
Nixon has tried to meet the national demand
for an end to the war by a process of grad-
ual withdrawal of U.S. troops based on Viet-
namization. The President's troop with-
drawal program has generally succeeded in
lowering the emotional pitch of the Viet-
nam issue. Nonetheless, feelings about Viet-
nam continue to run very deep and very
strong in this country.

The big question is whether time is run-
ning out for President Nixon on the Vietnam
issue, as in my judgment, it would be un-
realistic for the President to assume that he
iz going to be given the same amount of
freedom of maneuver that he had in his first
two years on this issue.

I feel the time has come for a Republican
Senator to post warnings that the ship of
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state may be headed for the same rocks
which broke up and sank the Presidency of
President Johnson; and that there is yet the
time and opportunity to steer another safer
course for the nation. I consider these warn-
ings to be prudent, as I feel the Nixon Ad-
ministration has much to give the country
in the two terms it normally would have. I
do not want to see President Nixon beguiled
by the same vision of a “victory” by mili-
tary means which proved to be the undoing
of Lyndon Johnson's presidency. What could
our nation possibly win in Vietnam that
would be worth the destruction and the di-
vislon—economic, social and in morale—
which this war is infiicting on our own
nation?

To clte some examples, the Vietnam war
has s0 weakened International confidence
in the dollar that our world financial posi-
tion is belng jeopardized. It has so eroded
the motivation of the American worker that
our very productive and technological su-
periority—our greatest strength—is threat-
ened. It has so dismayed American youth
that large segments have lost faith in the
essential effectiveness, decency and human-
ity of our society—Iin our culture—and even
in our credibility. It has so strained our
resources as to bring on a great inflation and
a dangerous erosion of confidence in our
economy resulting in serious unemployment.

Along with this we have the deep aggra-
vation of our urban problems—leading to
the near “bankruptcy” of city governments
across America—and the deep sense of allena-
tlon and pessimism now so prevalent in what
used to be known as the most optimistic
nation in the world. And there are those
50,000 American lives lost and the 200,000
wounded and that $100-billlon of treasure.

There are many indications that 1971 will
prove to be the make-or-break year in Viet-
nam for the Nixon Administration. Some
really hard cholces which have been avoided
or postponed over the past two years will
have to be faced this year. In my judgment,
how the President decides on these critical
breaking-point issues could be a major fac-
tor in determining whether President Nixon
is to be a two-term President,

I am deeply disturbed by implications of
& goal of "military victory" In President Nix-
on's recent statements. In the President's
February 18 press conference, he sald: “Time
is running out for the North Vietnamese, if
they expect to negotiate with the United
States”, and added, “We are not golng to
make any more concessions.”

On the same occasion, the President said:
“I am not going to place any limitation upon
the use of alr power except, of course, to rule
out ... the use of tactical nuclear weapons.”

In addition, the President refused to rule
out the possibility of a South Vietnamese
invasion of North Vietnam. He described the
current Bouth Vietnamese invaslon of Laos
as having been made possible by the invasion
of Cambodla, and as a reflection of increased
South Vietnamese and American military
power in relation to the communist forces.

Clearly, the President must rely for such
judgments on his military advisors. I think
it is only prudent to note that essentially the
same commanders advised President Johnson,
too.

It is not that any American would deny
that in war he wants “military victory" for
the U.S., but it is that Vietnam is not our
war and that we never went into Vietnam
with any intention of unconditionally mak-
ing war until a “military victory” is achieved.

Recently, I had ocecaslon to reread a speech
given by General Westmoreland to the Na-
tional Press Club on November 21, 1967—
just two months before the Tet Offensive of
1968 when the Vietcong succeeded in pene-
trating the American Embassy itself in the
heart of Salgon.

On that occasion, General Westmoreland
sald the enemy *. e strength of his
forces steadily dac‘u:ning He furt-hau' told us:
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“It is significant that the enemy has not
won & major battle in more than a year . . .
he can fight his large forces only at the edges
of his sanctuaries. . . . We have reached an
important point when the end begins to come
into view."

In a very trenchant article published in
Foreign Affairs just before the Nizon Ad-
ministration took office, the President’'s Ad-
visor, Henry Kissinger, summed-up the flaws
of the Johnson Administration approach:

“We fought a military war; our opponents
fought a political one. . . . In the process,
we lost sight of one of the cardinal maxims
of guerrilla war: the guerrilla wins if he does
not lose., The conventional army loses if it
does not win."”

It seems to me that the Nixon Administra-
tlon faces the same dilemma now which faced
the Johnson Administration in 1967. I am
speaking here of the "winning” and “losing"”
syndrome which spurred Presldent Johnson
on to those measures of military escalation
and Insensitivity to public opinion which
brought his political career to an end.

Our nation is facing its gravest internal
crisls since 1861. The real issue could be
whether we are going to win or lose America.
In that context, it would be irrelevant
whether we are going to “win" or “lose” In
Vietnam.

The ability of the communist forces—with
the help from Russia and China—to offset
the constantly escalating American military
effort of the Johnson years demonstrated that
the illusion of “military victory” is a path to
American frustration and disappointment.

It Is time to redefine the Vietnam issue in
terms of America’s interests. I believe that
there is now an unmistakable national con-
viction that the American interest can be
best served by an orderly but complete with-
drawal of American forces from Vietnam, not
dependent on the pace of success in the Viet-
namization program, and that this should be
accomplished by mid 1972. If this does not
become our national policy, I belleve there
is a good chance that the Congress will act
to establish it by law.

The Vietnamization policy of the Adminis-
tration suffers from a major defect. It gives
veto power both to Saigon and to Hanoi.
“Vietnamization" is tied to the concept of
Saigon’s readiness to hold up militarily on
its own. In this sense, “readiness” has got to
include “willingness,” and here the political
calculations of President Thieu, as well as
his rivals, are bound to be a factor. I be-
lieve the time has long passed when Ameri-
cans are prepared to condition U.8. with-
drawal on the exigencles of Balgon politics,
as well,

In addition to the veto given to Salgon,
a veto has been given to Hanoi, for the
President has said that the pace of U.B. dis-
engagement will be related to the degree of
military pressure applied on our forces by
North Vietnam.

In his February 18 press conference Presi-
dent Nixon further expanded Hanol’s veto by
declaring;

“As long as the North Vietnamese have
any Americans as prisoners-of-war, there
will be Amerlcans in Bouth Vietnam and
enough Americans to give them an incentive
to release the prisoners,”

I will yield to no one In my solicitude for
American prisoners-of-war, but I do not
believe the only way to rescue our prisoners
is to continue the war; the history of war-
fare teaches that prisoners are released when
wars are ended.

In conclusion let me repeat my bellef that
time is closing in on the Administration with
respect to ending the Vietnam war. In 1871,
the President is facing the big moment of
truth as to whether we are going to govern
withdrawal from Vietnam according to the
American interest, and without being de-
pendent on the state of readiness of Salgon
or the veto of Hanoi. There is also the ques=
tion of whether he is going to give first
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prierity to a search for “victory” through a
series of military campalgns throughout In-
dochina. His generals may well be seeking
to convince him that he will surely find
that elusive pot of military gold at the end
of one or another of those endless jungle
trails,

The President seems under some tempta-
tion to go on with Vietnamization as a base
of the Vietnam policy. If he dces, there is
grave danger that the American people may
conclude that their mandate in 1968 was to
end the war and that it has not been met,
If this proves to be the case, President Nixon's
reelection could be in grave danger—a con-
tingency which I want to do all I can to
help him te avoid.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that to-
morrow, immediately following the col-
loquy of 45 minutes with respect to the
fiftieth anniversary of the Disabled
American Veterans, which, under the
previous order, is to be under the control
of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpEREY) and the Senator from

Kansas (Mr. DoLE), there be a period for
the transaction of routine morning
business not to exceed 45 minutes, with
statements therein limited to 3 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

QUORUM CALL

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will please call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, T ask unanimous consent that dur-
ing the vote which will occur on the
motion to invoke cloture on the motion
to proceed to the consideration of Senate
Resolution 9, the able assistant to the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), Mr.
Wes Barthelmes, be granted the privilege
of the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MINORITY MEMBERSHIP ASSIGN-
MENTS TO THE SELECT COMMIT-
TEE ON EQUAL EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on behalf

of the Republican leader, I send a resolu-

tion to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

S. Res. 63

Resolved, That the following shall con-
stitute the minority party's membership on
the Select Committee on Equal Educational

Opportunity, pursuant to Senate Resolution

359 of the Ninety-first Congress: Mr. Roman

L. Hruska; Mr, Jacob E. Javits; Mr, Peter H.
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Dominick; Mr, Edward W. Brooke; Mr. Mark
O. Hatfield; and Mr. Marlow W. Cook,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the immediate
consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was considered and agreed to.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries.

SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.

DOC. NO. 92-56)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLeN) laid before the Senate
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance:

To the Congress of the United States:

Many of our State and local govern-
ments today are in serious financial
difficulty. This has not diminished the
growing demands on their financial re-
sources, however: their needs continue,
their populations increase and their
social problems multiply. All these cir-
cumstances point to the need for outside
assistance, and the Federal Government
has tried to provide such assistance. But
in doing so, it has frequently added to,
rather than reduced, State burdens.

In the past decade, the Federal Gov-
ernment has turned increasingly to a
complex system of grants for providing
financial assistance to State and local
governments. Today Federal aid pro-
grams account for one-fifth of State and
local revenues. In theory this income
should reduce the pressure on State and
local budgets and it should free financial
resources at those levels for use at those
levels. In practice the reverse is common-
ly the case.

To qualify for Federal grants, States
and local government units are frequent-
ly required to match Federal funding,
often seriously restricting flexibility in
the use of State and local resources.
Recipients are placed in the position of
having to accept Federal money with its
concomitant restrictions on State funds,
or receive no Federal money at all, Thus,
we may find States and local governing
units pursuing projects which may be of
low priority to them simply because
money for these projects is available, but
the matching requirements for such
grants may have to be met at the ex=-
pense of programs of higher priority to
the community.

In other cases, State and local agencies
are required to maintain their financial
commitment to a project in order to
qualify for Federal grants to that project.
The result, again, is diminished flexi-
bility in the use of financial resources at
the State and local levels.

Equally burdensome are project-by-
project requirements for prior Federal
approval of grants. These requirements
often delay the availability of much
needed funds; generate Federal, as well
as State and local, bureaucratic delay,
and inject needless confusion into the
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Federal, State and local relationship.
Rigidity in adhering to exact require-
ments is rewarded, and new or imagina-
tive ideas are frequently lost because they
fail to fit exact bureaucratic guidelines.

Finally, Federal grants have proliferat-
ed to such a degree that simply discover-
ing their availability is a bureaucratic
chore all in itself. The processes of ap-
plication frequently contribute to the
difficulty, and delay the process, of ob-
taining grants to a degree which further
agegravates the problem the money is de-
signed to assuage. And, because the Fed-
eral Government, with all the best in-
tentions, cannot really know the needs
of the States and local governing units
as well as the people who govern at those
levels, these grants frequently cannot be
aimed with real precision at the needs
which exist at those levels.

Certain of these difficulties are most
prevalent in the narrowly defined “cate-
gorical grants,” and therefore I have
long supported the concept of block
grants which permit State and local
governing units to receive financial as-
sistance on the basis of what they know
is necessary, This eliminates many of the
problems of the categorical grants. The
block grant does, however, retain other
shortcomings: requirements for match-
ing funds, maintenance of effort, and
prior approval by the Federal Govern-
ment. I believe the time has come to fur-
ther reform our system of providing fi-
nancial assistance, and to streamline,
where we can, the system of grant aid
by adopting a system of Special Revenue
Sharing which provides the benefits of
Federal assistance without the burdens
of assistance built into the present grant
programs.

The purposes of 130 of our narrowly
based categorical grant programs now
in existence can be reduced to six broad
areas of national concern. In a series of
special messages, of which this is the
first, I will propose that funds be made
available to States and localities to as-
sist them in meeting their problems in
the areas of law enforcement, manpower
training, urban development, transpor-
tation, rural development and education,
by converting these grants to Special
Revenue Sharing. Funds for assistance
in these areas, as I proposed in my
State of the Union message, will include
more than $10 billion of the money al-
located for the narrow-purpose grants
plus $1 billion of new funds. Special
Revenue Sharing would require no
matching funds, no maintenance of
effort, no prior project approval and,
within the six broad areas, recipients
would have the authority to spend these
funds on programs which are of the
highest priority to them.

I am proposing today legislation for
the first of these six Special Revenue
Sharing programs. This legislation is di-
rected to matters of primary concern
in our national life: the control of crime
and the improvement of this nation's
system of criminal justice. Much has
been accomplished in combating these
problems, but much remains to be
accomplished.

Part of the market progress of the
past two years can be attributed to the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
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tration (LEAA). The LEAA was created
by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to aid State and
local law enforcement agencies in fund-
ing programs for police, courts, correc-
tions, control of organized crime, civil
disorders, and other related crime prob-
lems. This is a national problem—but
the basic responsibilities for solving this
problem rest at the State and local level
and the LEAA provides for Federal as-
sistance to these levels of government.

This program is based on the assump-
tion that those who bear responsibility
at the State and local level are best
qualified to identify their enforcement
problems, and to set the priorities and
develop the means to solve these prob-
lems, It is designed particularly to en-
courage and provide for experimentation
and innovation in the search for more
effective solutions to the crime problem.
With LEAA assistance each State has
developed, in partnership with local gov-
ernments, a comprehensive statewide ap-
proach to improving law enforcement
and reducing crime. Each State is re-
ceiving funds under this program, and
is moving to execute its plans.

The program is effective. In the Dis-
trict of Columbia, LEAA assistance has
played a role in achieving encouraging
reductions in various categories of crime.
With LEAA assistance, Oakland, Cali-
fornia, has launched a unique effort
against street crime using citizen-police
cooperation. A feature of this effort has
been more than thirty bilingual “citizen
forums” in high-crime areas.

LEAA has launched the first major
Federal research and development pro-
gram in criminal justice. It has initiated
the first nationwide computerized in-
formation system—Project SEARCH,
which will help provide instant inter-
state information on offenders. It has
funded the first national survey of crime
victims, and the first national jail sur-
vey. In the six New England States a
joint program is underway to collect
and analyze intelligence information and
plan a coordinated effort against or-
ganized crime in that area. This was
funded by LEAA. LEAA assistance to
the States for corrections has increased
from $3 million in fiscal 1969 to over $68
million in fiscal 1970. This final year the
total exceeds $100 million. In another
area LEAA has initiated the first major
Federal program to enable law enforce-
ment and criminal justice personnel to
continue their educations. More than
nine hundred colleges are involved in
this program.

I think it is clear that LEAA has as-
sumed a vital and effective role in this
area of Federal, State, and local concern.
But, I believe it can and must be made
more effective. Therefore, I am propos-
ing amendments to the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance legislation which I be-
lieve would strengthen and increase its
effectiveness in the war on crime by in-
creasing both the resources of State and
local enforcement and judicial agencies,
as well as their freedom to use the re-
sources at their disposal.

MATCHING FUNDS

I propose that the requirement for
matching funds be eliminated from LEAA
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grants being converted to Special Reve-
nue Sharing.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

I propose that requirements for mainte-

nance of effort be eliminated as a condi-
tion for receiving Special Revenue Shar-
ing payments.

PRIOR PROJECT APPROVAL

I am recommending that State plan-
ning agencies continue to prepare com-
prehensive statewide law enforcement
plans. These will continue to be sub-
mitted to LEAA for review and evalua-
tion, to assist LEAA in its role of coun-
seling State and local government
agencies. I am proposing, however, that
requirements for prior approval of these
plans by LEAA be eliminated. Prior ap-
proval would not be required to receive
Special Revenue Sharing funds.

COVERAGE

Special Revenue Sharing would replace
the present LEAA action grants and their
payment would be automatic. Special
Revenue Sharing for law enforcement
for the first full year would be $500 mil-
lion. Fifteen percent of this would be in
grants which can be awarded at the dis-
cretion of LEAA, and the remainder in
grants awarded automatically on the
basis of population.

CIVIL RIGHTS

I urge that the protection from dis-
crimination now provided minorities un-
der Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 be expressly extended to Special
Revenue Sharing.

CONCLUSION

The changes provided in the LEAA
legislation are not extensive. But I be-
lieve they will have a profound effect.
They are designed to improve a good pro-
gram which already has many of the ele-
ments we seek to obtain in other pro-
grams. Special Revenue Sharing will per-
mit the needed improvements. And by
further freeing State and local govern-
ments, both from the restrictions of
onerous Federal control, and from the
administrative and fiscal restrictions
which accompany or result from much
of our Federal assistance, we can re-
lease the creative capacities of each level
of government in these areas of national
concern.

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HOUsE, March 2, 1971.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. ALLEN) laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of James T. Lynn,
of Ohio, to be Under Secretary of Com-
merce, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce,

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate
the following letters, which were re-
ferred as indicated:
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REPORT ON SpPECIAL PaY For DUTY SusJeCT ToO
HosTiLE FIRE

A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, reporting, pursuant to law, on special
pay for duty subject to hostile fire from the
calendar year ended December 31, 1970; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER (GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the examination of financial
statements of the U.S. Government Printing

Office, fiscal year 1870, dated February 26,

1971 (with an accompanying report); to the

Committes on Government Operations.

AMENDMENTS TO RULES OF PRACTICE AND
REPORT OF THE JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF
THE UNITED STATES
A letter from the Chief Justice of the

United States, transmitting, pursuant to law,

the amendments to the Rules of Civil Proce-

dure for the U.S. District Courts, to the Rules
of Criminal Procedure for the U.S. District

Courts, and to the FPederal Rules of Appellate

Procedure which have been adopted by the

Supreme Court, together with the report of

the Judicial Conference of the United States

(with accompanying papers and a report); to

the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON CONTRACT MODIFICATIONS BY
AtoMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
A letter from the Deputy General Manager,

Atomic Energy Commission, reporting, pur-
suant to law, on actions taked under the au-
thority of Public Law 85-804, approved Au-
gust 28, 1958, which establishes regulations
for entering into and amending or modify-
ing contracts to facllitate the national de-
fense for the calendar year ended Decem-
ber 31, 1970; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

REPORTS OF NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD
AND NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT
BoARD
A letter from the Chairman, National Medi-

atlon Board, transmitting, pursuant to law,

a report of the Board, including a report of

the National Railroad Adjustment Board, for

the fiscal year ended June 30, 1970 (with ac-
companying reports); to the Committee on

Labor and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN):

A resolution adopted by the City Commis-
slon of the City of Dunedin, Fla., praying for
the enactment of legislation relating to reve-
nue sharing; to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the State of
Rhode Island has been severely affected
by the recession which has struck our
economy.

In view of this situation, the General
Assembly of Rhode Island has petitioned
the Congress to extend unemployment
benefit coverage for an additional 26
weeks.

I, thererore, ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The resolution will be appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
resolution will be printed in the Recorp:

The resolution was referred to the
Committee on Finance, as follows:

March 2, 1971

RESOLUTION

Memorializing Congress in view of the pres-
ent economic recession to enact such leg-
islation necessary to extend unemployment
benefit coverage an additional 26 weeks
‘Whereas, Rhode Island’s rate of unemploy-

ment reached 6.4 per cent in mid-December,

1870; and
Whereas, During that same month the

state paid out more money in unemployment

compensation benefits than in any month
in the 33-year history of this program; and
Whereas, The single most significant factor

in the situation is that approximately 20

per cent of the payment went to persons who

were covered under the 13 weeks of bene-
fits which were extended as a result of a
speclal session of the general assembly; and
Whereas, If these unemployed persons ex-
haust their extra-time benefits and are com-
pelled to turn to welfare, then the states will
face Increased unforeseen expenditures of
staggering proportions; and

Whereas, The causes of rising unemploy-
ment are directly traceable to the trends of
the national economy which are molded by
the policies of the federal government; and

Whereas, Since the causes are traceable to
the federal government, the responsibility
of bearing the cost rests directly with the
federal government; and

Whereas, The states under such a federally
funded program should maintain control as
to disbursement of the funds to the un-
employed and should be reilmbursed for full
costs, including interest over the period of
the next succeeding four years; and

Whereas, Institution of such a plan would:

a) eliminate the transition of unemployed

workers to the welfare rolls; b) remove the

cost burden of unemployment benefit pay-
ments from the local employers to the fed-
eral government; and c¢) allow the federal

government to assume and extend over a

longer period of time the cost of such a

program; now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the general assembly of the

State of Rhode Island and Providence Planta-

tions hereby memorializes the Congress to

enact such legislation as would be necessary
to extend payment of benefits to unemployed
workers by as much as 26 additional weeks
with the federal government assuming the
entire cost; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and he hereby is authorized and directed to
transmit duly certified coples of this reso-
lution to the senators and representatives
from Rhode Island in said Congress.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr, SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs,
without amendment:

B8.J. Res, 66. Joint resolution to provide
temporary extension of certaln provisions
of law relating to interest rates and cost-of-
living stabilization (8. Rept. No. §2-24).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

The following bills and joint resolution

were introduced, read the first time and,
by unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia:

S. 1056. A bill to amend title IT of the So-
clal Security Aect to provide a 12-percent
across-the-board increase in benefits (with
a minimum old-age or disability benefit of
$100), and to provide for the financing of
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such increase by raising the wage base to
$9,000 and by making appropriate adjust-
ments in the social security tax rates.
Referred to the Committee on Finance.
By Mr. CHURCH (for himself and Mr.
Jorpan of Idaho) :

S. 1057. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961,
as amended, to increase the loan limitation
on certain loans, and to enable the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to extend financial as-
slstance to desertland entrymen to the same
extent as such assistance is avallable to
homestead entrymen. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. %

S. 10568. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, so as to authorize certain grape-
fruit marketing orders which provide for an
assessment against handlers for the purpose
of financing a marketing promotion program
to also provide for a credit against such as-
sessment in the case of handlers who expend
directly for marketing promotion. Referred
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. SCOTT:

S. 1059. A bill for the rellef of Soccorso M.
Tecce, and his wife, Bruna Tecce;

8. 1060. A bill for the relief of Angelo Luci-
ano Colavita, his wife, Maria Carmela Cola-
vita, and their son Antonio Colavita; and

5. 1061. A bill for the relief of Nesibi Tah-
takilic. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
BeaLn, Mr., DoMmiNIick, Mr. GRIFFIN,
Mr. ProuTry, Mr. SCHWEIKER, and
Mr. ScotT) :

5. 1062. A bill to establish a National
Foundation for Higher Education, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. BROCK:

8. 1063. A bill for the relief of Elisabetta
Foglla. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary. .

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr.
CHURCH, Mr. CanwonN, Mr. Hum-
PHREY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. McGoOVERN,
Mr. MacNuUsoN, Mr, MownpALE, and
Mr. RANDOLPH) :

S. 1064. A bill to provide opportunities for
American youth to serve in policymaking
positions and to participate in National,
State, and local programs of social and
economic benefit to the country. Referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. HARRIS:

8. 10656. A bill for the rellef of the owners
of certain interests in lands located in Caddo
County, Okla. Referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr.
BELLMON) :

8. 1066. A bill to provide for the disposition
of funds appropriated to pay certain judg-
ments in favor of the Iowa Tribes of Okla-
homa and of Kansas and Nebraska. Referred
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

8. 1067. A bill to provide for the disposition
of funds appropriated to pay a judgment in
favor of the Absentee Delaware Tribe of
Western Oklahoma, et al,, In Indian Claims
Commission docket No. 72 and the Delaware
Tribe of Indians in Indian Claims Commis~
slon docket No. 298, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

8. 1068, A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay judgments
in favor of the Sac and Fox Indians, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affalrs,

S. 1069. A bill to provide for the disposition
of funds appropriated to pay judgments in
favor of the Sac and Fox Indians, and for
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other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

S. 1070. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay judgments
in favor of the Kickapoo Indians of Kansas
and Oklahoma in Indian Claims Commission
docket Nos. 316 and 193. Referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BOGGS (for himself, Mr.
BrooKE, Mr. Case, Mr. CorronN, Mr.
ErviN, Mr. Harr, Mr. Javirs, Mr.
PELL, Mr. PErcy, Mr. PROUTY, Mr.
RieicoFF, Mr. RoTH, Mr. Scort, Mr.
Srong, and Mr. WILLIAMS) :

S. 1071, A bill to clarify the status of funds
of the Treasury deposited with the States
under the act of June 23, 1836, Referred to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. JAVITS:

S. 1072. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Facilities Act of 1963 in order to in-
crease the maximum Federal share under
such act to 66 percent in the case of certain
developing institutions. Referred fto the
Committee on Labor and Publlc Welfare.

S.1073. A bill to consolidate and improve
certain programs for higher education, and
for other purposes. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

S. 1074. A bill to authorize assistance to
the States in establishing and carrying out
programs of higher education student aid.
Referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

By Mr. HARTKE:

S. 1075. A bill to create a Senate Tax Re-
form Commission. Referred to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. HARRIS:

S. 1076. A bill to provide for the striking
of medals in commemoration of Jim Thorpe.
Referred to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. PERCY (for himself and Mr.
STEVENSON) :

S.1077. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish the Lincoln
Homestead National Recreation Area. Re-
ferred to the Committe on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. GRIFFIN:

S.1078. A bill to amend chapter 55 of title
10, United States Code, in order to provide
for the defense of certain malpractice and
negligence suits brought agalnst members of
the Armed Forces for alleged acts or omis-
sions committed while performing duties as
physicians, dentists, nurses, pharmacists, or
paramedical or other supporting medical
personnel, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SPAREMAN:

S.1079. A bill for the relief of Ellzabeth C.
Cruz. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. BAYH:

S.1080. A bill to amend chapter 23 of title
38, United States Code, to increase the maxi-
mum amount which the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs may pay to cover the burial
and funeral expenses of certain deceased vet-
erans. Referred to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BAYH :

5.1081. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States Code,
to law enforcement officers and firemen not
employed by the United States who are
killed or totally disabled in the line of duty.
Referred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. CASE (for himself, Mr. Boces,
Mr. GraveEL, Mr. Muskie, Mr. PAcK-
woob, and Mr. WILLIAMS) :

S.1082. A bill to regulate the discharge of
wastes in territorial and international waters
until 5 years after the date of enactment of
this act, to prohibit such discharge there-
after, and to authorize research and demon-
stration projects to determine means of us-

4507

ing and disposing of such waste. Held at the
desk for future reference by unanimous
consent.

By Mr. MONDALE:

8.1083. A bill for the rellef of Rosa Ein-
isman, Adolfo, Rosa Maria, Isaac, Dona, and
Kearin Einisman. Referred to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

§.1084. A bill for the relief of Jorge Alva-
rez-diaz. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr. AL-
Lorr, Mr. AnpErsoN, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. BisLE, Mr. CurTis, Mr. DoLE, Mr.
Domnick, Mr, GURNEY, Mr. JORDAN
of Idaho, Mr. McGEE, Mr. METCALF,
and Mr. YoUNG) :

S.1085. A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Act to require that imported meat
and meat food products made in whole or In
part of imported meat be labeled “imported™
at all stages of distribution until delivery to
the ultimate consumer. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. SPONG:

S. 1086. A bill to provide an equitable sys-
tem for fixing and adjusting the rates of pay
for prevailing rate employees of the Govern-
ment, and for other purposes. Referred to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HRUSEA:

S. 1087. A bill to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FANNIN:

S. 1088, A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of a U.8. Court of Labor-Management
Relations which shall have jurisdiction over
certaln labor disputes in Industries sub-
stantially affecting commerce. Referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRIS:

8.J. Res. 61. A joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim April 16, 1971, as
“Jim Thorpe Day.” Referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

S. 1057. A bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farmers Home Administration Act
of 1961, as amended, to increase the loan
limitation on certain loans, and to en-
able the Secretary of Agriculture to ex-
tend financial assistance to deserfland
entrymen to the same extent as such
assistance is available to homestead en-
trymen. Referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, today, on
behalf of my colleague from Idaho (Mr.
JorpAn) and myself, I introduce legisla-
tion designed to update the current loan
authority of the Farmers Home Admin-
istration and to allow the FHA to make
loans to desert entrymen to the extent
that FHA may now make loans to home-
stead entrymen.

We are all aware of the increasing cost
of living in our Nation today. America’s
farmers struggle to meet the increased
costs that face us all, but because they
occupy that unenviable position—a pro-
ducer who cannot set the price for his
product—they are especially in need of
aid to help them meet these rising costs.

The current limitation on farm oper-
ating loans of $35,000 was established in
1961 under the Consolidated Farmers
Home Administration Act. Since 1961,
changes in technology, in farming meth-
ods, in the size of the family farm, and
in the cost of operations, have been im-
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mense. During the last 7 years alone, the
capital costs for farms and ranches have
risen 79 percent. Feed costs have climbed
33 percent and outlays for fertilizers are
up 64 percent.

Mr. President, last year, companion
legislation to my bill, S. 3608, was passed
by the Congress and signed into law by
the President. This legislation inereased
FHA loan authority for farmownership
loans from the then existing $60,000 to
$100,000. I think that now is the time to
accomplish the other half of the job.
Idaho farmers I have spoken with over-
whelmingly support increases in operat-
ing loan authority. The bill which I now
introduce would increase that loan au-
thority from the current $35,000 to $50,-
000.

The second part of this bill, Mr. Presi-
dent, would help in the development of
desert land entries, For some time, the
FHA has had the power to loan funds
for the development of lands under the
Homestead Act. Currently, no compara-
ble authority exists to allow for loans
to settlers developing desert land entries.

This bill would simply eliminate the
discrimination, allowing loans to be
made by the FHA to desert entrymen in
the same manner they are made to
homestead entrymen.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the Recorp following the introductory
remarks of its two sponsors.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

ExHIBIT 1

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEN B. JORDAN

Mr, President, I am pleased to join my dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator CHURCH, as &
eo-sponsor of this bill to effect some needed
revisions in Farmers Home Administration
loan authority.

The first provision of this bill would in-
crease the limit on farm operating loans from
35,000 to £50,000. This is a recognition of the
need for increased credit in modern farm
operations. It is even more of a necessity for
western irrigation farms, which demand
heavy investments in irrigation facilities and
water payments in addition to the Increasing-
1y heavy financial requirements for modern
mechanized farm equipment and farm op-
eration.

The second provision of the bill seeks to
eliminate a discriminatory feature of the
existing FHA loan program. An Act of Octo-
ber 19, 1949 authorized the Farmers Home
Administration to extend financial assistance
to homestead entrymen, but such action has
not been taken with respect to entrymen
under the Desert Land Act, a similar land
disposal program in the arid West, We seek
to end this diserimination and enact this
legislation to put all our farmers on the same
basis so far as Federal farm loan availability
is concerned.

This new loan authority should not in-
volve any large amount of financial assist-
ance, because the Desert Land entry program
has been declining in its public land disposal
accomplishments, Since 19565, an average of
only 17,000 acres annually has been patented
under the Desert Land Act.

However, a major credit challenge is pre-
sented to the average farmer who obtains
an approved entry and seeks to remove desert
land from the public domain and convert
it into tax-paying private property. To get
the entry acreage into production, the en-
tryman has to clear the land, install a water
supply and distribution system, and prepare,
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plant, and cultivate the farm land con-
verted from the desert environment, This
requires a heavy capital and operating in-
vestment, but until the land is actually
brought into production, the entryman has
not title and is unable to utilize the property
as equity for a loan.

This legislation will make it possible for
young farmers, veterans, and other qualified
individuals without large financial resources
to apply for and successfully develop a farm
under this disposal program. There are still
opportunities for them to do so in Idaho
and other arid Western States if they can
obtaln credit and develop a water supply.

A similar bill won support from the Ex-
ecutive Branch and passed the House last
session, I hope the Senate committee of ref-
erence will conduct hearlngs and act favora-
bly on this bill during the present session.

8. 1067

A bill to amend the Consolidated Farmers
Home Administration Act of 1961, as
amended, to increase the loan limitation
on certain loans, and to enable the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to extend financial
ssistance to desertland entrymen to the
same extent as such assistance is available
to homestead entrymen
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That clause

(1) of sectlon 313 of the Consolidated Farm-

ers Home Administration Act of 1961, as

amended, is amended by deleting the figure

*“$35,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$50,-

000",

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of the Act
entitled “An Act to enable the Secretary of
Agriculture to extend financial assistance
to homestead entrymen, and for other pur-
poses”, approved October 18, 1940 (63 Stat.
883; 7 U.S.C. 1006a), is amended by striking
out “homestead entry” and inserting in lieu
thereof “homestead or desertland entry™.

(b) The last sentence of the first section
of such Act is amended by striking out “rec-
lamation project” and inserting in lieu
thereof “reclamation project or to an entry-
man under the desertland laws™.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
BEeaLL, Mr. DoMINICK, Mr. GRIF-
FIN, Mr. ProuTY, Mr. ScHWEI-
KER, and Mr. ScoTT) :

S5.1062. A bill to establish a National
Foundation for Higher Edueation, and
for other purposes. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference the Na-
tional Foundation for Higher Education
Act. I introduce the bill on behalf of my-
self, the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
ProuTY), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. Bearr), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. Dominick), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr, GriFrFinN), the junior Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHWEI-
KEr), and the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScoTr).

Mr. President, this is an administra-
tion bill. Although the bill itself does not
provide an amount of funds, it is budg-
eted by the administration at $100 mil-
lion. Its purpose is to encourage innova-
tion in higher education. We simply can-
not take for granted in modern times
that eduecation is a 4-year course for
undergraduates; that it is a 3-year course
for postgraduates; that there are cer-
tain norms and forms for doctorates or
masters’ degrees; or that only those with-
in given age groups, to wit, roughly from
19 to 24 or 25, are appropriate students
for higher education.

The bill would create a National Foun-
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dation for Higher Education with the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare as the Federal Government’s
principal agency for stimulating innova-
tion and reform in postsecondary educa-
tion and for the support of quality post-
secondary programs.

At a time when some 8.2 million of our
young people are enrolled at the Nation’s
colleges and universities and higher edu-
cation has an annual budget of $26 bil-
lion—and both figures are steadily in-
creasing—it is vital that innovation, re-
form and educational excellence be nur-
tured if postsecondary schooling is to be
able to meet the challenge of this new
age.

Under the bill, institutions of higher
education will be able to undertake in-
novative programs which they heretofore
have not been able to venture into be-
cause of the narrow confines of existing
Federal programs and their own tight
budgets. The Foundation will have au-
thority to make grants, for example, for
programs based on communications
technology, developing cost-effective
methods of instruction and operation, in-
troducing reforms in the structure of
academic professions and the recruit-
ment and retention of faculties, new
combinations of academic and experi-
mental learning, and the creation of pro-
grams of study tailored to individual
needs.

The recent announcement by the
Carnegie Corp. and the Ford Founda-
tion that they intend to spend $1.8 mil-
lion in New York State to help start two
new off-campus degree programs repre-
sents exactly the type of activity which
the Foundation might undertake to help
break down the walls which exist in some
areas of the higher education commu-
nity.

Some years ago Clark Kerr, as presi-
dent of the University of California, ob-
served:

I find that the three major administrative
problems on a campus are sex for the stu-
dents, athletics for the alumni and parking
for the faculty.

In an era where enrollments have
tripled since 1955, higher education
budgets have doubled since 1960, and
annual expenditures per student have
been rising three times as fast as the cost
of living. This no longer can be true.

Truly, in the years ahead, innovation
is the key, if the Nation’s colleges and
universities are to be able to offer qual-
ity higher education to the growing num-
ber of our people of all ages and from all
walks of life desirous and capable of
achieving it. New models of teaching and
learning must be developed. There must
be a source of support for experimenta-
tion, for probings into new areas of
scholarship, and for radically different
kinds of education, time, and facilities
in which to undertake them.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
included at this point in my remarks a
section-by-section analysis of the Na-
tional Foundation for Higher Education
Act of 1971, the pertinent excerpts from
the President’s February 22 message en-
titled “Expanding Opportunities for
Higher Education,” and the news story
from the February 17 New York Times
describing the Carnegie Corporation-
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Ford Foundation program in New York

State to which I earlier referred.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE Na-
TIONAL FOUNDATION FOR HIGHER EDUCA-
TiIoN AcT OF 1871

CITATION

This section provides that the Act may
be cited as the “National Foundation for
Higher Education Act of 1971."

Section 2. Establishment of National Foun-

dation for Higher Education

Section 2 of the bill establishes in the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare a National Foundation for Higher Edu-
cation. The President is authorized to ap-
point, with the advice and consent of the
Senate, a Director of the Foundation who is
to perform such duties as the Secretary of
HEW prescribes.

Section 3. Purposes of the Foundation

Section 3 states that the purposes of the
Foundation are—

(1) to encourage excellence, innovation,
and reform in postsecondary education;

(2) to provide assistance for the design
and establishment of innovative structures
for providing postsecondary education and
innovative modes of teaching and learning
therein.

(8) to expand the ways and patterns of
acquiring postsecondary education and to
open opportunities for such education to
individuals of all ages and clrcumstances;

(4) to strengthen the autonomy, individu-
ality, and sense of mission of postsecondary
educational institutions, and to support pro-
grams which are distinctive or of special
value to American society; and

(6) to encourage postsecondary educa-
tional institutions to develop policles, pro-
grams, and practices responsive to social
needs, and to provide an organization con-
cerned with the rationalization of public
policies toward postsecondary education.

Section 4. Higher Education Foundation

Board

Section 4 authorizes the President to ap-
point, without regard to laws governing ap-
pointment in the competitive service, an 18
member Higher Education Foundation Board.
The Board is to advise the Secretary and the
Director with respect to matters of general
policy arising in the administration of this
Act and programs to be carried out under the
Act. The Board is also to prepare an annual
report to the Secretary on the current status
and needs of postsecondary education in the
United States. The Secretary is to transmit
this report to the President with his recom-
mendations.

Subsection (b) provides that there shall
be 18 members on the Board, broadly repre-
sentative of the general public and the educa-
tion community. Members are to serve stag-
gered three year terms, except that members
appointed to fill a vacancy are to serve for
the remainder of that term. Board members
are to recelve per diem and travel expenses
while serving on the business of the Board.

Section 5. Assistance

Section 5§ authorizes the Secretary to make
grants to and contracts with public or private
agencles, organizations, or institutions, or
any combination thereof, In order to achieve
the purposes of the Foundation. Grants may
be made only to nonprofit private agencies,

zations, or institutions. Among the ac-
tivities for which assistance may be awarded
are—

(1) the creatlon of institutions and pro-
grams Involving new paths to career and pro-
fessional training, and new combinations of
academic and experiential learning;

(2) the establishment of institutions and
programs based on the technology of com-
munications;
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(8) the carrying ocut in postsecondary edu-
cation institutions of changes in internal
structure and operations designed to clarify
institutional priorities and purposes;

(4) the design and introduction of cost-
effective methods of instruction and opera-
tion;

(6) the introduction of institutional re-
forms designed to expand individual oppor-
tunities for entering and re-entering insti-
tutions and pursuing programs of study
tailored to individual needs;

(6) the introduction of reforms in gradu-
ate education, In the structure of academic
professions, and in the recruitment and re-
tention of faculties;

(7) the creation of new institutions and
programs for examining and awarding cre-
dentials to individuals, and the introduction
of reforms in current institutional practices
related thereto;

(8) the development or revitalization of
educational and training programs of na-
tional importance; and

(9) the alteration or remodeling of build-
ings to the extent necessary to achieve the
objectives of any other activity assisted un-
der sectlon 5.

The Secretary i1s also authorized to make
grants or contracts for studies in the fleld of
postsecondary education, including studies
related to postsecondary education finance,
organization and management.

Section 6. Fellowships

Section 6 authorizes the Secretary to award
fellowships and to pay stipends (including
allowances for subsistence and other ex-
penses for the fellows and thelr dependents)
to fellowship holders where appropriate and
necessary to carry out the purposes of the

Act.
Section 7. General authority
. Section 7 gives the Secretary the author-

(1) to enter into contracts without per-
formance or other bonds, and without re-
gard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes
(dealing with solicltation of proposals).

(2) to make advance, progress, and other
payments without regard to the provisions of
Sectlion 3648 of the Revised Statutes,

(8) to recelve money and other property
donated, bequeathed, or devised to the Foun-
datlon with or without a condition or re-
striction, including a condition that the
Foundation use other funds for the purposes
of the gift; and to use, sell, or otherwise dis-
chaemt of such property for the purposes of the

(4) to publish or arrange for the publica-
tion of information without regard to the
provisions of section 501 of title 44, United
States Code (requiring printing work to be
done by the Government Printing Office).

(6) to accept and utilize the services of
voluntary and uncompensated personnel,
notwithstanding the provislons of section
3679(b) of the Revised Statutes, and to pro-
vide transportation and subsistence as au-
thorized by section 5703 of title 5, U.S.C.
mrd persons serving without compensation;
an

(6) to arrange with and reimburse the
heads of other Federal agencles for the per-
formance of any activity which the Founda-~
tion is authorized to conduct.

Section 8, Miscellaneous provisions

Section 8 in subsection (a) authorizes the
Secretary to appoint and compensate such
non-civil service technical and professional
personnel as he deems necessary to accoms-
plish the functions of the Foundation.

Subsection (b) authorizes the transfer of
funds appropriated under this Act to any
other Federal department or agency for use
(in accordance with an interagency agree-
ment) by such agency for purposes for which
such transferred funds could be otherwise
expended by the Secretary under this Act.
The Secretary is likewise authorized to ac-
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cept transferred funds from other Federal
agencies for use under this Act.

Subsection (¢) requires that all laborers
and mechanics employed on construction
projects assisted under this Act be pald wages
at rates not less than those prevalling on
similar construction in the locality as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Labor in accord-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act.

Section 9. Joint jfunding

Section 9 provides that, pursuant to regu-
lations issued by the President, where funds
are advanced by the Foundation and one or
more other Federal agencles, any one agency
may be designated to act for all in adminis-
tering such funds. In such cases, any agency
may waive a technical requirement which is
inconsistent with similar requirements of the
administering agency, or which the adminis-
tering agency does not impose.

Section 10. Amendments to executive
schedule

Section 10 amends section 5316 of title 5,
U.8.C., relating to positions at Level V of the
Executive Schedule, by striking out the Com-
missioner of Education and inserting the
Director of the National Foundation for
Higher Education.

Subsection (b) of section 10 amends sec=
tion 5315 of such title, relating to positions
at Level IV of the Executive Schedule, by
adding the Commissioner of Education.

Section 11. Availability of appropriations

Section 11 provides that funds appropriated
to carry out this Act shall remain available
until expended.

ExpANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR HIGHER EDU-
CATION

(Message from the President of the United
States)

To the Congress of the United States:

Nearly a year ago, in my first speclal
message on higher education, I asked the
Congress to join me in expanding higher
education opportunities across the natlon.
First, I proposed to reform and increase ald
to students. Second, I proposed a Natlonal
Foundation for Higher Education designed
to reform and strengthen post secondary
education.

Neither house of Congress acted on these
proposals, Now the time for action is grow-
ing short. Existing legislative authority for
the basic Federal higher education programs
expires at the end of the current fiscal
year.

1971 can be a year of national debate on
the goals and potentials of our system of
higher education. It can be a time of op=-
portunity to discover new concepts of mis-
slon and purpose, which are responsive to
the diverse needs of the people of our coun=-
try. I therefore agaln urge the Congress
to join with me in expanding opportunities
in two major ways:

- L] - - -

RENEWAL, REFORM AND INNOVATION

If we are to make higher education fi-
nancially accessible to all who are qualified,
then our colleges must he prepared both for
the diversity of thelr goals and the serlous-
ness of their intent. While colleges and uni-
versities have made exceptional efforts to
serve unprecedented numbers of students
over the last decade, they must find addi-
tional ways to respond to a new set of chal-
lenges:

—All too often we have fallen prey to the

myth that there is only one way to learn—

by sitting in class, reading books, and 1is-
tening to teachers. Those who learn best
in other ways are rejected by the system.

—While the diversity of individuals seek-

ing higher education has expanded In
nearly every soclal dimension—age, class,
ethnic background—higher education
institutions have become increasingly
uniform and less diverse.
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—Increasingly, many colleges, and par-
ticularly universities, have become large,
complex institutions which have lost
their way. The servants of many masters
and the managers of many enterprises,
they are less and less able to perform
their essential tasks well.

—At the present time, thousands of in-
dividuals of all ages and circumstances
are excluded from higher education for
no other reason than that the system
is designed primarlly for 18-22 year olds
who can afford to go away to college.

—At the present time, institutional and
social barriers discourage students from
having sustained experiences before or
during their college years which would
help them get more out of college and
plan for their future lives.

The relationship between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the universities has contributed
little to meeting these needs because it has
not been a genuine partnership. In many
cases the Federal Government has hired
universities to do work which has borne
lttle natural relationship to the central
functions of the institution. Too often, the
Federal Government has been part of the
problem rather than part of the solution.

Certain Federal agencies promote excel-
lence, innovation, and reform in particular
areas. The National Science Foundation has
played a magnificent role in the public inter-
est for science, and the National Institutes
of Health have played a similar role for
health.

The National Foundation for Higher Ed-
ucation would fulfill a new role in the Fed-
eral Government. It would have as its man-
date a review of the overall needs of the
American people for postsecondary educa-
tion. It would have as its operating premises,
the principles of selectivity and flexibility.
Its constituency would include people as
well as Institutions—and not only the usual
secondary student entering college, but also
others—such as the person who wants to
combine higher education with active work
experience, or the one who has left school
and wants to return.

The Foundation can do much to develop
new approaches to higher education:

—New ways of “going to college.” I am im-
pressed with the need for new and In-
novative means of providing higher edu-
cation to individuals of all ages and cir-
cumstances (Britain and Japan, for ex-
ample, have already taken significant
steps in the use of television for this
purpose).

—New patterns of attending college, A
theme of several recent reports is that
students are Isolated too long in school,
and that breaking the educational “lock-
step” would enable them to be better and
more serlous students (as were the GI's
after World War II). If so, student bodies
would reflect a greater mix of ages and
experience, and colleges would be places
for integrating rather than separating
the generations,

—New approaches to diversify institutional
missions. Colleges and universities in-
creasingly have aspired to become com-
plex and “well rounded” institutions pro-
viding a wide spectrum of general and
specialized education. The Foundation
could help institutions to strengthen
their individuality and to focus on par-
ticular missions by encouraging and sup-
porting excellence in specific areas—be it
& field of research, professional training,
minority education, or whatever.

CONCLUSION

These are but some of the new approaches
to higher education which need to be pur-
sued. A theme common to all of them is a
new kind of engagement between all the citi-
zens of our soclety and our system of higher
education. All of us can make a contribution
to bringing about such an engagement by
taking part in a thoughtful national discus-
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sion about our priorities for higher educa-
tion, Students and facultles can make a con-
tribution by reexamining their goals and the
means they choose to achieve them. The Fed-
eral Government can do its part by support-
ing access to higher education for all of our
people and by providing the resources needed
to help develop new forms of higher educa-
tion which would be responsive to all of thelr
needs.
RI1cHARD NIXON,
Taeg Warte House, February 22, 1971.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 17, 1971]
$1.8 Mmurton To Am OrFr-CAMPUS STUDIES
(By M. S. Handler)

The Carnegie Corporation and the Ford
Foundation have awarded the State Univer-
sity of New York and the State Education
Department grants totaling $1.8-million to
help start two new off-campus degree pro-
grams.

Th programs, if successful, could introduce
radical changes in the structure of higher
education in the United Btates.

The programs will permit off-campus stu-
dents—adults who were unable to go to
college—to earn degrees through independ-
ent study and examination outside the tra-
ditional patterns and rules of college edu-
cation.

The foundations each provided $500,000 to
the State University and §400,000 to the
State Education Department, to be disbursed
over two years. Governor Rockefeller, in a
statement yesterday, praised the program,
which will also require financial support from
the State Legislature.

The general outlines of the off-campus de-
gree programs, largely inspired by London
University's external-degree program and
Britain's new Open University, were dis-
cussed at a news conference yesterday.

The participants were Alan Pifer, president
of the Carnegie Corporation, Harold Howe,
2d, vice president of the Ford Foundation,
Dr. Emnst L. Boyer, Chancellor of the State
University of New York, and Ewald B.
Nyqulst, Commissioner of the State Educa-
tion Department. The conference was held
at Governor Rockefeller’s office at 22 West
55 Street.

Dr. Boyer said that the $1-million the Uni-
versity would receive would accelerate plans
to establish an off-campus undergraduate
college in the Albany area. Its function will
be to administer the University’'s program.

Under faculty direction centered at many
of the system’s colleges, students of the new
college will pursue individual programs of
study through counseling, correspondence,
occasional seminars and examinations,

NO TIME LIMIT SET

There will be no time limit on the num-
ber of years required for a degree. High
school graduates will he eligible for the pro-
gram, which will be available in combinations
suited to the individual's needs and circum-
stances.

Chancellor Boyer estimated that at least
500 students would be enrolled in the aca-
demic year of 1971-72, He stressed the great
reservoir of untapped talents among adults
who did not get an opportunity to enter col-
lege because of financial or other reasons.

The State Education Department’s $800,000
program, which will start at the same time,
while substantially different from that the
State University, will complement it by
reaching another category of adults.

Under the department’s program, the
Board of Regents will award an associate or
bachelor's degree to persons who pass the
required number of college level examina-
tions regardless of how they prepared for
them.,

Commissioner Nyquist said there were
many men and women who had acquired
more than a bachelor's knowledge in the
working careers and were capable of taking
examinations for deyrees.
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REGENTS TO AWARD DEGEEES

The Board of Regents will award under-
graduate degrees to persons, without regard
to such considerations as age or place of
residence within the state, who possess
knowledge equivalent to that of a regular
college graduate.

Mr. Pifer and Mr. Howe sald the two New
York State programs would be the largest
off-campus degree experiments yet tried in
the United States.

Mr. Pifer said the Carnegle Corporation
and the Ford Foundation had for many years
been interested in introducing greater flexi-
bility in American higher education and
that they were delighted when Mr, Nyquist
and Dr. Boyer came forward with their spe-
cific program suggestions.

Pursuing its policy of greater flexibility in
higher education, the Ford Foundation also
announced yesterday two other grants—One,
for $400,000, will go to 19 institutions par-
ticlpating in the planning and development
of a new University Without Walls program.
The other, for $300,000, will go to the Policy
Insurance of Syracuse University to study
the establishment of an external baccalaure-
ate degree program coordinated through in-
stitutions in the counties of Onondaga, Mad-
ison, Oswego, Cayuga and Cortland,

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr.
CHURCH, Mr. CanroN, Mr. Hom-
PHREY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. Mc-
GOVERN, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr.
MonpaLe, and Mr. RANDOLPH) :

S. 1064. A bill to provide opportunities
for American youth to serve in policy-
making positions and to participate in
National, State, and local programs of
social and economic benefit to the coun-
try. Referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, for myself
and Senators CHURcCH, CanvoN, HumMm-
PHREY, INOUYE, McGOVERN, MAGNUSON,
MonpALE, and RanpoLprH, I introduce for
appropriate reference the Youth Partici-
pation Act of 1971, a bill designed to en-
courage our private and public institu-
tions to give attention to the growing
generation gap now troubling the Amer-
ican political scene.

In 1970, Congress lowered the voting
age to 18. This important step politically
enfranchised our youth in Federal elec-
tions. But in other areas they remain
alarmingly disenfranchised. American
institutions undertake actions that
deeply affect youth but they do not con-
sult our young people except in con-
frontation or crisis. Nor is there evidence
that we are making progress in ending
this dangerous disaffection of one gen-
eration with another. To date, not
enough American institutions have
searched for solutions to the require-
ments of youth; instead, too many have
taken half measures designed to pacify
young people long enough for them to
pass into adulthood.

I believe we must be more imaginative
than this for two reasons. First, it is
arguable that our young people will
change their attitudes during adulthood.
Experts have been telling us for years
that the first mass-educated generation
of Americans is different from earlier
generations. It is time we began to ex-
plore the consequences of that likelihood.
But second, even if our young people do
change their views in adulthood, our
society cannot tolerate the stark forms
of generation confrontation we have wit-
nessed in the past several years. Father
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against son is not a satisfactory formula
for preserving the stability of any nation,
least of all our own.

Bruno Bettelheim, the distinguished
University of Chicago sociologist, has
trenchantly described the plight of young
people today by contrasting it to the role
of youth in the past. He writes:

For centuries most men lived on farms
tilled by small landowners or serf-tenants, or
else made a living as small artisans or shop-
keepers. In those times economic success and
often mere survival depended on the physical
strength and skill of the head of the family.
So it seemed “natural” that as a father’'s
vigor declined, a son just reaching the prime
of his strength should take over.

This passage makes clear the source
of some of the frustration our youth
feels today. In a world of automation and
computers, youth's virtues—physical
strength and mental alertness—take sec-
ond place to the safer qualities of se-
niority and experience. No longer is it
natural or even necessary for the older
man to give way to the younger, whose
rise is now often either resented or
feared. In short, our altered economy
has laid the foundation for a permanent
generation conflict unless we take cor-
rective action.

Moreover, although an economic asset
to a family in the past, the young are
now an enormous financial burden. As
education costs continue to mount, few of
us consider how demoralizing this trend
must be for traditional family ties in
America. We should ask ourselves, how-
ever, why it is necessary for society to
increase the psychological stress of these
family strains. Why do we effectively bar
our voung people from participation in
every area of society except the edu-
cational system where dependence on
parents is at once so painful and pro-
nounced?

What can only be described as the un-
planned obsolescence of human beings
in modern society is another source of
frustration among American youth. In
the past a young man had assurance that
if he mastered a certain bedy of knowl-
edge or group of skills, this would serve
him for the rest of his life.

But the pace of change now seems to
exceed the human scale. Education be-
comes continuous and there is no guar-
antee that skills which people have ac-
quired only after long years of effort
will be useful in later life. It is not
surprising that in these circumstances
young people hesitate in the choice of a
career, which may later prove either ir-
relevant or unneeded. Nor should we be
astonished when they lose patience with
parents who draw on the experience of a
less-complex era in their effort to offer
advice. Indeed, how can young people be
expected to make reasonable career
choices when we now limit their ex-
perience to that provided by our schools
and universities?

In our own life there were certain
completion points—confirmation, bar
mitzvah, graduation day—that signi-
fied entry into the adult world. Today,
we are in the process of creating a world
of endless educational hurdles, none of
which signifies final acceptance.

These, then, are the problems of youth.
They assume an added dimension when
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we consider the nature of the new gen-
eration. This is the most mature, physi-
cally fit, mentally alert group of young
people in world history. Surveys involv-
ing thousands of girls and boys have
documented that primarily because of
better diet, young people throughout the
world are maturing earlier. The average
age of physical maturity in American
young people has dropped from 17 to be-
tween 12 and 13 in the last 100 years
or so.

Physically mature at an early age,
American youth are also vastly better
educated than their parents. In 1940,
only 37.8 percent of the age group 25 to
29 enjoyed an educational level of 4 years
of high school or more. By 1970 this
figure had risen to 75.4 percent.

Congress must ask the country to face
these biological and educational facts
of life. It would be a tragic mistake to
tell these young people that society is
unable to make use of their skills until
they have finished their education. These
young people are ready to participate
now and at an earlier age than their
elders.

If only as political realists, we should
strive for imaginative programs to meet
the needs of this new generation. Fortune
in its January 1969 issue conducted a
detailed survey of American youth. It
concluded that although the number of
campus radicals is small, the number of
those prepared to follow them on specific
issues is not. Labeled the “forerunners”
by Fortune or the “concerned” by others,
these young people may number as many
as 2,300,000. We can tap their energy
and talent for the public welfare. Or
we can allow them to dissipate these in
painful confrontation with authority.
The choice is ours.

Some will argue that because the stu-
dents are again quiet, there is no im-
mediate need for action. This would be
a very shortsighted view. We are deal-
ing with fundamental, long-range prob-
lems that place unusual burdens on our
young people. We must begin to cope
with these problems or we may expect
new difficulties. Moreover, we must keep
in mind the example our youth will find
in other countries. In 1968, youth sparked
major outbreaks in more than 30 coun-
tries. Today one-half of the world’s pop-
ulation is under the age of 25. Through-
out the world youth is eager, impatient,
ready to participate. The politically ma-
ture youth of our own country will not
prove less so.

Recently, President Nixon proposed
the creation of a new Federal youth
agency which would create a new volun-
teer service corps to give young Ameri-
cans an expanded opportunity to serve
their country in work beneficial to the
Nation's welfare. The proposal deserves
support, but more is required in my view.
We must aim at more permanent changes
than the creation of a 1- to 2-year
program for idealistic young people. We
want to be certain when these young
men and women return from that pro-
eram, they find other opportunities to
participate in community life. In short,
we want community participation to be
the rule for American youth, not a 2-
year exception.

The Youth Participation Act of 1971
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calls for the establishment of a Founda-
tion on Youth Participation and a Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Youth.
The Foundation would be composed of a
12-member board of trustees. Members
would be appointed by the President and
confirmed by the Senate. Each member
would serve for 3 years and eight of the
12 would be required to be under 30 years
of age at the time of appointment.

Subject to supervision and direction by
the board of trustees, the Foundation
programs would be carried out by a direc-
tor and deputy director. Both the Di-
rector and his Deputy would also be ap-
pointed by the President and confirmed
by the Senate.

The Foundation, as its primary func-
tion, would make grants to public and
nonprofit agencies which sponsor pro-
grams for youth that involve their active
participation in planning and implemen-
tation. Foundation grants would serve as
“seed money"” to encourage local organi-
zations to set up permanent programs
for youth which involve their participa-
tion in planning and direction and which
are funded from local sources. Founda-
tion efforts would encourage industry
and unions to invest in youth participa-
tion programs. Another Foundation
function would be to offer technical as-
sistance to those public and private
agencies which contribute to its purposes.
The Foundation also would be empow-
ered to accept private donations fur-
thering youth participation.

I offer the following as areas where the
Foundation might play a creative role.

Open Enrollment: The coming trend
in American higher education is open
enrollment. California adopted this pol-
icy in 1960, New York State will soon
follow. Moreover, the Carnegie Com-
mission on Higher Education recently en-
dorsed selective waiving of regular ad-
missions standards to help achieve uni-
versal access to colleges and universities
in the United States. How will American
universities handle this new challenge?
Surely youth has a role to play in pre-
paring for this major revolution in Amer-
ican education. The Foundation might
fund studies which would establish
guidelines to insure that young people
have a voice in the important decisions
that must be made.

Political Involvement: A ecity mayor
might apply to the Foundation jointly
with a local youth organization for funds
to set up an advisory office on youth in-
volvement in city government. This office
could help the mayor and his adminis-
trators: (a) to create positions through-
out the city government for youth to
work; for example, as community aides
with the police department or the wel-
fare department; and (b) to administer
a citywide summer youth volunteer
program providing education, job train-
ing and employment opportunities for
young people. The Foundation might also
fund studies on ways to encourage more
active participation of young people in
the political process now that the vote
has been given to 18-year-olds.

Business Involvement: Youth needs
greater communication with U.S. busi-
ness, which is the principal source of
something young people need desper-
ately—jobs. In November 1970, the un-
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employment rate for those whites be-
tween 16 and 19 actively seeking jobs was
16 percent, For blacks, the rate was 32
percent. The Foundation might assist lo-
cal youth groups and businesses to set up
jointly administered *“job banks” for
young people. A study group of the
American Academy of Arts and Sclences
recently recommended that colleges
should make it easier for students to in-
terrupt their studies for long periods,
that is, that the traditional “lockstep”
form of education should be radically
reformed. To succeed, this proposal will
require the active cooperation of U.S.
business. The Foundation could there-
fore also fund studies to explore this
important area for reform.

Job Counseling: On their own initia-
tive students at some colleges are getting
up new placement offices which try to
find jobs with meaning for young peo-
ple. This student initiative could turn out
to be a significant spur to U.S. business
to identify positions in their own orga-
nizations that tap youth’s idealism. If
seems undeniable that the growing trend
of large law offices to permit their law-
yers to accept public interest cases is re-
lated to the success of the Department of
Justice in hiring some of the most tal-
ented lawyers in America to work in the
socially relevant field of civil rights. The
Foundation could explore the possibility
of assisting students in setting up this
new form of placement office.

Besides the Foundation, this act pro-
vides for a National Commission on
Youth.

The Commission, composed of nine
members, would be appointed by the
President. At least four of the nine would
be under 25 years of age at the time of
appointment.

The Commission would fulfill several
functions. I have already called attention
to the mounting evidence that our young
people mature earlier than former gen-
erations. This phenomenon has wide-
spread legal and social implications that
are only imperfectly understood at this
time. As Walter Sullivan of the New York
Times has pointed out, thousands of
statutes in this country and abroad pro-
vide that until a person is “of age” he or
she is subject to parental control and
forbidden to vote, serve on juries, or hold
certain jobs. One role of the Commis-
sion would be to begin a broad survey for
submission to the President and the Con-
gress of the social and legal implications
of the earlier maturation of our young
people. This report would be submitted
by December 31, 1972.

The Commission would also investigate
other matters of concern to youth, such
as educational reform, job opportunities
and welfare policies affecting youth. It
would also investigate youth programs
to determine that local and Federal
youth programs are in fact providing
participation opportunities for young
people.

The Commission would be directly re~
sponsible to the President and would ad-
vise the President and the Foundation on
ways to increase participation of youth
in our society.

This question of youth participation
is not one that will wait. We should not
base our actions on whether American
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eampuses are now active or quiet. We
must truly enfranchise our youth and do
1t now. Fairness demands it; I believe full
use of our human resources requires it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed at this point
in the REcorbp.

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

S. 1064

A bill to provide opportunities for Ameri-
can youth to serve in policymaking posi-
tlons and to participate in National, State,
and local programs of soclal and economic
benefit to the country
Be it enacted by the Senute and House of

Representatives of the United States of Amer-

ica in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SHORT TITLE

Sec. 101. This Act may be cited as the
“Youth Participation Act of 1971".

STATEMENT OF PURFOSE

Sec. 102. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) encouragement of youth participation
in National, State, and local programs of
soclal and economic benefit to the country is
an appropriate matter of concern to the
Federal Government;

(2) American youth today are maturing—
physically and intellectually—at earlier ages
than ever before, yet technological and other
advances have eliminated opportunities of
work for an increasing proportion of the
young, while requiring them to continue
their education in order to acquire the skills
and knowledge demanded by a sophisticated
economy, and as a consequence, the period
during which young people must walt to
enter society as productive members in posi-
tion of power and responsibility lasts longer
for youth today than for any previous gen-
eration;

(8) the extension of the period during
which youth are waiting to enter soclety, the
unprecedented rapidity of recent technologi-
cal and social change and the emergence of
huge, impersonal institutions have helped to
produce social cleavages between older and
younger Americans that are wider than the
distances which separated past generations
from one another, and these cleavages may
grow unless the Nation deliberately creates
a forum for a mutually respectful and
meaningful exchange of opinions between
old and young and develops viable means
by which the young can participate more
directly in American life and institutions and
in declslonmaking processes,

(4) acute problems of economic inequal-
ity, raclal discrimination, and social inequity
continue to burden the Nation and prevent
it from achieving its full economic poten=-
tial, from developing the full human re-
sources of all its citizens, and from fully
realizing its democratic principles;

(6) in the idealism, energy, and imagina-
tion of American youth, the Nation possesses
resources which can be mobilized to help
relieve these problems, and are not now fully
employed because the Nation lacks adequate
institutions through which young people
can channel their potentlal contribution to
the national welfare; and

{8) programs at the national level, such
as the Peace Corps, and programs at the
State and local levels which rely heavily on
the interest and participation of youth, now
lack the necessary coordination to insure the
maximum participation of youth.

(b) In order to implement the findings
set forth in subsection (a), it is the purpose
of this Act to create a new program, which
will help to direct the resources of youth to
the solution of critieal needs of the country
and encourage the fuller participation of
youth in American public life, by offering
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young people opportunities to participate in
the planning, administration, and operation
of programs which benefit our soclety and
economy, and by establishing National and
State forums for the discussion and resclu-
tion of problems concerning youth.

DEFINITIONS

Bec. 103, As used in this Act—

(1) “youth program™ means any program
designed to provide opportunities for youth
to serve or participate in projects of a social
or economic benefit to the local community,
the State, or the United States; and

(2) “private nonprofit organization" means
any organization, including any organization
owned or operated by one or more corpora-
tions, agencies, or associations, no part of the
net earnings of which inures, or may lawfully
inure, to the benefit of any private share-
holder or individual.

TITLE II—FOUNDATION ON YOUTH
PARTICIPATION

ESTABLISHMENT OF FOUNDATION ON YOUTH
PARTICIPATION

Sec. 201. (a) There is hereby established
in the executive branch of the Government
an agency to be known as the Foundation
on Youth Participation (hereinafter referred
to as the “Foundation™).

(b) The Foundation shall be subject to the
supervision and direction of a Board of Trus-
tees (hereinafter referred to as the “Board”).
The Board shall be composed of twelve mem-
bers appointed by the President by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, of
whom at least eight shall be persons who at
the time of their appointment have not at-
tained thirty years of age. The Director of
the Foundation shall be an ex officlo member
of the Board. In making appointments, the
FPresident shall consider recommendations
from youth organizations, business and pro-
fesslonal organizations, and from public

agencles conducting or assisting programs

relevant to young people.

(c) The term of office of appointed mem-
bers of the Board shall be three years, ex-
cept that—

(1) the members first taking office shall
serve as designated by the President, four
for a term of one year, four for a term of two
years, and four for a term of three years; and

(2) any member appointed to fill a vacancy
shall serve for the remainder of the term for
which his predecessor was appointed.

(d) Members of the Board who are not
regular full-time employees of the United
States shall, while serving on business of the
Foundation, be entitled to receive compen~
sation at rates fixed by the President, but not
exceeding 2100 per diem, including travel-
time; and while so serving away from their
homes or regular places of business, All
members may be allowed travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lleu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

(e) The President shall call the first meet-
ing of the Board of the Foundation at which
the first order of business shall be the elec-
tion of a Chalrman and a Vice Chairman
who shall serve for a term of one year. The
Vice Chalrman shall perform the duties of
the Chairman in his absence.

(f) Any vacancy in the Board sghall not
affect its powers and seven members of the
Board shall constitute a quorum.

DIRECTOR AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Bec. 202. (a) There shall be a Director and
a Deputy Director of the Foundation who
shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.
In making such appointments the President
is requested to give due consideration to any
recommendations submitted to him by the
Board. The Director shall be the chlef ex-
ecutive officer of the Foundation. Each shall
serve for a term of four years unless pre-
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viously removed by the President. The
Deputy Director shall perform such func-
tions as the Director, with the approval of
the Foundation, may prescribe, and be acting
Director during the absence or disability of
the Director or in the event of a vacancy In
the office of the Director.

(b) The Director shall carry out the pro-
grams of the Foundation subject to its super-
vision and direction, and shall carry out such
other functions as the Foundation may dele-
gate to him consistent with the provisions
of this title.

FUNCTION OF THE FOUNDATION

SEec. 203. (a) It shall be the function of the
Foundation to—

(1) make grants to public agencies and
nonprofit private organizations, upon such
terms and condltions consistent with the pro-
visions of this title as the Board deems ap-
propriate, for—

(A) the establishment of State programs of
youth participation approved by the Board;

(B) the development and operation, by
public agencles and nonprofit private organi-
zatlons, of programs under which young
people who have not attalned twenty-five
years of age are recrulted, selected, trained,
and employed in social and economic pro-
grams of benefit to local communities, espe-
cially programs which concern youth gen-
erally and programs designed to reduce
poverty and physical blight, improve health,
education, and welfare of the people con=-
cerned, end racial discrimination, and achleve
equal justice under law for all citizens; and

(C) the development of coherent plans and
programs, by such public agencles and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations, which ensure
the meaningful participation of young
people who have not attalned twenty-five
years of age In pollcymaking positions of
governmental and private organizations
which administer soclal and economic pro-
grams, described in subparagraph (B);

(2) encourage private industry and chari-
table educational foundations to Invest in
youth participation programs;

(3) encourage State and local public
agencles to develop and adequately fund
youth participation programs;

(4) provide technical assistance, elther di-
rectly or by way of grant or contract, to
States and otherwise encourage the establish-
ment of appropriate programs of youth par-
ticipation at the State level;

(6) establish and maintain a national in-
formation center to collect, store, and analyze
information with respect to youth programs
and volunteer programs conducted by Fed-
eral, State, or local public agencies or private
nonprofit organizations in order to dissemi-
nate appropriate materials concerning any
such youth or volunteer program (including
an evaluation thereof) which the Director
determines is successful in carrying out the
purposes for which it was established; and

(6) establish and encourage the adoption
of procedures to assure the free exchange of
information concerning volunteer opportuni-
ties in Volunteers in Service to America, the
Peace Corps, the Job Corps, the Nelghborhood
Youth Corps, the Federal volunteer program
established under this title and any other
relevant Federal youth program, including
making available streamlined application
procedures for service in such programs.

(b) No payment may be made pursuant
to paragraphs (1) and (5) of subsection (a)
of this sectlon, except upon application
therefor, which is submitted to the Founda-
tion In accordance with regulations and
procedures established by the Board.

LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS

Sec. 204. (a) No payment shall be made
pursuant to this title in excess of 90 per
centum of the cost of the program, project,
or activity for which an application is made.

(b) No compensation or stipend pald to
any volunteer pursuant to this Act may ex-
ceed $4,000 In any fiscal year. This limitation
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shall not apply to medical or travel expenses
and other necessary expenses as determined
by the Foundation.

(c) Assistance pursuant to this Act shall
not cover the cost of any land acquisition,
construction, bullding acquisition, or ac-
quisition of labor or equipment.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 205. (a) In addition to any authority
vested in it by other provisions of this title,
the Foundation, in carrying out 1ts functions,
is authorized to—

(1) prescribe such regulations as it deems
necessary governing the manner in which its
functions shall be carried out;

{2) receive money and other property
donated, bequeathed, or devised, without
condition or restriction other than that it be
used for the purposes of the Foundation; and
to use, sell, or otherwise dispose of such
property for the purpose of carrying out its
functions;

(3) in the discretion of the Foundation,
recelve (and use, sell, or otherwise
of, in accordance with paragraph (2)) money
and other property donated, bequeathed, or
devised to the Foundation with a condition
or restriction, Including a condition that the
Foundation use other funds of the Founda-
tion for the purposes of the gift;

(4) appoint and fix the compensation of
such personnel as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this title;

(5) obtain the services of experts and con-
sultants in accordance with the provisions
of sectlon 3109 of title 5, United States
Code;

(6) accept and utilize the services of vol-
untary and noncompensated personnel and
reimburse them for travel expenses, includ-
ing per diem, as authorized by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code;

(7) enter into contracts, grants or other
arrangements, or modifications thereof to
carry out the provisions of this title, and
such contracts or modifications thereof may,
with the concurrence of two-thirds of the
members of the Board, be entered into with-
out performance or other bonds, and with-
out regard to section 3709 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended (41 U.8.C. 5) or any
other provision of law relating to competitive
bidding;

(8) make advance, progress, and other pay-
ments which the Board deems necessary
under this title without regard to the pro-
visions of section 3648 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended (31 U.8.C., 529);

(9) rent office space in the District of
Columbia: and

(10) perform such other dutlies as are nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
title.

(b) The Foundation shall submit to the
President and to the Congress an annual
report of its operations under this title which
shall include a detailed statement of all
public and private funds received and ex~
pended by it and such recommendations, in-
cluding legislative recommendations, as the
Foundation deems appropriate.

TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS

Sec. 206. (a) The functions of the Presl-
dent's Council on Youth Opportunity and
the Citizens Advisory Board on Youth Op-
portunity established pursuant to Executive
Order 113380, approved March 6, 1967, are
transferred to the Foundation.

(b) All personnel, assets, liabilities, prop-
erty, and records as are determined by the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to be
employed, held, or used primarily in connec-
tlion with any function transferred by sub-
section (a) are transferred to the Founda-
tion.

COMPENSATION OF DIRECTOR AND DEPUTY

DIRECTOR

8ec. 207. (a) Section 5314 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new clause:
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“(64) Director, Foundation on Youth Par-
ticipation.”.

(b) Bection 5315 of such title i1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new clause:

“(92) Deputy Director,
Youth Participation.”.

APPROFRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 208. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums, not to exceed
$20,000,000 in any fiscal year, to carry out
the provisions of this title,

TITLE III—NATIONAL ADVISORY COM-
MISSION ON YOUTH

COMMISSION ESTABLISHED

Sec. 301. (a) There 1s established an Ad-
visory Commission on Youth (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Commission”), composed
of nine members to be appointed by the
President from among persons who are rec-
ognized as speclally qualified to serve on the
Commission. In such appointments
the Presldent shall give conslderation to any
recommendations submitted by the Board,
and to the appointment of individuals who
collectively will provide a broad range of ex-
perience, backgrounds, educational levels, oc=
cupations, age groups, ethnic origins, and
regional representation. At least four mem-
bers appointed to the Commission shall not
have attained twenty-five years of age on the
date of appointment.

(b) The terms of office of each member of
the Commission shall be three years, except
that—

(1) the members first taking office shall
serve, as designated by the Presldent, three
for a term of one year, three for a term of
two years, and three for a term of three
years; and

(2) any member appointed to fill a vacancy
shall serve for the remainder of the term for
which his predecessor was appointed.

(c) The President shall designate one of
the members of the Commission to serve as
Chalrman. Each Chairman shall serve for a
term of two years.

(d) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers, and five members of
the Commission shall constitute a quorum.

FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 802. It shall be the function of the
Commission to—

(1) prepare a study by December 31, 1972,
for submission to the President and the
Congress of the legal and social implica-
tions of earlier physical and mental matu-
ration of American youth;

(2) investigate issues of concern to youth
in America, including, but not limited to,
student unrest, higher educational opportu-
nities for blue collar youth, youth working
conditions, and employment opportunities
for youth in government;

(3) investigate, study, and evaluate youth
programs conducted or assisted under any
provision of Federal law to determine 1if
such programs are—

(A) being planned and administered so as
to furnish substantial opportunities for the
participation of young people;

(B) engaging volunteers in ways that per-
mit and encourage them to assist in the
planning, administration, and evaluation of
policies and programs;

(C) where appropriate, assigning young
volunteers to work directly with clients and
beneficlaries of federally assisted or con-
ducted programs; and

(D) providing experience which leads to
careers for volunteers in the fields in which
they work;

(3) investigate federally conducted or as-
sisted programs which directly affect the
lives of young people, Inecluding, but not
lmited to, programs under the jurisdiction
of the Selective Service System, the Justice
Department, the Civil Service Commission,
and the Office of Economic Opportunity, and
determine ways of improving such programs

Foundation on
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in order to make them more responsive to
the needs and concerns of young people;

(4) advise the President, the Board, and
the Foundation, after consideration of the
findings of the Commission, with respect to
ways of increasing the participation of youth
in programs administered by the Founda-
tion;

(5) consult with the President, Federal,
State, and local public agencles with respect
to governmental programs affecting youth
in order to recommend how such programs
can be made more responsive to the needs
and concerns of young people; and

(6) prepare and transmit to the President
and to the Congress at least twice in each
fiscal year a detalled report on the activities
of the Commission during the six-month
period prior to the preparation of the report,
together with such recommendations, in-
cluding legislative recommendations, as the
Commission deems appropriate, and may,
at its discretion, prepare and transmit to the
President and to the Congress such interim
reports as are necessary to carry out the ob-
jectives of this title.

ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS

See. 308. (a) The Commission is authorized
to—

(1) appoint and fix the compensation of
such staff personnel, including an executive
secretary, as it deems necessary,

(2) procure temporary and intermittent
services to the same extent as is authorized
by section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code;

(3) conduct such hearings as may be re-
quired for the performance of the functions
of the Commission, administer oaths for
the purpose of taking evidence in any such
hearings and issue subpenas to compel wit-
nesses to appear and testify and to compel
the production of documentary evidence in
any such hearings;

(4) issue, amend, and revoke such regu-
lations as may be necessary for the per-
formance of the functions of the Com-
mission;

(5) enter into contracts and other agree-
ments with Federal, State, and local public
agencies, private firms, institutions, and in-
dividuals for the conduct of such research
or surveys as may be required in the per-
formance of the functions of the Commis-
sion;

(6) secure from any executive department,
bureau, agency, board, commission, office,
independent establishment, or instrumen-
tality of the United States Government, or of
any State, or political subdivision thereof,
information, estimates, and statistice re-
quired in the performance of the functions
of the Commission; and

(7) delegate to any member of the Com-
mission any of the foregoing functions.

{b) (1) Subpenas issued pursuant to para-
graph (8) of subsection (a) shall bear the
signature of the Chairman of the Commis-
sion and may be served by any person desig-
nated by the Chairman of the Commission
for that purpose.

(2) The provisions of section 1821 of title
28, United States Code, shall apply to wit-
nesses summoned to appear at any such
hearing. The per diem and mileage allow-
ances of witnesses so summoned under au-
thority conferred by this section shall be
paid from funds appropriated to the Com-
mission.

(3) Any person who willfully neglects or re-
fuses to appear, or refuses to qualify as a
witness or to testify, or to produce any evi-
dence in obedience to any subpena duly is-
sued under authority of this section shall
be fined not more than $500, or imprisoned
for not more than six months, or both. Upon
the certification by the Chairman of the
Commission of the facts concerning any such
willful disobedience by any person to the
United States attorney for any judiclial dis-
trict in which such person resides or is found,
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such attorney shall proceed by Informa-
tion for the prosecution of such person for
such offense.

(c) Each department, bureau, agency,
board, commission, office, independent estab-
lishment, or instrumentality referred to in
paragraph (8) of subsecton (a) is authorized
and directed to furnish such information,
suggestions, estimates, and statistics directly
to the Commission upon written request
made by the Chairman of the Commission.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS

Sec. 304. Members of the Commission who
are not regular full-time employees of the
United States shall, while serving on busi-
ness of the Commission, be entitled to re-
ceive compensation at rates filxed by the
President, but not exceeding $100 per diem,
including traveltime; and while s0 serving
away from their homes or regular places of
business, they may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence, as authorized by section 5703 of title
5, United States Code, for persons in Gov-
ernment service employed intermittently.

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

SEc. 305. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums not to exceed $5,000,000
in any fiscal year, to carry out the provisions
of this title.

By Mr. HARRIS:

8. 1065. A bill for the relief of the own-
ers of certain interests in lands located
in Caddo County, Okla. Referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill I
introduced during the 91st Congress for
the relief of the owners of certain inter-
ests in lands located in Caddo County,
Okla., which was never acted upon by
the Judiciary Committee. The exact de-
scription of the land involved in this
legislation is some 150 acres in W15 of
section 15, T. 8 N, R. 12 W,, Caddo
County, Okla.

Some 10 years ago this land was
flooded by the United States following
the construction of the Fort Cobb Reser-
voir in Caddo County. Claims for com-
pensation of mineral rights in this land
were submitted to the Bureau of Recla-
mation of the U.S, Department of Inte-
rior by the claimants. However, the
claims were denied on the grounds that
the Tucker Act, upon which claims for
compensation of this loss would be based,
contains a 6-year statute of limitations.

This special relief legislation would
waive the statute of limitations so that
the claimants might be successful in their
proposed suit to recover damages for the
loss of their mineral rights.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a copy of the reply
I received from the Department of the
Interior in regard to these claims. I urge
that this legislation be expeditiously and
favorably considered during the 92d Con-
gress.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C., August 21, 1970.
Hon. Frep R. HARRIS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEwnaTOR HARRIS: This is in response
to your letter dated June 18, 1870, inquiring
as to the feasibility of speclal legislation
walving the statute of limitations as to cer-
tain claims against the United States, as sug-
gested In letters from Mr. Lon B. Turk and
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Mr. John W. Nichols, both of Oklahoma City.

Messrs. Turk and Nichols claim to be the
owners of mineral rights in land that was
flooded by the United States some ten years
ago following construction of the Fort Cobb
Reservoir, Caddo County, Oklahoma. Last
year they asserted a claim for compensation
with the Bureau of Reclamation of the
United States Department of the Interior.
The claim was denied on the ground that the
statute of limitations barred claims not as-
serted within six years of the flooding. They
further assert that in the condemnation of
similar property close to theirs, the owners
of the mineral rights were awarded $100 per
acre. There appears to be about 150 acres in-
volved.

Speclal relief legislation walving the
statute of limitations 1s a feasible avenue
for relief. Such statutes normally recite the
names of the claimants, the nature of the
claim and the statute by which the claim is
barred. They normally provide a fixed period
of time in which the action can be brought.

I am sure you understand that the De-
partment of the Interior cannot at this time
state what position it will take on such a
bill should it be introduced.

Sincerely yours,
CrarrLes W. DoLE,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

By Mr. BOGGS (for himself, Mr.
BrookEg, Mr, Casg, Mr. CoTTON,
Mr. ErviN, Mr. HART, Mr. JAVITS,
Mr. PeELL, Mr. PEerRcY, Mr.
ProuTy, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr.
RotH, Mr. Scorr, Mr. SPoONG,
and Mr. WILLIAMS) :

S. 1071. A bill to clarify the status of
funds of the Treasury deposited with
the States under the Act of June 23, 1836.
Referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, a great
deal is being said and written these days
about revenue sharing. Well, I believe
this is not such a new idea. It seems to
me that revenue sharing was born more
than 130 years ago when Congress passed
the Surplus Revenue Act on June 23,
1836. That act distributed a Federal
Treasury surplus of $37 million among
the then 26 States of the Union.

This is a most appropriate time to
bring this little-known event to light and
to recognize it as an early precedent for
revenue-sharing measures which are
currently before this body.

I am today reintroducing legislation
which, I believe, will serve these purposes
as well as clarify the status of these
funds.

The money was distributed in three
installments in the following manner,
based on the congressional representa-
tation of the States:

New York received $4,014,520.71;
Pennsylvania, $2,867,5614.78; Virginia,
$2,198,427.99; Ohio, $2,007,260.34; Ken-
tucky, North Carolina, and Tennessee,
$1,433,757.39 each; Massachusetts,
$1,338,173.58; Georgia and South Caro-
lina, $1,051,423.09 each; Maine and
Maryland, $955,838.25 each; Indiana,
$860,254 .44; Connecticut and New Jer-
sey, $764,670.60 each; Alabama, New
Hampshire, and Vermont, $699,086.79
each; Illinois and Louisiana, $477,919.14
each; Mississippi, Missouri, and Rhode
Island, $382,335.30 each; and Arkansas,
Delaware, and Michigan, $286,751.49

Most States did one of four things
with their share of the money. They
either invested it in bank or railroad
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stock: used it to build schools; used it
to finance public works and internal
improvements; or divided it among local
governments. In most cases, the money
was lost as a result of unwise mvesp-
ments, poor management, and economic
setbacks.

The only States to profit in the long
run as a result of the surplus revenue of
1836 were Vermont and my own State of
Delaware.

The major part of Delaware's wind-
fall was used to purchase 5,000 shares in
the Farmers Bank of the State of Dela~-
ware. That investment, as it turned out,
was sound.

The Farmers Bank has prospered, and
the original 5,000 shares has grown to
about 225,000, and are today worth $7.2
million. ]

The need for the legislation I am re-
introducing today arises from the fact
that these funds were officially deposited
with the States on a loan basis. The fact
is that no one seriously believed the loan
would ever be recalled. As a result, ar-
rangements for interest payment and
amortization of the debt were never
made, In 135 years, the Congress has
never moved to recall the debt.

In fact, the surplus revenue of 1836
has been forgotten by the Congress, the
States involved, and all but the most
learned scholars of American financial
history. Were it not for an inquisitive re-
porter of the News-Journal Papers in
Wilmington, Del., who discovered the
incident, this obscure chapter of our
history might never have come to light.

As a practical matter, no State which
received a share of the 1836 surplus funds
is capable of repaying with 5 percent in-
terest—the prevailing rate on Treasury
funds in 1836.

Delaware, which profited from its in-
vestments, would owe about $150 million,
which is more than half the entire State
budget. Repayment would be an even
more impractical matter for States which
received a greater allotment.

There is no likelihood that this debt
will ever be recalled. But the central
problem is that the States are forced to
carry it as a debt in their account books.

The bill that I am reintroducing today
would eliminate any doubt as to the
status of these funds. It would simply
change their status from a debt to an
outright grant, which could not be re-
called by Congress. The Treasury Depart-
ment has announced that it has no ob-
Jjections to this legislation.

I am pleased to announce that I am
joined in sponsoring this legislation by
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BRooOKE), the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Casg),
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. Corron), the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina
(Mr, Ervin), the distinguished Senator
from Michigan (Mr. Hart), the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr,
(Javirs), the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PeLr), the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois (Mr.
(PERCY), the distinguished Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Proutry), the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RisicoFr), the distinguished Senator
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from Delaware (Mr. Rorr), the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scort), the distinguished Senator from
Virginia (Mr. Srong), and the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
WiLrLiams).

Mr. President, I send this bill to the
desk for referral to the appropriate com-
mittee and ask that the text of the bill,
along with a pertinent article from the
Wilmington Evening Journal be printed
in the Record at the conclusion of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the bill and
article were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

8. 10M1

A Dbill to clarify the status of funds of the
Treasury deposited with the States under
the Act of June 23, 1836
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a) any

funds of the Treasury which were deposited

with any State under section 13 of the Act
of June 23, 1836 (6 SBtat. 55), shall be con-
sidered to have been a grant to such State for
the purpose of providing for the general wel-
fare of the United States. Any certificate of
deposit issued by any State for such funds
which is held by the Secretary of the Treasury
shall be canceled.

(b) The last proviso of sectlon 13 of such

Act is hereby repealed.

FmmsT STATE PrROPOSED ON 1837 Loanw FroM
U.S. SURPLUS: DELAWARE, 25 OTHER STATES,
CaerisH Fiscar TiME BoMB

({By Bob Schwabach)

A financial timebomb has been quietly
ticking away in the treasures of 26 states,
including Delaware, for 132 years.

In 1837 the federal Treasury had a surplus
of more than $40 million revenues and Con-
gress decided that the sensible course was to
lend it to the 26 states—all there were in the
Union at that time.

It's a long fuse but still aglow.

Delaware’s share of the “windfall” was
$286,751.49 and the state used a large chunk
of that to buy shares In the Farmers Bank
of the State of Delaware—the same shares
which the state still holds.

The legislation which permitted the de-
posits to the 26 states said clearly that the
monies were a loan, not a gift. Now, though
hardly anyone remembers the loan, the
money s still recallable if Congress should
ask for it, and it may even re recallable with
accumulated interest.

Sen. J. Caleb Boggs, R-Del., said last night
that he is definitely considering the pres-
entation of a bill to void the right of Con-
gress to ever recall the loan. Such a bill would
be for the relief of all 26 states, not just
Delaware,

Boggs sald he had put his legislative as-
sistant to work researching the loan shortly
after being informed of 1t by the News-Jour-
nal papers a few weeks ago.

Sen. John J. Willlams, R-Del., was un-
available for comment.

Rep. William V. Roth Jr., R-Del., sald last
night that, in his opinion, “as a practical
matter it 1s unlikely that the loan would
ever be recalled.”

The 26 states that owe the money, Roth
sald, would hold a majority in the Senate
and probably in the House as well,

A state budget analyst is now tracing all
the investments and transfers that the loan
has gone through in 132 years so that the
state will be prepared in the event of a re-
call to account for the funds. Officials in the
budget department were unaware of the
long-standing debt obligation until informed
of it about three weeks ago by a News-Jour-
nal reporter.
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The story of that loan and sister loans
to the other states begins in 1836 when the
U.S. Treasury discovered the surplus of
nearly $42 million,

The surplus had been building for years
and in the absence of a national debt the
argument was ralsed In Congress that the
money should be returned to its rightful
owners, the people.

Those arguments prevalled and an act of
that year decreed that the money should
be divided among the states on the basis of
their representation in Congress. Some
senators and representatives wanted the
distribution to be a gift but the majority,
wishing to be prudent, decided that it should
be a loan, to be avallable for recall in a time
of national emergency or whenever Congress
chose.

New York received the largest amount,
$4,014,520.17, and Delaware, Arkansas and
Michigan received equally the smallest
shares. In all, $37,468,850.97 was loaned out.

Delaware used $180,000 of its share to
purchase 5,000 shares of stock in the Farm-
ers Bank,

The bank has done well in the past 132
years and these 5,000 shares have now grown
to about 225,000 worth $7.2 million. In addi-
tion, each of the shares pays a $1 annual
dividend, so that each year's dividends alone
now equal more than the initial invest-
ment.

The fortunate purchase of those shares
leaves Delaware as one of only two states to
have used the loan profitably—Vermont is
the other one—and far beyond all the states
in the return it has gained.

No state, even Delaware, which has been
the most prudent and successful with the
money, could repay the loan with interest
if recalled,

The prevalling rate on Treasury loans in
1837 was 5 per cent. At that rate Delaware
would have to repay about $150 million,
which is almost the entire state budget.

What happened to the rest of the loan
Delaware received is still being researched,
but in preliminary form here's how it went:

The state used $B80,793 to buy bonds in
the Philadelphia, Wilmington and Baltimore
Railroad and the New Castle and Wilmington
Rallroad. Both lines are now defunct, but
before they went under the state cashed in
its bonds in 1881 and made a nice profit.
The money was put into the Permanent
School Fund.

The state loaned $5,000 to Sussex County
to build the Sussex County Courthouse. That
loan was repald and the money put in the
school fund.

The state used $20,958.49 to buy stock In
the Smyrna Bank and the Natlonal Bank of
Delaware. Some of that stock was sold and
the money put in the school fund; the re-
mainder still in stock is worth more than
the original investment.

Dividends from Farmers Bank stock also
went into the school fund, and because of
the loan and amagzingly good management,
Delaware had no school tax until this cen-
tury.

Other states have not been so prudent,
Most of the states in the South and Midwest
dissipated their loans in a very few years,
The New England and Middle Atlantic States
were more careful but bad luck combined
with bad management took only a lttle
longer to reduce their shares to virtually
nothing.

Calls to the treasurers of most of those
states revealed that few state treasurers had
even heard of the 1837 loans let alone kept
an accounting of it.

A high treasury official in Maryland did not
know of the state’s obligation and when in-
formed said he had no intention of making
provisions to pay it. In Pennsylvania, offi-
clals took the matter more serlously and
expressed real fear that should Congress
recall it the state would be thrown into
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bankruptey. (Pennsylvania received nearly
$3 million.)

New York and New Jersey, while they no
longer have the initial loan funds, carry the
debt as a liability on their budgets and stand

to repay It out of the General Pund
if called upon., New York has carried an
exact account of all transactions of the loan
for every year since 1937.

Through all the examinations of what the
other states have done or failed to do with
their share of the 1837 surplus it is clear
that Delaware emerges with great credit.
It would be very hard to find a money man-
ager today, even among the new breed of
highly sophisticated professionals, who would
feel confident of investing profitably over a
period of 132 years.

By Mr.JAVITS:

8. 1072. A bill to amend the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1963 in order
to increase the maximum Federal share
under such act to 66 per centum in the
case of certain developing institutions.
Referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
amend the Higher Education Facilities
Act to provide 66 percent Federal con-
struction matching funds for “develop-
ing institutions,” defined in title II of
the Higher Education Act as colleges
which, for financial or other reasons, are
struggling for survival and are develop-
ing institutions themselves. These
schools, for the most part, serve students
from lower income families and have
very little in the way of endowments or
other financial resources to meet their
needs.

Under existing law, all colleges, both
established and developing institutions,
receive 50 percent Federal matching
funds for construction of facilities.

The education appropriation bill for
the current fiscal year provides $43 mil-
lion for grant construction assistance.

Typical of these developing institu-
tions are the 68 private and 43 public
higher education institutions with a pre-
dominantly Negro student body. The
median family income of the students at-
tending these institutions is $3,900; the
national median is $7,974. In 1968 and
1969, predominantly white colleges re-
ceived $96 milion in grants from private
philanthropy of which $11 million was
for building and equipment. This is con-
trasted with the $4.6 million given to
predominantly black schools of which
some $150,000 was for construction and
equipment,

The Office of Education indicates that
there are some 400 developing institu-
tions in the Nation. Included among those
which are located in New York State are
the College of St. Rose in Albany, Keuka
College in Keuka Park, Manhattan Col-
lege in the Bronx in New York City, and
Trocaire College in Buffalo.

By Mr. JAVITS:

S.1073. A bill to consolidate and im-
prove certain programs for higher edu-
cation, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, the
Consolidation of Special Higher Educa-
tion Programs Act.
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This bill consolidates into one title
a number of existing higher education
programs which have been previously
authorized by the Congress but not
funded. These programs are interinsti-
tutional networks for knowledge—title
VIII of the Higher Education Act, edu-
cation for the public service—title IX
of the Higher Education Act, clinical
experience for students of law—title XTI
of the Higher Education Act, and in-
ternational affairs and foreign language
education—the International Education
Act and title VI of the National De-
fense Education Act.

By consolidating these provisions,
new life can be breathed into them so
that they might realize the promise en-
visioned when first enacted by the
Congress.

An authorization of $86.5 million for
fiscal year 1972 is provided, which is
the sum of the authorizations which
were provided for the component pro-
grams; thus consolidation does not di-
minish the intent of the legislation.

By Mr. JAVITS:

S.1074. A bill to authorize assistance
to the States in establishing and carry-
ing out programs of higher education
student aid. Referred to the Committee
on Lahor and Public Welfare.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference the State
Higher Education Student Aid Act of
1971.

This measure has two principal pro-
visions:

First, the bill would provide student
incentive grants to the States on a
matching basis to assist young people
from families of substantial need to ob-
tain a higher education. This provision
is designed to encourage the States to ex-
pand their present programs of grant as-
sistance to students, and complemenis
the administration bill and existing stu-
dent-aid programs of Federal educa-
tional opportunity grants, direct and
guaranteed loans, and work-study.
States would receive funds only when
they expand their present efforts. Thus,
this money would supplement, not sup-
plant, existing programs.

Second, the bill would provide for edu-
cational-opportunity ceniters in areas
with major concentrations of low-income
population to facilitate the recruiting of
disadvantaged children into higher edu-
cation. These centers would provide in-
formation concerning financial and aca-
demic support available at colleges, as-
sistance in applying for admittance to
such schools, including preparing detailed
documentation for use by admissions and
financial aid officers, provide counseling
services and tutorial help. This second
part follows recent recommendations of
the Carnegie Commission on Education,
which has emphasized that—

To make recrulting programs fully effec-
tive, there is an urgent need for institutions
to coordinate planning and combine re-
sources,

Thus, programs such as New York
State's urban centers would be encour-
aged throughout the Nation by this
provision.

For the first year, the bill authorizes
$50 million for the student incentive
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grant program and $20 million for the
educational opportunity center program.

What is being done now by my own
State of New York to assist individual
students to attend college serves as an
example of what this measure seeks to
develop. During the last complete school
year some 245,500 young New Yorkers
held State scholarships and grants worth
about $69.9 million, a tenfold increase
over the past decade. And just as New
York is being confronted with presssures
due to increased enrollments and rising
tuition costs to still further expand its
program, so are other States similarly
beset. In New York, the dollar amount of
regents scholarships ranges from $250
to $1,000 yearly, depending upon the fi-
nancial resources of the student. My bill
would provide up to 750 Federal dollars
for each student in equal matching funds
from the State.

College enrollment, now at over 8 mil-
lion and double that of a decade ago, is
expected fo increase nearly 50 percent
by 1976-77. Today 40 per cent of young
Americans enter college; a century ago,
shortly after President Lincoln had
signed the land-grant college law, only
2 per cent were so privileged.

And while enrollments have increased,
s0 have costs. The average amount an
undergraduate pays for tuition and re-
quired fees has doubled in the past 10
years. The Office of Education indicates
that the estimated average amounts for
tuition and required fees, board and
dormitory rooms is $1,324 in 4-year pub-
lic colleges and $2,844 in private univer-
sities.

It is obvious that if we are to achieve
the goal iterated by President Nixon in
his February 22 message on higher ed-
ucation, that “no qualified student who
wants to go to college should be barred
by lack of money”, not only must the
Federal Government enlarge its efforts,
but the States must also do so. This bill
seeks to encourage the States to do just

that.
By Mr. HARTEE:

S. 1075, A bill to create a Senate Tax
Reform Commission. Referred to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce today, for appropriate reference, a
bill which would create a commission to
study our tax laws and propose desirable
changes. Title 26, the Internal Revenue
Code, occupies 879 pages of the 1964 edi-
tion of the United States Code, and
amendments to title 26 occupy an addi-
tional 410 pages of the 1965-69 supple-
ment. Hundreds of amendments to the
code are offered to every Congress, yet ne
completely comprehensive study of our
tax laws and their functions has ever
been made.

The Federal Government ralses rough-
ly some $200 billion in tax revenues
annually. The way in which this is done
is undoubtedly the single most important
factor in the economic life of the Nation,
if not in the entire range of social and
political affairs. The spectrum of goods
and activities on which taxes are levied,
the rates of taxation on each item, the
degree of graduation of rates, the nu-
merous special provisions intended to en-
courage or discourage specific activities,
the loopholes and quirks in the law
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which sometimes have effects quite dif-
ferent than the original intents, these
have an extremely strong, in some cases
determining, impact on all phases of
American life. Slight changes in one or
more provisions can vastly alter for large
segments of the economy choices between
more work and more leisure, between
more consumption or greater saving,
among the multitudinous possible alloca-
tions of investment. By the judicious
framing of various provisions, we can
provide incentives for greater or lesser
spending on housing, on pollution con-
trol, on urban renewal, on medical re-
search, or on production of hula hoops.

The time is long overdue for us fto
examine our tax structure as an inte-
grated whole: to decide what objectives
we wish to accomplish, to determine the
specific influences of individual provi-
sions with respect to each of these goals,
to learn what we can about the inter-
relationships among various goals and
instruments designed to achieve them in
order to eliminate counteracting influ-
ences, and finally to determine an inte-
grated policy to achieve, or help to
achieve, the desired results.

My bill will create a Commission which
will study the situation in all of its as-
pects. The Commission will submit in-
terim reports as and when it considers
advisable, and within 2 years will submit
a final report, which will shed light on
the aforementioned considerations.

We can no longer afford to deal plece-
meal with tax problems as they occur to
us or are foreibly impressed upon us. Nor
can we continue to consider individual
issues in isolation, that is without allow-
ance for the complicated interrelation-
ships that exist. And finally we cannot
abdicate our responsibility to consider
the far-reaching effects of each provision
of our tax system, for whether we change
the structure or leave it as it is, it will
continue to affect us, and we are there-
fore making an implicit decision in either
case. We must not allow the outcome of
that decision to rest purely on the vicis-
situdes of chance.

By Mr. PERCY (for himself and
Mr. STEVENSON) !

S.10717. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to establish the Lin-
coln Homestead National Recreation
Area. Referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is my
pleasure to reintroduce with the cospon-
sorship of the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) a
proposal that would authorize the crea-
tion of the Lincoln Homestead National
Recreation Area in Coles County, Ill. I
would remind my colleagues that this bill
was first introduced in 1966 by Senator
Douglas and by Congressman SPRINGER
and Congressman SHIPLEY in the House.
The proposal was still being studied in
1969 when Senator Dirksen and I rein-
troduced the measure, and Congressman
SPRINGER again initiated consideration of
the bill by reintroducing it in January of
this year.

The creation of a national park in Illi-
nois is long overdue. Illinois is one of only
five States that does not have a single
National Park Service area within its
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borders. And, of these five States, it is
the largest in area and most highly pop-
ulated.

As proposed, the Lincoln Homestead
National Recreation Area would add
10,500 acres to the soon-to-be-con-
structed Linecoln Reservoir on the Em-
barrass River in Coles County. The site is
abundant in historical relevance and
natural beauty. To be located on the Lin-
coln Heritage Trail, the recreation area
would include the Lincoln Homestead
where Lincoln’s father and stepmother
lived from 1840 until the time of their
deaths. It is close to the Moore House
where Lincoln, as President-elect, last
visited his stepmother; the Shiloh Ceme-
tery, burial place of Lincoln’s father and
stepmother; and the site of the Lincoln-
Douglas debate in nearby Charleston.

The recreational possibilities of the
Lincoln Reservoir area are ample. Adja-
cent woodlands and open spaces would
provide a safe, convenient, and refresh-
ing atmosphere for families and indi-
viduals of all ages to enjoy camping,
boating, fishing, riding, and hiking. The
recreation potential is enhanced by the
proximity of existing facilities in nearby
rural areas, such as the Charleston parks
and the Coles County Fairgrounds. The
Lincoln Recreation Area also could pro-
vide desirable conservation of open
spaces and preservation of wildlife.

The private study conducted by Victor
Gruen Associates of Los Angeles, Calif.,
in 1966, estimates that more than 26 mil-
lion people within a 250-mile radius
would have easy access to the Lincoln
Recreation Area by Interstate Routes 70
and 57. Furthermore, the Gruen report
shows that the Lincoln Homestead Na-
tional Recreation Area complies with the
established criteria for a national recre-
ation area. This fact is also upheld by
the Corps of Engineers in its study.

Since the early 1960’s, when this pro-
posal for a national recreation area was
first made by Dr. Ferrel Atkins of East-
ern Illinois University, Illinois’ citizens
have been solidly behind it. Both former
Governor Kerner and Governor Ogilvie
have had a strong and continuous inter-
est in Federal development of the area
as a national recreation site. Resolutions
in support of the LHNRA have been ap-
proved by both the T5th and 76th gen-
eral assemblies and similar resolutions
have been sponsored by conservation
groups in the State, such as the Wabash
Valley Association and the Great Lakes
Chapter of the Sierra Club.

Recreation has a wvalue beyond eco-
nomie figures. It affords us aesthetic and
spiritual benefits that exceed budget es-
timates and actual investments. Conser-
vation and environmental issues are now
receiving a tremendous amount of publie
interest and support. Like most of my
colleagues, I have received an avalanche
of mail from constituents expressing a
deep interest in the preservation of our
vanishing natural resources and in halt-
ing the destructive effects of man’s tech-
nology.

As parents, we want our children and
grandchildren to be able to experience
the simple beauty and enchantment of
nature. This should not be an idle hope;
midwesterners should be able to expect
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that the natural endowments of their
area will be preserved. The Midwest has
been called the “forgotten stepchild” as
far as Federal contribution to recreation
are concerned.

I am, therefore, hopeful that this will
be changed, and that the Bureau of Out-
door Recreation and Secretary Morton
will recommend that the Lincoln Home-
stead Recreation Area be authorized. I
am confident that the Interior Com-
mittee, to which this bill is to be referred,
will request such reports as soon as pos-
sible from the Department of the In-
terior. I can assure the committee that
as ranking minority member on the In-
terior Subcommittee of the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations I will fully sup-
port full funding for this important
project.

By Mr. GRIFFIN:

S. 1078. A bill to amend chapter 55
of title 10, United States Code, in order
to provide for the defense of certain
malpractice and negligence suits brought
against members of the Armed Forces
for alleged acts or omissions committed
while performing duties as physicians,
dentists, nurses, pharmacists, or para-
medical or other supporting medical per-
sonnel, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, today
I introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to provide Government defense of
malpractice suits brought against phy-
sicians and other medical personnel who
serve in the Armed Forces.

In recent years, the number of medi-
cal malpractice insurance claims has
mushroomed. In addition, escalating in-
creases in the average amount of dam-
ages awarded in malpractice suits have
caused insurance rates to soar.

In his recent health message to Con-
gress, President Nixon emphasized that
over—

The past five years, malpractice Insurance
rates have gone up an average of 10 per
cent a Year—a fact that refiects both the
growing number of malpractice clalms and
the growing size of settlements.

He further noted that—
Many doctors [are] having trouble in ob-
taining any malpractice insurance,

In recognition of this problem, the
President directed the appointment of
a special Commission on Medical Mal-
practice to make an in-depth study and
to submit recommendations.

In the meantime, there is one aspect
of the overall problem which calls for
immediate attention by Congress which
cries out for legislative action now to
correct a serious inequity overlooked too
long. I refer to the fact that doctors in
the Armed Forces are required to provide
their own malpractice insurance to pro-
tect themselves against possible liability
which may grow out of their treatment
of wives and other dependents of serv-
icemen.

At the present time, physicians in the
armed services are called upon to pro-
vide medical services to dependents of
servicemen despite the fact that the
Federal Government has no obligation
to defend a malpractice suit brought
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against the military doctor or to pay any
damages that may be awarded.

Consequently, a physician serving his
countiry in the Armed Forces is left with
no alternative but to purchase, at his
own expense, expensive malpractice in-
surance. For example, I know of one ear,
eye, nose, and throat specialist serving
his country in the Armed Forces who
pays an $832 annual premium for mal-
practice insurance; I am aware of the
case of a plastic surgeon who pays an
$1,800 annual premium.

Since physicians in the Armed Forces
frequently are nonresidents of the State
in which they happen to be stationed by
the military, they are often required to
pay higher rates than resident private
physicians who can take advantage of
low-cost group insurance plans.

Needless to say, the compensation re-
ceived by the average physician in the
military is substantially below the aver-
age earnings of his counterpart in civil-
ian life.

While the number of malpractice suits
actually brought against doctors in the
Armed Forces and other uniformed serv-
ices is relatively small, such a physician
either must pay the substantial pre-
miums charged for malpractice insur-
ance or he must live under the perpetual
threat of possible litigation. The dilemma
posed by this situation undoubtedly af-
fects some doctors in their decision to
enter or to continue serving in the Armed
Forces.

Mr. President, the bill I introduce to-
day would eliminate an unconscionable
disparity that now exists between medi-
cal personnel in the uniformed services
and medical personnel in the Veterans'
Administration.

In 1965, the Congress enacted legisla-
tion to provide that the exclusive rem-
edy for malpractice or negligence on
the part of medical personnel in the
Veterans’ Administration would be avail-
able through action against the United
States. As a result, because a suit for
malpractice can be brought only against
the United States, doctors serving in the
Veterans’ Administration are under no
requirement to carry malpractice insur-
ance.

Earlier in 1961, Congress provided
similar protection for Government em-
ployees in the operation of motor ve-
hicles.

The bill I am introducing would extend
similar consideration and protection to
medical personnel in the uniformed serv-
ices as defined under chapter 55 of title
10, United States Code. The bill would
protect physicians and other medical
personnel in the Armed Forces, the Com-
missioned Corps of the Environmental
Science Services Administration—now
the Commissioned Corps of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency—and
the Public Health Service.

Mr. President, this legislation is nee-
essary because, as it has been interpreted,
the Federal Tort Claims Act does not bar
a personal suit against a Government em-
ployee, although it does bar such an ac-
tion once judgment has been rendered
against the United States arising from
the same act or omission.

Furthermore, the Federal Tort Claims
Act does not subject the United States to
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liability for an assault and battery com-
mitted by a Government employee. Mal-
practice suits, arising out of medical
treatment, sometimes are based on “lack
of consent” and brought on a theory of
assault and battery.

The legislation I introduce would do
several things:

First, it would provide medical person-
nel with immunity from personal liability
in actions brought by dependents of
members of the uniformed services or by
retired members. If the medical care or
treatment were provided in line of duty,
the only remedy would be in an action
against the United States.

“Good samaritan” treatment and
treatment rendered to civilians in a non-
military medical facility, while the mili-
tary physician is connected with a resi-
dency or other training program, would
be considered to be treatment rendered
in the line of duty.

Second, the legislation would provide
medical personnel with immunity from
personal liability in actions brought by
members of the uniformed services in
State courts.

In Feres v. United States, 340 U.S. 135
(1950), the Court held that an injured
member of the Armed Forces was barred
from suing the U.S. Government under
the Federal Tort Claims Act because
Congress had provided an alternate sys-
tem of compensation under chapter 61 of
title 10, United States Code. However,
this decision might not protect a doctor
in the Armed Forces from suit in a State
court.

Third, by amending section 2680(h) of
the Federal Tort Claims Act to permit
malpractice actions based on assault and
battery to be brought against the United
States, the bill would assure that a plain-
tiff’s existing right of action for alleged
acts of malpractice is not limited.

Fourth, in order to provide complete
protection for medical personnel in the
uniformed services, my bill would direct
the United States to pay any damages
awarded in a successful suit based on
a claim arising in a foreign country.

Essentially, the Federal Tort Claims
Act does not permit suits against the
Government for acts committed by Gov-
ernment employees in a foreign country.
My proposal would provide protection
for the physician in the Armed Forces
who is sued in the United States for
medical services performed by him while
he is stationed abroad.

To relieve a physician serving in the
Armed Forces of the costs of defending a
malpractice action and in order to pro-
tect the Government's interest, the At-
torney General of the United States
would be authorized under the legisla-
tion to defend any such suit—provided, of
course, that the defendant was acting in
the line of duty.

Mr. President, I believe that a cor-
rection of this inequity which exists be-
tween medical personnel in the uni-
formed services and those in the Vet-
erans’ Administration is long overdue.

Accordingly, I urge early considera-
tion and action by the Congress with
respect to this legislation.

I ask that the text of the bill be
printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the bill was
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ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:
B. 1078

A bill to amend chapter 55 of title 10, United
States Code, in order to provide for the
defense of certain malpractice and negli-
gence suits brought against members of
the Armed Forces for alleged acts or omis-
sions committed while performing duties
as physicians, dentists, nurses, pharma-
cists, or paramedical or other supporting
mediecal personnel, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
chapter 66 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof a
new section as follows:

“'§ 1088. Defense of certain malpractice and
negligence suits

“(a) (1) The remedy agalnst the United
States provided by sections 1346(b) and 2672
of title 28 for damages for personal injury,
including death, allegedly arising from mal-
practice or negligence of a physician, den-
tist, nurse, pharmacist, or paramedical (in-
cluding, but not limited to, medical and
dental techniclans, nursing assistants, and
therapists) or other supporting personnel in
furnishing medical care or treatment while
in the exercise of his duties as a member of
the Armed Forces shall hereafter be exclu-
sive of any other civil action or proceeding by
reason of the same subject matter against
such physician, dentist, nurse, pharmacist,
or paramedical or other supporting person-
nel (or his estate) whose act or omission gave
rise to such claim.

“(2) The Attorney General shall defend
any civil action or proceeding brought in
any court against any person referred to in
paragraph (1) of this subsection (or his
estate) for any such damage or injury. Any
such person, against whom such civil action
or proceeding is brought shall deliver
within such time after date of service or
knowledge of service as determined by the
Attorney General, all process served upon
him or an attested true copy thereof to his
immediate superior or to whomever was
designated by the Secretary concerned to
receive such papers and such person shall
promptly furnish copies of the pleading and
process therein to the United States attorney
for the district embracing the place wherein
the proceeding is brought, to the Attorney
General, and to the Secretary concerned.

“(3) Upon a certification by the Attorney
General that the defendant was acting in line
of duty at the time of the incident out of
which the suit arose, any such civil action
or proceeding commenced in a State court
shall be removed without bond at any time
before trial by the Attorney General to the
district court of the United States of the
district and division embracing the place
wherein it is pending and the proceeding
deemed a tort action brought against the
United States under the provisions of title
28 and al] references thereto. Should a United
States district court determine on a hearing
on a motion to remand held before a trial on
the merit that the case so removed is one in
which a remedy by suit within the meaning
of paragraph (1) of this subsection is not
avallable against the United States, the case
shall be remanded to the State court.

“(4) The Attorney General may compro-
mise or settle any claim asserted in such civil
action or proceeding referred to in paragraph
(1) of this subsection In the manner pro-
vided in section 2677 of title 28, and with the
same efTect.

“(5) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed as authorizing an action for dam-
ages against the United States by members
of the uniformed services, or by the depend-
ents of such members or former members,
who are eligible for benefits provided by the
United States for such members and the de-
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pendents of such members and former mem-
bers, including (but not limited to) benefits
provided under chapters 556 and 61 of title 10
and under title 38, but not including any
payment made under section 2733 of title 10.

“(6) The provisions of this subsection
shall not apply in the case of any civil action
if the incident out of which such action
arose occurred in a foreign country.

“(b) (1) Where a civil action is brought
against any person described in subsection
(a) (1) of this section for damages for per-
sonal Injury, including death, allegedly aris-
ing from an action described in such sub-
section and the grounds for such civil action
allegedly occurred in a foreign country, the
Attorney General shall provide counsel and
otherwise assist such person to defend such
civil action if the Attorney General deter-
mines, after consultation with the Secretary
concerned, that such person was acting In
line of duty at the time of the incident out
of which the civil action arose. The Attorney
General may compromise or settle any claim
asserted in any such civil action in the same
manner in which he is authorized to com-
promise and settle claims against the United
States under section 2677 of title 28.

“(2) Where a judgment for damages is ren-
dered agalnst such person in any such ecivil
action, payment thereof shall be made by
the United States In the same manner as if
such judgment had been rendered against
the United States under section 1346(a); and
where the Attorney General compromises or
settles any claim asserted in any such eivil
action, payment thereof shall be made by
the United States in the same manner as if
such compromise or settlement had been
made under section 2672 of title 28."

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 55 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end thereof a
new item as follows:

“1088. Defense of certaln malpractice and

negligence suits.”

Bec. 2. Section 2680 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
period at the end of paragraph (h) and in-
serting in lieu thereof a comma and the fol-
lowing: “except claims within the provisions
of section 1088(a) (1) of title 10 arising out
of assault or battery.”

By Mr.BAYH:

S. 1080. A bill to amend chapter 23 of
title 38, United States Code, to increase
the maximum amount which the Admin-
istrator of Veterans’' Affairs may pay to
cover the burial and funeral expenses of
certain deceased veterans. Referred to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

Mr, BAYH. Mr. President, I introduce
for appropriate reference a bill which
would authorize an increased payment by
the Veterans’ Administration toward the
burial costs of disabled and wartime
veterans. At present no more than $250
can be contributed toward the funeral
expenses and costs of transportation to
the burial site of deceased veterans who
served during periods of armed conflict
and certain peacetime veterans whose
deaths are service related. Provision is
made for transporting the remains of
veterans who might die while hospitalized
or domiciled in a veterans hospital or
elsewhere at the expense of the Veterans’
Administration.

This bill, which is similar to those I
introduced in the 90th and 91st Con-
gresses, reflects a need brought about by
higher charges for burial services in the
12 years since enactment of the present
law. For example, the National Funeral
Directors Association, which conducts
an annual nationwide survey, estimated
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that the average cost of regular adult
funeral services increased from $661 in
1958 to $926 in 1969. Interment and
cremation charges, which are separate
from those paid to the funeral director
for his services, have also increased.
Charges for opening and closing a
grave run from $45 to $150 and cremation
costs vary from $35 to more than $100.

All evidence indicates that the $250
now authorized for veterans' burial
expenses is inadequate. Some administra-
tive flexibility is needed whereby the
Veterans’ Administration could share the
unavoidable burden which falls on the
estate and the family of a wartime
veteran. My proposal would authorize
payment of an amount determined to be
reasonable and necessary up to a maxi-
mum limit of $500. If this were adopted,
the Administrator would be able to vary
the amount of contribution according to
actual need and to take into account the
rising costs for services, within the maxi-
mun authorized amount of $500. Let me
stress that there is no intention here to
increase automatically the amount of
such contribution in all cases; rather, the
purpose is to raise the maximum allow-
able amount so that where real need is
demonstrated the contribution can be
more in line with actual costs.

Perhaps it would be relevant to point
out the difference in the treatment ac-
corded to active servicemen and wartime
veterans in this respect. Present law (10
U.S.C. 1482 et seq.), in providing for the
final disposition of the remains of de-
ceased active duty military service per-
sonnel, authorizes the appropriate Sec-
retary to pay for all necessary burial ex-
penses. In addition to preparing the re-
mains, purchasing an appropriate casket,
and providing transportation with an es-
cort to the place of burial, a cash inter-
ment allowance is paid in accordance
with the circumstances for “necessary
expenses” which are not larger than
those “normally incurred.” This language
permits a reasonable adjustment of the
amounts paid according to actual costs,
but the maximum interment allowance
for burial in a private cemetery is $500.

My bill would confer similar discre-
tionary authority on the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration to adjust the payments for
the burial of other eligible wartime vet-
erans so that they would be more in line
with need and actual costs. In no case
could the total exceed $500. Since the
bill’s coverage is limited to wartime and
disabled veterans, plus those who might
die while confined in a veterans’ hospi-
tal or elsewhere at the expense of the
Veterans’ Administration, it would not
apply to the bulk of peacetime veterans.

In responding to a request for com-
ment on my earlier bill (8. 987), the Vet-
erans’ Administration on May 22, 1970,
commented that it would be “premature”
to consider it then because other meas-
ures were pending which contemplated
establishing a National Cemetery Sys-
tem. Mr. President, there may be good
reasons why such a basic policy should
be approved, but there is no certainty
that it will be done. Moreover, even if
Congress should create new mnational
cemeteries for veterans, such action
would not resolve this problem, For vari-
ous reasons many families of veterans
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will continue to want their loved ones in-
terred in nearby family plots with other
relatives, and the cost factor will in no
way be relieved in such cases.

It seems to me that where actual finan-
cial need exists, adequate funds should
be provided to help meet unavoidable
funeral expenses. This is especially true
in those cases where the estate is so small
that interment charges hecome a sizable
drain on the resources of a veteran’s
family. I hope that serious consideration
can soon be given to authorizing more
realistic assistance for this worthy cause.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in full in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered te be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

S. 1080
A bill to amend chapter 23 of title 38, United

States Code, to increase the maximum

amount which the Administrator of Vet-

erans' Affairs may pay to cover the burlal
and funeral expenses of certain deceased
veterans

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
first sentence of section 902(a) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “may pay & sum not exceeding $250
to such person as he prescribes” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘“may pay to such person
as he prescribes an amount determined by
him to be reasonable and necessary”; and
(2) by striking out the period at the end of
such sentence and inserting in lieu thereof a
semicolon and the following: “but in no case
shall the amount exceed $500.".

(b) Section 803 (a) of such title is amended
by striking out “$250" and inserting in lieu
thereof “$500".

Sec. 2. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall be effective in the
case of veterans who die on or after the date
of enactment of this Act.

By Mr. BAYH:

S. 1081. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States
Code, to law enforcement officers and
firemen not employed by the United
States who are killed or totally disabled
in the line of duty. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the 90th
Congress enacted landmark legislation
(Public Law 90-291) which for the first
time provided benefits for law enforce-
ment officers employed by State or local
governments who might be killed or se-
riously injured while apprehending vio-
lators of national law. As a result such
officers or their survivors are now en-
titled to receive benefits comparable to
those provided by the Federal Employees
Compensation Act—Iless whatever
amounts they are paid by their employ-
ers or other compensation systems—if
they suffer personal injury or loss of life
in the line of duty while enforcing Fed-
eral laws.

This important step forward recog-
nizes the valuable services rendered to
the Nation by State and local enforce-
ment personnel. However, it does not ap-
ply to those who incur death or sustain
disabilities while in the process of search-
ing for or arresting persons accused of
committing non-Federal criminal acts,
nor does it apply to firemen who are in-
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jured or killed while on duty. It is well
known that State and local government
disability and death compensation for
these employees varies widely through-
out the country, because of differences
in size and financial ability of the em-
ploying jurisdiction.

Consequently, I am again introducing
for appropriate reference a bill which
would attempt to rectify these discrep-
ancies in compensation. The purpose of
this measure is to recognize properly
the important service which these in-
dividuals perform for the whole Nation
as well as for their own communities. It
would extend comparable Federal Gov-
ernment benefits to all policemen or fire-
men who might be killed or totally dis-
abled in the line of duty, whether or not
a specific Federal law happens to be in-
volved in the specific instance during
which the loss occurred.

This expanded coverage would be
justified, it seems to me, because the job
of law enforcement and fire protection
has in many respects become a national
responsibility. Pugitives from justice or
persons intent on committing crimes are
able to travel around the country much
more easily and speedly today than ever
before. A person killing or injuring a po-
liceman or an arsonist starting a blaze
which results in fatalities could easily
have come within a few hours or even
minutes from another State or could
quickly flee from cne State jurisdiction
to another. Likewise, injuries are often
incurred by local policemen and fire-
men while they are protecting interstate
travelers or those who may have inter-
rupted their journey only temporarily
while enroute elsewhere.

It is truly difficult today to draw hard
and fast lines which separate jurisdic-
tional responsibility for police and fire
prevention functions. These are public
employees who are devoted to protecting
the lives and property of all persons
without regard to their domicile, place
of origin, or final destination. Whenever
a public safety officer dies or is seriously
injured while protecting others, his
sacrifice and that of his family have been
in the interest of the whole Nation. Ac-
cordingly, it seems to me that Congress
should recognize this national responsi-
bility by helping compensate those who
become casualties in the common task
of preserving law and order. Our coun-
try owes these men no less than a guar-
antee that neither they nor their de-
pendents will suffer undue economic dis-
advantage because of physical harm
which has befallen them while answer-
ing their call to duty.

The benefits which would be made
available if this bill were enacted would
be identical with those provided by Pub-
lic Law 90-291, which became law on
April 19, 1968, and which was limited
only to those officers involved in appre-
hending violators of Federal law. Per-
haps it is not necessary to point out that
under this act, as well as under my
amendment, any benefits which were
paid because an employee had lost his
life or had been disabled would be re-
duced or adjusted to reflect all benefits
received from State or local government
compensation systems, except for the
amounts which the employee himself
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might have contributed to the fund. In
other words, the Federal contribution
would be supplementary to and would be
reduced according to other compensa-
tion to which State and local policemen
or firemen were entitled. In summary,
although the level of payments would be
the same as under the earlier law, its
scope would be extended to include those
not now covered by the provision re-
stricting compensation to purely Federal
jurisdietional matters.

If this bill should become law, a widow
who is the sole survivor of a policeman
or fireman killed in the line of duty
would be eligible to receive approximately
45 percent of the monthly wage rate of
her deceased husband. This compensa-
tion would continue as long as she did
not remarry. If there are dependent chil-
dren, the widow would receive 40 percent
and each child 15 percent, up to a total of
75 percent of the monthly wage of the de-
ceased. In cases of total disability, how-
ever, benefits would equal two-thirds of
the monthly wage rate if there are no
other dependents, but would be inereased
to three-fourths of the monthly wage if
there are dependents.

I was disappointed to note rather un-
favorable responses to my earlier bill
(8. 1277) on the same subject by the
Department of Justice and the Depart-
ment of Labor. The official position of
these agencies seems to be that the Na-
tional Government should not assume
any responsibility for local law enforce-
ment or fire protection activities that do
not involve a specific Federal crime or
function. While the traditional separa-
tion of national and State activities
would of course substantiate this view,
as indicated earlier it seems to me that
it is no longer possible to separate com-
pletely these jurisdictional lines in the
area of law enforcement and publie
safety. The complexity of modern society
and the technological revolution have in
many situations rendered almost mean-
ingless the historic, often artificial
boundaries dividing our various govern-
mental units. To the extent that law en-
forcement problems have become na-
tional rather than local, the burden of
aiding those policemen or firemen and
their families who are seriously injured
or who lose their lives while executing
their official duties should be shared na-
tionwide. This, of course, does not imply,
as one administrative representative con-
tended, that such a step could mean that
the Federal Government might as well
assume responsibility for local salaries
as well.

I realize that other approaches to this
problem have been suggested, such as
authorizing a Federal group life insur-
ance program, making grants to States
to supplement local and State compen-
sation systems, or glving these officers
special tax exemptions. The exact pro-
cedure by which assistance is extended
to the families of public safety officers
killed in the line of duty or to those who
become totally disabled is not significant.
Any plan which provides Federal assur-
ance that would help relieve the suffer-
ing and loss of earning power resulting
from deaths or disabling injuries in-
curred by policemen and firemen,
whether or not a specific attributable
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Federal function or activity can be
proven to be involved, will receive my
support, Certainly this is an issue which
deserves to be studied carefully by the
proper committee so that an adequate
compensation system can be assured for
these victims.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in full in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

8. 1081
A bill to extend benefits under section 8191
of title 5, United States Code, to law en-
forcement officers and firemen not em-
ployed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled in the line of duty

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec-
tion 8191 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

““§ 8191. Determination of eligibility

“The benefits of this subchapter are avail-
able as provided in this subchapter to eligible
public safety officers (referred to in this sub-
chapter as ‘eligible officers’) and their sur-
vivors. For the purposes of this Act, an eligi-
ble officer is any person who is determined by
the Becretary of Labor in his discretion to
have been on any given occaslon—

“(1) employed as a law enforcement officer
or fireman by a State or a political subdivi-
sion of a State,

“(2) an officially recognized or designated
member of a legally organized volunteer fire
department, or

“(3) serving without compensation as an
officially recognized or designated member of
a legally organized law enforcement agency
of a State or political subdivision of a State
thereof,
and to have been on that occaslon not an
employee as defined in section 8101(1), and
to have sustained on that occasion a personal
injury for which the United States would pe
required under subchapter I of this chapter
to pay compensation if he had been on that
occasion such an employee engaged in the
performance of his duty.”

(b) The heading at the beginning of sub-
chapter III of chapter 81 of title 5, United
States Code, and the item relating to such
subchapter in the table of sections at the
beginning of such chapter are amended by
striking out “LAW ENFORCEMENT" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “PUBLIC SAFETY™,

Sec. 3. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act are effective only with
respect to personal injuries sustained on or
after the date of enactment of this Act.

By Mr. CASE (for himself, Mr.
Boces, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. MUSKIE,
Mr. Packwoop, and Mr. WiL-
LIAMS) @

S. 1082. A bill to regulate the discharge
of wastes in territorial and international
waters until 5 years after the date of
enactment of this Act, to prohibit such
discharge thereafter, and to authorize
research and demonstration projects to
determine means of using and disposing
of such waste. Held at the desk for future
reference by unanimous consent.

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, to most of
our coastal areas, a massive increase in
the already growing level of wastes that
are dumped into our oceans and the
Great Lakes represents a threat of wide-
spread environmental deterioration.

To New Jersey and its neighboring
States, it is more than a threat.
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In terms of esthetics and in other
ways, our beaches are beginning to show
the effect of offshore dumping.

But the major effect at this point has
been a reduction in populations of fish
and seafood.

In the 7 years between 1962 and 1969,
the amount of fish taken by commercial
‘fishermen from the ocean waters off
New Jersey and New York decreased by
more than a half billion pounds—from
673 million pounds to 133 million pounds.

While comparable figures are not avail-
able for the catches of sports fishermen,
they may have had even worse luck be-
cause commercial fishermen probably
used improved techniques to a greater
degree to offset reduced abundance.

The commercial fisheries have been
particularly hard hit by a decline from
514 million pounds of menhaden caught
in 1962 to a 1969 catch of 44 million
pounds of this nonfood but commereial-
ly valuable fish, The food fish catch
dropped from 159 million pounds in 1962
to 89 million pounds in 1969.

During the same period oyster produc-
tion off the New Jersey and New York
coasts dropped from 2,300,000 to 1,300,-
000 pounds. In 1931, the oyster harvest
from the same waters was 21 million
pounds.

In the last year the Federal Food and
Drug Administration has closed areas off
New York Harbor and Delaware Bay to
shellfishermen.

Directly or indirectly, all of this is at-
tributable to dumping of wastes into the
ocean.,

The President’s Council on Environ-
mental Quality has warned that ocean
dumping will become a serious problem
on a nationwide basis in the future if
something is not done to halt it now.

To those who makes their living from
the waters off the New Jersey coast, the
problem is serious—indeed critical—now.
And it is easy to recognize that it is only
a matter of time before others along all
of the coasts of the United States will
experience similar, if not worse, prob-
lems.

It is time that we adopt a national
policy to control effectively the dumping
of wastes which already have turned
some offshore areas into dead seas in-
capable of supporting any form of life.

Several different bills have been sub-
mitted to control ocean dumping. I am
introducing legislation that incorporates
provisions of legislation introduced by
Congressman CHARLES SANDMAN in the
House of Representatives together with
additional features that I believe will help
develop a strong program in this area.

Other bills dealing with ocean dump-
ing are limited in jurisdiction to an area
extending 12 nautical miles from shore.
By controlling the disposition of the
wastes at the loading site, the bill T am
introducing would make possible effec-
tive control of dumping anywhere in the
ocean waters or the waters of the Great
Lakes.

During the first 5 years after enact-
ment of my bill it would permit the load-
ing of wastes onto vessels only if these
wastes will be dumped beyond the Con-
tinental Shelf of the United States. This
control will be exercised through au-
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thority given to the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency to is-
sue permits for loading of the wastes
onto the vessels while they are in port.

After the 5-year period, the bill would
prohibit dumping anywhere in ocean
waters or the waters of the Great Lakes.

During this 5-year period, the bill au-
thorizes the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency to con-
duct and encourage research into means
of recovering useful materials from
wastes and disposal of wastes in a man-
ner that will not endanger the public
health and welfare. The agency also may
give financial and other assistance to ap-
propriate public and private agencies to
conduct such research and demonstra-
tion projects.

In some cases, feasible and economic
land-based disposal methods already are
available for wastes currenily being
dumped into the oceans and the Great
Lakes. In these cases, the authority given
to the Administrator will help to make
these methods known to those who need
them and demonstration projects will
show their utility.

The authority for research and dem-
onstration projects in our bill is modeled
after similar provisions in the Resource
Recovery Act of 1970. But the 1970 act
applies only to solid waste. Our bill would
apply to all wastes currently being
dumped in our oceans, whether they are
in solid, liquid or other form.

Our bill would immediately ban dump-
ing in the area where it is most serious,
between the shore and the edge of the
Continental Shelf.

But it goes on from there. It recog-
nizes that eventually all ocean dumping
must be halted because it will damage
our ocean resources even if dumped be-
yond the Continental Shelf.

At the same time, it recognizes that
ocean dumping will not be halted until
there are feasible alternatives.

Eventually, international cooperation
will be needed to preserve our oceans.
In my view, the best way to stimulate
this international cooperation is for this
country to set an example by demon-
strating that ocean dumping can be—and
will be—halted.

The time is short, Only recently, the
Food and Drug Administration doubled
its estimates of the amount of polluted
wastes being dumped into the Atlantic
Ocean. And the Environmental Quality
Counecil warns that pressures will in-
crease to dump additional wastes off the
Gulf and Pacific coasts, as well as in the
Great Lakes, if steps are not taken
quickly.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill intro-
duced by the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. Case), a bill to control
the dumping of wastes in oceans and the
Great Lakes, be held at the desk for the
time being.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TuN-
NEY). Without objection, it is so ordered.

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr.
ALLoTT, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr, BIBLE, Mr, CURTIS, Mr.
DoLgE, Mr. DomiNicK, Mr. GUR~
NEY, Mr. JorpaN of Idaho, Mr.
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McGEE, Mr. METCALF, and Mr.
Young) :

8. 1085. A bill to amend the Federal
Meat Inspection Act to require that im-
ported meat and meat food products made
in whole or in part of imported meat be
labeled “imported” at all stages of dis-
tribution until delivery fo the ultimate
consumer. Referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation for myself and
several cosponsors which would amend
the Federal Meat Inspection Act to re-
quire that imported meat be labeled “im-
ported” or “imported in part” at all
stages of distribution until delivery to
the ultimate consumer.

The cosponsors are Mr. ALrLoTT of Colo-
rado, Mr. ANpERsoN of New Mexico, Mr.
BEnNETT of Utah, Mr. BierLE of Nevada,
Mr. Curtis of Nebraska, Mr. DoLE of
Kansas, Mr. Dominick of Colorado, Mr.
GurNEY of Florida, Mr. Jorpan of Idaho,
Mr. McGeE of Wyoming, Mr. METCALF of
Montana, and Mr. YounNc of North Da-
kota.

This legislation would enable the con-
sumer in the grocery store to recognize
and choose between foreign and domesti-
cally produced meat. I am sure that there
are many Americans who, if they had
their choice, would prefer to purchase
meat which has been raised and proc-
essed here in the United States. To the
housewife who demands top quality in
wholesomeness and cleanliness in the
products which she serves to her family,
there is much to be said for the domesti-
cally produced meat which undergoes the
strict inspection system which we have
here in the United States.

Aside from this, there is another very
valid reason why the American con-
sumer should be told whether the meat
he is buying is domestic or foreign.

Under existing laws and regulations
which control the Department of Agri-
culture’s meat inspection program, for-
eign meat imported for manufacturing or
processing purposes is normally shipped
in frozen blocks of 50 to 60 pounds.
These blocks are labeled as to origin.
However, after processing in this coun-
try, the product is not further identified
as being of foreign origin.

In other words, the processor, packer,
canner or distributor who purchases the
meat at port of entry is considered the
“ultimate consumer” and no further la-
beling of the origin of the meat is
required.

In this situation, a problem develops
from the fact that the greatest part of
the total red meat imported is frozen
boned beef which is thawed, ground,
blended with fat trimmings from domes-
tic beef, and then sold as hamburger. A
housewife has no way of knowing when
she purchases a package of hamburger
at the retail outlet whether it is all or
part imported beef, or, more significantly,
whether it has been previously frozen.

The freezing and thawing of imported
meat seem inconsequential until we real-
ize that Department of Agriculture bul-
letins warn:

Cook thawed meat immediately or keep for
only a short time in a refrigerator. Avold re-
freezing thawed meat.
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Despite this clear instruction from the
Department, there is no way for the
housewife to know whether she should
freeze the hamburger she buys at the
meat counter. If the hamburger is made
of imported meat, it has already been
frozen and thawed once. By refreezing
the meat, a housewife could do her family
great harm in using it later.

Mr. President, this is a fraud on the
consumer, and I believe we are justified
in taking such steps as are necessary to
see that the consumer realizes the prob-
lems which could result from purchasing
meat which has already been frozen.

Mr. President, this is good legislation.
It is designed to protect the consumer
and I hope that it will receive favorable
consideration by the Congress.

By Mr. SPONG:

S. 1086. A bill to provide an equitable
system for fixing and adjusting the rates
of pay for prevailing rate employees of
the Government, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce today for appro-
priate reference a measure which is
identical to Representative Davip HEN-
pERSON'S bill, HR. 2164, which provides
an equitable system for fixing rates of pay
of prevailing rate employees of the Gov-
ernment. These bills are similar to H.R.
17809 which the President vetoed last
year. I believe the new bill contains some
improvements and refinements.

I know there is considerable unrest
among our 750,000 wage board employees.
These artisans and craftsmen, the back-
bone of the Government's industrial
capability, want Congress—and justifi-
ably so—to recognize their pay problems.
I think the system of establishing wage
board salaries should be established by
law.

The bill which I propose will put into
law the current administrative principles
of the wage board pay procedures. But, it
goes further and provides additional pay
steps—ifive steps up to 112 percent. There
are also additional issues.

In my opinion, the veto of the Hender-
son bill of last year was an unjustified
action. It was no more inflationary than
a number of other governmental actions
including the classified pay bill. I find
it difficult to suggest that longevity and
stewardship of service is justified in 10
in-grade steps for classified employees,
while five steps are not justified for wage
board employees.

The nonappropriated fund employees
have needed help for some time. It would
appear that the truth of the matter is
that the executive branch and perhaps
the Civil Service Commission specifically
simply want complete control and au-
thority to adjust Federal salaries at their
will. I do not believe that they are that
qualified. Correspondence received by me
over the past 4 years leads me to believe
that employees working in nonappro-
priated fund activities have received
rather unjust treatment. We need able,
devoted personnel in the Federal Govern-
ment and to encourage such hard-work-
ing, dedicated people to continue their
tasks, we must see to it that they are
treated fairly.
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Mr. President, I ask that the remarks
I made on this subject last week before
the annual convention of the National
Association of Supervisors be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

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

STATEMENT BY HoN, WiLLzam B. BSpPoNG,
Jr., BEFORE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
SuPERVISORS, WasHINGTON, D.C., FEBRU-
ARY 23, 1971

Mr. President, honored guests and fellow
Government employees, I welcome the op-
portunity to meet with you on the occaslon
of the 33rd Annual convention of the Na-
tional Association of SBupervisors.

I have personally met with many of you
who are employed at major installations in
the State of Virginia. I am always impressed
with the soundness of approach and reason-
ableness that attend these meetings.

I consider it a privilege to speak to you as
Bupervisors. At the very outset I want to
make it clear that I am not here tonight
posing as a manpower expert. I do not serve
on the Post Office and Clvil Service Commit-
tee in the Senate. What famillarity I have
with your problems and the problems of
other Federal employees has come from my
efforts to assist in getting answers to ques-
tions to which you are entitled. In this en-
deavor, we have recelved excellent help,
especially from Congressman Dave Hender-
son, Chairman of the House Manpower Sub-
committee and from his staff man, Bunn
Bray, I think I can tell you that you have
no better friends In Congress than those two
men,

When Federal employees must resort to
the courts to obtain reasonable answers to
reasonable questions, the personnel policy
of the Federal Government has reached a
sad state of affairs. While as I say, I do not
pose as an expert, I know the problems you
have faced. Frankly, I think you have re-
ceived rather shabby treatment and I hope
the Congress will be suecessful in correcting
that this year.

There is no role more important in Govern-
ment or in industry than that of the Super-
visor. You are the indispensable links be-
tween the producers and management. You
are the backbone of management, because
without skilled and understanding super-
vision, productive efforts would collapse.

As Supervisors you are the leaders, the
guides and the teachers, the implementors of
management decisions. You are the eyes and
ears of management. But your role is not
limited merely to implementing management
decisions and reporting back to management.

You must counsel and give the benefit of
your experience and thinking to manage-
ment, It is you, as Supervisors, who supply
the continuity necessary for good manage-
ment—particularly in periods of transition.

Only you, as Supervisors, can observe the
problems—the successes and fallures—first-
hand., Only you can report to top manage-
ment the progress or lack of progress, in par-
ticular programs, and the probable causes
therefor, but you have another role.

Not only must you report falthfully and
accurately to top management, but you must
also listen to, counsel, protect, and guide
those employees you supervise. Yours is a
dual role. You owe your allegiance to top
management and your loyalty to the em-
ployees you supervise,

During the past seven years, a number of
things have happened to Federal employees:

(1) The white collar employees have had
nine pay raises since January 1964.

(2) The wage board employees have been
brought wunder the Federal Coordinated
‘Wage System.

(3) The Nonappropriated Fund employees
are now under the Federal minimum wage.
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(4) Thousands of temporary appointees
have been given civil service status.

5) The retirement system has been mod-
ernized and liberalized and hopefully made
more actuarily sound than it was prior to the
last amendments.

6) The Federal Government’s suggestion
awards program has been revamped.

7) During one 18 month period—1966-
1967—over 75,000 military jobs In support
work were replaced with civilian personnel.

Despite this list of accomplishments, you
and thousands of other Federal employees
feel much is yet to be done, David Hender-
son, indicated to me that the typical Fed-
deral employee is as worrled about tomor-
row as, he has noted, In ten or more years.

My own mall from across the state of Vir-
ginia indicates this is correct. They are wor-
ried about a number of things.

Department of Defense personnel for ex-
ample have seen their own ranks reduced by
more than 80,000 in the past 16 months.
Many of you have had some firsthand ex-
periences. In many cases perhaps in the
large majority, only the personnel have been
reduced. The functions and the misslons
have remained virtually the same.

You and the other 1.2 million eivilian em-
ployees in the Military Departments are
asking the question, “How much and when?”
So far, the extent of RI.F.'s and the mlilitary
activities to be cut or closed in 1971 is the
best kept secret in Washington. With this
kind of administrative approach it is only
natural that all kinds of rumors are afloat.

It is normal that the typical civilian em-
ployee in the Defense Department wonders if
these heavy R.IF.'s of civil service workers
mean more contracting out and/or greater
use of military personnel. I have in the past
and shall continue to oppose the use of mili-
tary personnel for the performance of purely
eivilian functions. This is false economy. The
Defense Department’s own studies in the
past have proved this to be a purely and
simply budgetary manipulation.

We have witnessed in the past six months
an increasing number of active duty military
being used in place of civilian employees. It
has been reported to me that for years the
Air Force has had as many as 60% of its
civil engineering, transportation, mainten-
ance and supply functions manned with en-
listed men as compared to negligible num-
bers of military In those functions in the
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps. But, now all
the Services are filling civilian-type jobs with
military men, trained for combat but used
as typists, supply clerks, chauffeurs, aircraft
mechanics and instructors. In my judgment,
such use of military personnel cannct be
justified.

I am in favor of a strong military-civilian
team. I recognized the importance of rota-
tlon and field experlence complimenting
years of on-the-job know-how. I also know
that we cannot and must not, keep a man in
Vietnam or cn-board a ship indefinitely, but
also believe it is an unwise policy and one
which is difficult, if not impossible, to justify
the drafting of young men to perform work
normally and successfully performed by our
civillan workforce. If I were a draftee, I
would resent it.

On several occasions I have brought to the
attention of Defense Officers instances of
what appeared to be misuse of military and
contractor personnel, especially with respect
to work normally performed by civil service
employees. I know of several other members
of the Senate and House who have done the
same.

I am confident that collectively our com=-
plaints resulted In the orders issued in Feb-
ruary and April of 1970 by the Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Manpower. The memo-
random of February 27th states in part as
follows: “It is also the pollcy of the Depart-
ment of Defense that military personnel will
not be substituted for civilian personnel be-
ing reduced in force,” and, in another state-
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ment it is emphasized . . . that the planned
reductions are not considered to be justifica-
tion for the use of contract services. I want
to make one thing clear here. In my judg-
ment, Federal expenditures on a per capita
basis must be reduced and I would propose
that all contract services be discontinued.
I do not believe that all government services
must or should be performed in-house by
government personnel. I do not believe that
under our system it is even advisable.

We must be fair to the American tax-
payer—and that includes all of us—and
where work can be performed more economi=-
cally in the private sector—all things con-
sidered—including the need for the mainte-
nance of skills in national emergecies, it
should be so performed.

But the budgetary gimmick of ordering
reductions in force separating hundreds of
personnel in what amounts to a grandstand
play at economy and the contracting of work
out at much increased costs cannot be justi-
fled. The General Accounting Office has al-
ready made a number of studies in this con-
nection and during the coming months it is
my plan to question the changes made by the
Department and if necessary request audits
by the General Accounting Office of those
questionable changes whether they be from
private to government or government to pri-
vate.

I have some serious doubts concerning
the application of the merif promotion sys-
tem. Cases have been called to my attention
Indleating that in recrulting, promotions and
the making of awards, the old "buddy sys-
tem'" has not been completely eliminated.

I am told that there Is ample evidence of
Jobs being written for a particular individual
and of jobs being held open for months for
a certaln person with job vacancy informa-
tion left unpublicized. A recent meeting with
officers of the Civil Service Commission
seemed to establish clearly that promotion
programs are frequently based on improper
or unrealistic tests.

This past Fall there appeared a story in
Washington that the Commisslon was con-
templating the removal of Classification Act
jobs in Grades GS-13 through 15 from the
Merit System.

I am advised that a few months ago a top
official in the Civil Service Commission made
a public statement at a gathering of Federal
employees that, and I quote, “The Commis-
sion is an arm of management and cannot
be responsive to the desires of the Federal
employees.” If this is the total function of
the Commission, then it needs to be recon-
stituted and the sooner the better.

As I have made clear before, I am not pos-
ing as a manpower expert but based on the
experlence of my office, I would llke to make
a few observations. In my judgment, the Con-
gress itself should provide more overview of
the departments and agencies. Secretary
Laird, in August 1967, while a Congressman
from the State of Wisconsin, said on the floor
of the House of Representatives, “Congress
can be strong and viable only if it is in a
position to exercise a continuing and sys-
tematic review of administrative activitles
and policies. Without the information that
comes from such comprehensive oversight
activities, Congress runs the risk of being cut
off from the mainstream of relevant informa-
tion and decislon-making.”

I think we are dangerously close to that
point. The Classified Pay Bill passed by the
Congress last year does in my judgment
provide entirely too much discretionary au-
thority to the Executive Branch,

I know there is considerable unrest among
our 750,000 wage board employees, These arti-
sans and craftsmen, the backbone of the
government's industrial capability, want
Congress to recognize their pay problems. I
think the system of establishing wage board
salaries should be established by law. With
the concurrence of Dave Henderson, I shall
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introduce a bill which is identical to his
bill, HR. 2164. These bills are similar to H.R.
17809 which the President vetoed last year.
I believe the new bill contains some improve-
ments and refinements.

This bill will put into law the current ad-
ministrative prineciples of the wage board pay
procedures. But, it goes further and provides
additional pay steps—five steps up to 112%.
There are also additional issues which I un=-
derstand are acceptable to supervisor spokes-
men.

The veto of the Henderson Blll of last year
was an unjustified action. It was no more
inflationary than a number of other govern-
mental actlons including the Classified Pay
Bill and I find it dificult to suggest that
longevity and stewardshlp of service 1s justi-
fied in 10 in-grade steps for classified em-
ployees, while five steps are not justified for
wage board employees,

The nonappropriated fund employees have
needed help for some time. They were in-
cluded in both Dave Henderson's bill and in
mine, I am of the opinion that the truth of
the matter is that the Executive Branch and
perhaps the Civil Service Commission spe-
cifically simply wants complete control and
authority to adjust Pederal salarles at their
will. I do not believe they are that qualified.
Correspondence received by me over the past
four years leads me to believe that employees
working in nonappropriated fund activities
have received rather shoddy treatment. In-
formation indicates that these so called non-
appropriated fund activities lack the kind of
independent oversight needed. I am giving
consideration to offering legislation to ex-
pand the independent auditing procedures
of their activities, both from the standpoint
of funds and of procurement practices.

I hope the Congress will move ahead in
the next year and improve such personnel
administrative procedures as those relating
to: R.ILF. procedures, promotions, person-
nel evaluation techniques, handling griev-
ances and appeal procedures. I havk been
concerned with respect to appeal proce-
dures which provide for determinations
being made by the people whose decisions
are being questioned. In this connection, I
am currently studying the hearing exam-
iner procedures to determine whether hear-
ing examiners in all agencles but particu-
larly in the Social Security Administration
are sufficlently independent of {he agency
to provide the kind of falr and impartial
hearing to which they are entitled.

With all these matters and their im-

e there Is a major and primary
responsibility which rests in large part
with you.

Government activity cannot be inefficient.
We must strive to improve overall employee
productivity. As supervisors, you are the
key—your leadership can mean the differ-
ence between just an average performance
and an efficlent, productive Government
activity.

There is a challenge before our country
today, tomorrow and next year. Our Nation
will continue to need able, devoted person-
nel in the Federal Government for the
tasks ahead, regardless of whether these
tasks relate to defense, to environment, to
health, to transportation, or to the many
other broad areas demanding solutions,
These tasks cannot be resolved by govern-
ment alone, This is a democracy. There is
a place and & need for both the public
and private sector to keep in mind that
we must malntain adequate skills in our
Federal installations and capabllity in the
private sector. There is a place In our
economy for both and we must see that
they are both maintained at as high a
level of economic efficlency as s possible.

I am proud to have had this opportunity
to meet with you at your annual conven-
tion. I have known many of your officers
and have been pleased to work with them.
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I look forward to continuing this relation-
ship through the years.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

5. 1086

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
subchapter IV of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“SUBCHAFTER IV—PREVAILING RATE
SYSTEMS
*§ 5341. Policy

“It is the policy of Congress that rates of
pay of prevailing rate employees be uni-
formly fixed and adjusted and be based on
principles that—

“{1) there will be equal pay for substan-
tially equal work for all employees who are
working under similar conditions of em-
ployment in all agencies within the same
wage area;

**(2) there will be relative differences in
pay within a wage area when there are sub-
stantial or recognizable differences in duties,
responsibilities, and qualification require-
ments among positions;

“(8) the level of rates of pay will be main-
talned in line with prevailing levels of com-
parable work within a wage area; and

“(4) the level of rates of pay will be main-
tained so as to attract and retain qualified
employees.

**§ 5342. Definitions; application

“(a) For the purpose of this subchapter—

“{1) ‘agency’ has the meaning glven it by
section 5102 of this title;

“(2) ‘prevalling rate employee’ means—

“(A) an individual employed in or under
an agency in a recognized trade or craft, or
other skilled mechanical craft, or in an un-
skilled, semiskilled, or skilled manual labor
occupation, and any other individual, in-
cluding a foreman and a supervisor, in a
position having trade, craft, or laboring ex-
perience and knowledge as the paramount
requirement;

“(B) an employee in the Bureau of En-
graving and Printing whose dutles are to
perform or direct manual or machine opera-
tions requiring special skill or experience, or
to perform or direct the counting, examining,
sorting, or other verification of the product
of manual or machine operations;

*{C) an employee of a nonappropriated
fund Instrumentality described by section
2105(c) of this title who is employed in a
recognlzed trade or craft, or other skilled
mechanical craft, or in an unskilled, semi-
skilled, or skilled manual labor occupation,
and any other individual, Including a fore-
man and a supervisor, in a position having
trade, craft, or Ilaboring experience and
knowledge as the paramount requirement;
and

“(D) an employee of the Veterans' Can-
teen Service, Veterans’ Administration, ex-
cepted from chapter 51 of this title by section
5102(c) (14) of this title who is employed
in a recognized trade or craft, or other
skilled mechanical craft, or in an unskilled,
semiskilled, or skilled manual labor occupa-
tion, and any other individual, including a
foreman and a supervisor, in a position hav-
ing trade, craft, or labor experience and
knowledge as the paramount requirement;
and

“(3) ‘position’ means the work, consisting
of dutles and responsibilities, assignable to
a prevailing rate employee.

“{b) This subchapter applies to all pre-
valling rate employees and positions in or
under an agency. All such employees em-
ployed within the United States shall be
bona fide residents of the United States, un-
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less the Secretary of Labor certifies that no
bona fide resident of the United States is
available to fill the particular position. This
subchapter does not apply to employees and
positions described by section 5102(c) of this
title other than by paragraphs (7), (8), and
(14) of that section.

“§ 5343, Prevalling rate
wage schedules

“(a) The pay of prevalling rate employees
shall be fixed and adjusted from time to time
as nearly as s consistent with the public
interest in accordance with prevailing rates.
Subject to section 213(f) of title 29, the
rates may not be less than the appropriate
rates provided by sectlon 206(a) (1) of title
29. To carry out this subsectlon—

“(1) the Civil Service Commission shall
define the boundaries of individual local
wage areas and designate a lead agency for
each local wage area;

“(2) a lead agency, on order of the Com-
mission, shall conduct a wage survey within
the local wage area, collect and analyze wage
survey data, and develop and establish wage
schedules; and

*“(3) the head of each agency having pre-
valling rate employees In a local wage area
shall fix and adjust the rates of such em-
ployees in that area in accordance with the
wage schedules established by the lead agency
in that area.

“(b) The Commission shall order full-scale
wage surveys every second year with interim
surveys in alternating years, the Commis-
slon may order more frequent surveys when
conditions so suggest.

“(c) The Commission, by regulation, shall
prescribe practices and procedures for con-
ducting wage surveys, analyzing wage survey
data, and developing and establishing wage
schedules. The regulations shall provide—

*{1) that wages surveyed by those pald by
private employers in the local wage area for
similar work performed by regular full-time
employees;

“(2) for participation at all levels by rep-
resentatives of employee organizations in
every phase of providing an equitable system
for fixing and adjusting the rates of pay for
prevalling rate employees, Including the
planning of the surveys, the drafting of
specifications, the selection of data collectors,
the collection and the analysis of the data,
and the submission of recommendations to
the head of the lead agency for wage sched-
ules and for special wage schedules where
appropriate;

**(3) for requirements for the accomplish-
ment of wage surveys and for the develop-
ment of wage schedules;

*“(4) (A) that a lead agency, in making
& wage survey, shall determine whether there
exists in the local wage area a sufficient
number of comparable positions in private
industry to establish wage schedules for the
principal types of positions for which the
survey 1s made, and that the determination
shall be in writing and shall take into con-
sideration all relevant evidence including
evidence submitted by employee organiza-
tions recognized as representative of employ-
ees in the area; and

“(B) that, when it is determined that
there 1s an insufficlent number of compara=-
ble positions in private Industry to establish
the wage schedules, the lead agency shall
establish the wage schedules on the basis of
local private Industry rates and rates paid for
comparable positions in private industry in
the nearest wage area that it determines to
be most similar in the nature of its popula-
tion, employment, manpower, and industry
to the wage area for which the wage survey
is being made;

“(5) (A) that each grade of a wage sched-
ule have 5 steps, the first step at 96 per-
cent of the prevailing rate, the second step at
100 percent of the prevalling rate, the third
step at 104 percent of the prevailing rate,
the fourth step at 108 percent of the pre-

determinations;
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valling rate, and the fifth step at 113 percent
of the prevalling rate;

“{B) that, with satisfactory work perform-
ance of an acceptable level of competence as
determined by the head of the agency, an
employee advance automatically to the next
higher step within the grade at the begin-
ning of the next pay period following the
completion of—

“(1) 26 calendar weeks of continuous
service in step 1;

“(ii) 78 calendar weeks of continuous serv-
ice in step 2; and

“(111) 104 calendar weeks of continuous
service in steps 3, 4 and 5; and

“(C) that the benefit of successive step in-
creases is preserved for employees whose
continuous service is interrupted in the pub~
He interest by service with the armed forces
or by service In essential non-Government
civilian employment during a period of war
or national emergency;

“(8) for special rates and schedules in-
cluding, but not limited to, supervisory
schedules and industry oriented schedules, as
appropriate;

“(T) for equal rates of pay for the same
work in the same local wage area;

“(8) for pay distinctions in keeping with
work distinctions, with proper differentials
as determined by the Commission for duty
involving unusually severe working condi-
tions or unusually severe hazards;

“(9) rules governing the administration of
pay for individual employees on appoint-
ment, transfer, promotion, demotion (includ-
ing retention of pay rates as apppropriate),
and other similar changes in employment
status;

**(10) for a continuing program of systems
maintenance and improvement designed to
keep the prevailing rate system fully abreast
of changing conditions, practices, and tech-
niques both in and out of the Government
of the United States;

“(11) for a Tlg-percent differential for
regularly scheduled nonovertime work a ma-
jority of the hours of which occur between
3 o'clock postmeridian, and midnight; and

“(12) for a 10-percent differential for reg-
ularly scheduled nonovertime work a ma-
jority of the hours of which occur between
11 o'clock postmeridian, and 8 o'clock ante-
meridian.

‘g 5344, Effective date of wage increase;
retroactive pay

“{a) Each increase in rates of basic pay
granted, pursuant to a wage survey, to pre-
vailing rate employees is effective not later
than the first day of the first pay period
which begins on or after the 45th day, ex-
cluding Saturdays and Sundays, following
the date the wage survey is ordered to be
made.

“(b) Retroactive pay is payable by reason
of an Increase in rates of basic pay referred
to In subsection (a) of this section only
when-—

*{1) the individual is in the service of the
Government of the United States, including
service in the armed forces, or the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia on the date
of the issuance of the order granting the in-
crease; or

"(2) the individual retired or died during

the period beginning on the effective date of
the increase and ending on the date of issu-
ance of the order granting the increase, and
only for services performed during that
period,
For the purpose of this subsection, service
in the armed forces includes the period pro-
vided by statute for the mandatory restora-
tion of the individual to a position in or
under the Government of the United States
or the government of the District of Colum-
bia after he is relleved from training and
service In the armed forces or discharged
from hospitallzation following that training
and service.

*“(e) For purposes of determining the
amount of insurance for which an individual
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is eligible under chapter 87 of this title,
an increase in the rate of basic pay referred
to In subsection (a) of this section is effec-
tive on the date of the issuance of the order
granting the increase, However, for an em-
ployee who dies or retires during the period
beginning on the effective date of the in-
crease and ending on the date of the issu-
ance of the order granting the increase, the
amount of the insurance is determined as
if the increase under this section were In
effect for the employee during that period.
“'§ 5345. Retained rate of pay on reduction
in grade

(a) Under regulations prescribed by the
Clivil Service Commission, and subject to the
limitation in subsection (b) of this sectlon,
a prevailing rate employee—

“(1) who is reduced in grade from a grade
of a wage schedule;

“(2) who holds a career or a career-con=
ditional appointment in the competitive
service, or an appointment of equivalent
tenure in the expected service or in the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia;

“(3) whose reduction in grade is not (A)
caused by a demotion for personal cause,
(B) at his request, (C) effected in a reduc-
tion in force due to lack of funds or curtail-
ment of work, or (D) with respect to a tem-
porary promotion, a condition of the tempo-
rary promotion to a higher grade;

“(4) who, for 2 continuous years Immedi-
ately before the reduction in grade, served
(A) in the same agency, and (B) in a grade
or grades higher than the grade to which
demoted; and

“(6) whose work performance during the
2-year period is satisfactory or better;
is entitled to baslc pay at the rate to which
he was entlitled Immediately before the re-
ductlon in grade (including each increase In
rate of basic pay granted pursuant to a wage
survey) for a period of 2 years from the ef-
fectlve date of the reduction in grade, so
long as he—

“(A) continues in the same agency with-
out a break in service of 1 workday or more:

“(B) is not entitled to a higher rate of
basic pay by operation of this subchapter;
and

*(C) 1s not demoted or reassigned (1) for
personal cause, (i1) at his request, or (iii)
in a reduction in force due to a lack of funds
or curtallment of work.

“{b) The rate of basic pay to which a pre-
valling rate employee is entitled under sub-
sectlon (a) of this section with respect to
each reduction in grade to which that sub-
section applies may not exceed the sum of—

“{1) the minlmum rate of the grade to
which he 15 reduced under each reduction
in grade to which that subsection applies
(including each increase in rate of basic
pay granted pursuant to a wage survey); and

“(2) the difference between his rate im-
mediately before the first reduction In grade
to which that subsection applies (inciuding
each increase in rate of basic pay granted
pursuant to a wage survey) and the mini-
mum rate of that grade which 1s 3 grades
lower than the grade from which he was
reduced under the first of the reductions in
grade (Iincluding each increase in the rate of
basic pay granted pursuant to a wage sur-
vey).

“(c) Under regulations prescribed by the
Commission consistent with the provisions
of subsections (a) and (b) of this section,
an employee who is reduced to a grade of &
wage schedule from a position not subject to
this subchapter is entitled to a retalned rate
of basic pay.

“(d) The Commission may prescribe regu-
lations governing the retention of the rate
of basic pay of an employee who together
with his position is brought under this sub-
chapter. If an employee so entitled to a re-
tained rate under these regulations is later
demoted to a position under this subchap-
ter, his rate of basic pay is determined under
subsections (a) and (b) of this section. For
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the purpose of those subsectlons, service In
the position which was brought under this
subchapter is deemed service under this sub-
chapter.

“§ 5346. Job grading system

“(a) The Civil Service Commission, after
consulting with the agencies and with em-
ployee organizations, shall establish and
malintain a job grading system for positions
to which this subchapter applies. In carry-
ing out this subsection, the Commission
shall—

“(1) establish and define individual occu-
pations and the boundaries of each occu-
pation;

“(2) establish job titles within occupa-
tions;

“(3) develop and publish job grading
standards; and

“(4) provide a method to assure con-
sistency in the application of job standards.

“({b) The Commission, from time to time,
shall review such numbers of positions in
each agency as will enable the Commission
to determine whether the agency is placing
positions in occupations and grades in con-
formance with or consistently with pub-
lished job standards. When the Commission
finds that a position is not placed in its
proper occupation and grade in conformance
with published standards or that a position
for which there is no published standards is
not placed in the occupation and grade con-
sistently with published standards, it shall,
after consultation with appropriate officials
of the agency concerned, place the position
in its appropriate occupation and grade and
shall certify this action to the agency. The
agency shall act in accordance with the cer-
tificate, and the certificate Is binding on all
administrative, certifying, payroll, disburs-
ing, and accounting officials.

“(e) On application, made in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Commis-
slon, by a prevailing rate employee for the
review of the action of an employing agency
in placing his position in an occupation and
grade for pay purposes, the Commission
shall—

“(1) ascertain currently the facts as to the
dutles, responsibilities, and qualification re-
quirements of the position;

“(2) decide whether the position has been
placed in the proper occupation and grade;
and

“(3) approve, disapprove, or modify, in ac-
cordance with its decision, the action of the
employing agency in placing the position in
an occupation and grade.

The Commission shall certify to the agency
concerned its action under paragraph (3)
of this subsection. The agency shall act in
accordance with the certificate, and the cer-
tificate is binding on all administrative, cer-
tifying, payroll, disbursing, and accounting
officials.

*'§ 5347. Federal Prevaillng Rate Advisory

Committee

“{a) There is established a Federal Pre-
vailing Rate Advisory Committee composed
of—

*(1) the Chairman, who shall not hold any
other position in the Government of the
United States or the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and who shall be ap-
pointed by the President for a 4-year term at
& rate of pay equivalent to the maximum rate
for the General Schedule;

“(2) the head, or his designee, of each of
the four Executive agencies (other than the
Civll Service Commission), and military de-
partments designated by the Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission from time to time
as having the largest number of prevalling
rate emplovees;

“(8) an employee of the Civil Service Com-
mission, appointed by the Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission; and

“(4) five representatives, appolinted by the

of the Civil Commisslon,

from among the employee organizations rep-
resenting, under exclusive recognition of the
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Government of the United States, the largest
numbers of prevailing rate employees in the
service of the Government of the United
States.

“(b) In making appointments of repre-
sentatives of employee organizations under
subsection (a)(4) of this section, the Chair-
man of the Civil Service Commission shall
appolnt, as nearly as practicable, a number
of representatives from a particular employee
organization in the same proportion as the
number of prevailing rate employees repre-
sented by such organization is to the total
number of prevailing rate employees in the
Government of the United States and the
government of the District of Columbia.
However, In any case there shall not be more
than two representatives from any one em-
ployee organization nor more than four rep-
resentatives from a single council, federation,
alliance, association or affiliation of employee
organizations,

"(c) Every second year the Chairman of
the Civil Service Commission shall review em-
ployee organization representation to deter-
mine adequate or proportional representa-
tion under the guidelines of subsection (b)
of this section.

“(d) The representatives from the em-
ployee organizations serve at the pleasure
of the Chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mission.

“(e) The Committee shall study the pre-
valling rate system and other matters per-
tinent to the establishment of prevailing
rates under this subchapter and, from time
to time, advise the Civil Service Commis-
slon thereon. Conclusions and recommenda-
tions of the Committee shall be formulated
by majority vote. The Committee shall
make an annual report to the Commission
and the President for transmittal to Con-
gress, including recommendations and other
matters considered appropriate. Any mem-
ber of the Committee may include in the
annual report recommendations and other
matters he considers appropriate.

“(f) The Committee shall meet at the
call of its Chairman. However, a speclal
meeting shall be called by the Chairman
if a majority of the members makes a writ-
ten request to the Chairman to call a spe-
clal meeting to consider matters within the
purview of the Committee.

“(g) Members of the Committee (other
than employee organization representatives
and the Chairman) serve without additional
pay. Employee organization members are
not entitled to pay from the Government
of the United States for services rendered
to the Committee.

“(h) The Civil Service Commission shall
provide such clerical and professional per-
sonnel as the Committee considers appro-
priate and necessary to carry out its fune-
tions under this subchapter. Such person-
nel shall be responsible solely to the Com-
mittee,

*§ 5348. Crews of vessels

“(a) Except as provided by subsection
(b) of this sectlon, the pay of officers and
members of crews of vessels excepted from
chapter 51 of this title by section 5102
(e)(8) of this title shall be fixed and
adjusted from time to time as nearly as is
consistent with the public interest In ac-
cordance with prevalling rates and practices
in the maritime industry.

“(b) Vessel employees of the Panama Canal
Company may be pald In accordance with
the wage practices of the maritime indus-
try.".

(b) The analysis of subchapter IV of chap-
ter 63 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“SUBCHAPTER IV—PREVAILING RATE
SYSTEMS
“'5341. Policy.
""5342. Definition; application.
“5343. Prevailing rate determinations; wage
schedules.
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Effective date of wage increase; retro-
active pay,

Retained rate of pay on reduction in
grade.

Job grading system.,

Federal Prevailing Rate Advisory Com-
mittee.

“5348. Crews of vessels.”,

SEc. 2. Sectlon 2105(¢) (1) of title 5, United
States Code, 1s amended by inserting * (other
than subchapter IV of chapter 53 and section
71564 of this title)” immediately following
“laws”,

Sec. 3. Bection 5337 of title 5, United
States Code, 1s amended—

(1) by striking out the words “to which
this section applies” wherever they appear in
subsection (b) and inserting “to which that
subsection applies” in place thereof: and

(2) by adding at the end thereof:

“(c) Under regulations prescribed by the
Civil Service Commission consistent with
the provisions of subsecticns (a) and (b) of
this section, an employee who is reduced to
a grade of the General Schedule from a posi-
tion to which this subchapter does not apply
is entitled to a retained rate of basic pay.”.

Sec. 4. Section 5541(2)(x1) of title B,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“(xi) an employee whose pay is fixed and
adjusted from time to time in accordance
with prevailing rates under subchapter IV
of chapter 53 of this title, or by a wage board
or similar Administrative authority serving
the same purpose, except as provided by sec-
tlon 55644 of this title;".

SEc. 5. The first sentence of section 5544(a)
of title 5, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows: “An employee whose pay is
fixed and adjusted from time to time in ac-
cordance with prevailing rates under section
5343 of this title, or by a wage board or simi-
lar administrative authority serving the same
purpose, is entitled to overtime pay for over-
time work in excess of 8 hours a day or 40
hours a week.”,

Sec. 6. Section 6101(a) (1) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting “other
than an employee whose pay is fixed and ad-
Justed from time to time in accordance with
prevailing rates under section 5343 of this
title or by a wage board or similar adminis-
trative authorlty serving the same purpose”
immediately preceding the period at the end
thereof.

Sec. 7. (a) Section 6102 of title 5, United
States Code, is repealed.

(b) The analysis of chapter 61 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out—

6102, Eight-hour day; 40-hour workweek:
wage-board employees.”.

Sec. 8. Section 7154(b) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“subchapter III of chapter 53" and inserting
“subchapters III and IV of chapter 53” in
place thereof.

Bec. 9. (a) An employee’s Initial rate of
pay on conversion to a wage schedule estab-
lished pursuant to the amendments made
by this Act shall be determined under con-
version rules prescribed by the Civil Service
Commission. The amendments made by this
Act shall not be construed to decrease the
existing rate of basic pay of any present em-
ployee subject thereto,

(b) The amendments made by this Aect
shall not be construed to affect agreements
presently in effect as a result of negotiations
between departments and agencies of the
Government of the United States, or subdivi-
sions thereof, and organized employees. It is
the intent of this Act that through negotia-
tions between the Commission, the heads of
those agencies referred to In clauses (i)-
(vill) of sectlon 5102(a) (1) of title 5, United
States Code, and the organized employees,
that, in due time, wherever feasible, all pre-
valling rate employees be covered by the
amendments made by this Act.

“'5344,
“5345.

“5346.
“5347.
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Sec. 10. (a) Subchapter V of chapter 55
of title 5, United States Code, relating to
premium pay, s amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“§ 5550. Pay for Sunday and holiday work;
employees of nonappropriated
fund instrumentalities, Veterans’
Canteen Service

“An employee of the Veterans’ Canteen
Service, Veterans' Administration, or an em-
ployee pald from nonappropriated funds of
the Army and Alr Force Exchange Service,
Army and Air Force Motion Picture Service,
Navy Ship’s Stores Ashore, Navy exchanges,
Marine Corps exchanges, Coast Guard ex
changes, or other instrumentalities of the
United States under the jurisdiction of the
armed forces conducted for the comfort,
pleasure, contentment, and mental and phy-
sical improvement of personnel of the armed
forces—

*“(1) whose regular work schedule includes
an 8-hour period of service, a part of which
is on Sunday, is entitled to additional pay at
the rate of 25 percent of his hourly rate of
basic pay for each hour of work performed
during that 8-hour period of service; or

“(2) who performs work on a holiday des-
ignated by Federal statute or Executive Or-
der, s entitled to pay at the rate of his basic
pay. plus premium pay at a rate equal to
the rate of his basic pay, for that holiday
work which is not in excess of 8 hours or
overtime work for such employee.”.

(b) The table of sections of subchapter
V of chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end thereof—

“§ 65550. Pay for Sunday and holiday work;
employees of nonappropriated
fund instrumentalities, Veterans'
Canteen Service.".

Sec. 11. The provisions of sections 1-10 of
this Act are effective on the first day of the
first pay period which begins on or after 90

days after the date of enactment of this Act
except that, in the case of those employees

referred to in section 5342(a)(2) (C) and
(D) of title 5, United States Code (as
amended by the first section of this Act),
such provisions are effective on the first day
of the first pay period which begins on or
after one hundred and eighty days after such
date of enactment or on such earlier date
(not earlier than ninety days after such date
of enactment) as the Civil Service Commis-
sion may prescribe.

By Mr. HRUSKA:

S.1087. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, earlier
today, the President of the United States
sent a message to the Congress, received
here in the Chamber, on the subject of
the Law Enforcement Revenue Sharing
Act of 1971, He designated it as the first
of six special revenue-sharing programs.
He reported the proposal as legislation
which is directed to matters of primary
concern in our national life, control of
erime and improvement of this Nation's
system of criminal justice. He said much
has been accomplished in combating
these problems but much remains to be
accomplished.

Part of the progress of the past 2
years can be attributed to the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration,
the so-called LEAA, which was first en-
acted in 1968. Later in the day there was
a transmittal to the Congress and to this
body of a draft bill which would be en-
titled “The Law Enforcement Revenue
Sharing Act of 19717 by the Attorney
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General. That draft is the draft and that
is the bill which I sent to the desk and
ask that it be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock) . The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. President, I rise
to express my support for the President’s
concept of the law enforcement revenue
sharing.

This act will provide the States and
units of local government greater flex-
ibility and freedom in expending funds
for law enforcement purposes.

Revenue sharing is one of the most
innovative and significant proposals this
body has ever been asked to consider.
President Nixon, by presenting his rev-
enue-sharing program to the American
people and the Congress, has recognized
the long-felt need of the States and units
of local government for adequate un-
tethered Federal financial assistance.

The Federal Government in the past
has attempted to meet the revenue needs
of the States and local governments
through its categorical grant-in-aid
programs. These programs have not pro-
vided an effective answer. All too often
the Federal Government narrowly di-
rected the purposes for which Federal
funds could be expended. Pressing needs
were not addressed in many areas and
money was spent on unnecessary or out-
dated programs.

The first step toward more effectively
meeting the needs of the States and local
governments in the law enforcement area
came with the passage of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act. The Safe Streets Act, through an
amendment offered by the Republican
leadership, substituted a block grant ap-
proach for the categorical grant program
originally included in the act.

Under the Safe Streets Act, funds for
improving the strengthening law en-
forecement are allocated to each State on
a population basis. Some of the funds are
retained at the State level and the rest
are reallocated to units of local govern-
ment within the State. Each State is free
to select its own programs and priorities
in accordance with broad guidelines es-
tablished by LEAA. However, as a pre-
requisite to receiving its block grant, each
State must annually prepare a detailed
comprehensive plan setting forth the
manner in which its funds are to be ex-
pended and LEAA must specifically ap-
prove the plan before the State can ex-
pend its funds.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary and section-by-sec-
tion analysis of the major features of
the bill which I have introduced, as well
as the text of the bill itself be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, the bill
introduced today will amend title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act and carries the block grant concept
a step further by giving the States even
greater discretion in the expenditure of
LEAA funds.

Before discussing the actual provisions
of the bill, I would like to say a few words
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about the LEAA program. The criminal
justice system is one of the most frag-
mented sections of governmental opera-
tion and prior to the creation of LEAA
there was no coordinated crime control
program. Criminal justice agencies went
their own separate ways and the major
components of the system—police, courts,
and corrections—usually had no real idea
of what the others were doing, and they
seemed in many cases to care even less.

This is no longer true. Today a nation-
wide crime control program has been es-
tablished. Every State has set up a top-
level planning agency, working with its
units of local government to both plan
and implement a wide variety of criminal
justice improvement programs. In every
State the police, courts, and corrections—
that is to say the parole officers, the pro-
bation officers, and the rehabilitation of-
ficers—are coordinating and integrating
their attack on the crime problem and
law enforcement. New programs are be-
ing developed and solutions are being de-
veloped with consideration for the effects
on each component of the criminal jus-
tice system.

The operation of this program by the
State and local governments will be en-
hanced by the bill I am introducing to-
day. Local jurisdictions know their own
problems and they will be given greater
responsibility for formulating their own
programs for crime control. I would now
like to discuss some of the more impor-
tant aspects of the bill.

First, the concept of comprehensive
planning in the Safe Streets Act is re-
tained. A State will still be required to
annually prepare and submit to LEAA a
comprehensive plan outlining the pro-
grams and projects for the improvement
of law enforcement that will be funded
with its special revenue sharing pay-
ments. LEAA will continue to make plan-
ning grants to the States for the prep-
aration, development, and administration
of the comprehensive plan. However, the
requirements for the comprehensive plan
have been simplified and the States will
have greater leeway in selecting the com-
ponents of the plan. Additionally,
LEAA's role will be to review and com-
ment on the plan, and their approval of
the plan will not be required as a con-
dition for receiving revenue-sharing
payments.

Second, the bill authorizes LEAA to
make special revenue-sharing payments
in lieu of the block grants it presently
makes to the States. Funds appropriated
by Congress for special revenue sharing
payments will be allocated among the
States according to the population and
upon appropriation of these funds; each
State will be eligible for its share of the
payments if it has filed a comprehensive
plan with LEAA by December 31 of the
immediately preceding calendar year.

Third, the matching requirements for
special revenue-sharing payments and
discretionary grants have been elimi-
nated. It should be borne in mind that
this is one of the control features, one
of the inherent features of the Presi-
dent’s program, the special revenue
sharing plan in those six areas which he
has outlined, that there would be the
foregoing and the elimination of the
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necessity for the States and local govern-
ments to match certain payments. That
is being done in this, the first of these
special revenue sharing plans, Thus,
funds granted for these purposes can be
used to provide up to 100 percent of the
cost of State and local law enforcement
programs, These provisions recognize
that States and units of local govern-
ment are in dire financial straits and are
having increasing difficulty in supplying
the needed matching funds for Federal
grants-in-aid. In addition, funds appro-
priated for special revenue-sharing pay-
ments and discretionary grants may
be used to provide the matching for
planning grants and corrections grants
under parts B and E of the Safe Streets
Act. The so-called hard match provisions
and the so-called State buy-in conditions
would be delefed from the Safe Streets
Act.

Fourth, the bill contains sufli .ient pro-
visions to assure that the States will
allocate adequate resources to its units of
local government under the special
revenue-sharing program. The bill re-
tains the provision in the Safe Streets
Act that requires each State, beginning
on July 1, 1972, to allocate its special
revenue-sharing payments to its units of
local government in proportion to their
law enforcement expenditures. The
States must also assure that areas char-
acterized by high crime incidence and
high law enforcement activities are
adequately provided for. In addition, the
State planning agency will be required to
establish appropriate review procedures
for instances in which law enforcement
requests for funds are disapproved.

Fifth, the bill recognizes the Federal
Government’'s responsibility for assur-
ing that its tax dollars are properly al-
located. To this end, the States are re-
quired to utilize proper fiscal control and
accounting procedures in order to assure
adequate accounting for its special rev-
enue-sharing payments. The States are
also required to submit reports dealing
with the status and application of funds
it receives.

The fiscal control and the accounting
procedures required of the States will be
supplemented by two factors, One will
be the audits of the General Accounting
Office which, as we know, is an arm of
Congress. There will be a second disci-
pline which applies to every appropria-
tion and all legislation, and that is the
oversight of this entire revenue sharing
plan by Congress itself.

Sixth, this bill recognizes that States
are hard pressed to even maintain at
the same level the present law enforce-
ment efforts and eliminates provisions
in the Safe Streets Act that prohibit the
States and localities from using funds
they receive from LEAA to supplant the
funds they are currently allocating for
law enforcement purposes. Similarly, the
States and local governments will no
longer be required to assume the costs of
LEAA-funded programs after a reason-
able period of time. However, the bill
recognizes the danger that large scale
Federal support of State and local police
salaries could lead to undue State and
local dependence on Federal funds and
to possible domination of law enforcs-
ment throughout the country. Accord-
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ingly, the present limitations on the ex-
penditures of LEAA funds for salaries of
operational, as opposed to nonoperation-
al, law enforcement perscnnel, have been
retained.

Seventh, it is clear that the Federal
Government has an obligation to assure
that all citizens participate on an equal
basis in its programs and under this bill
the requirements of title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 prohibiting discrimi-
nation in federally assisted programs are
made specifically applicable to special
revenue-sharing payments. This is a fea-
ture which will be found in each of the
special programs as it finds its way into
Congress by way of a specific bill.

Finally, all the other LEAA programs
are retained in their present form. LEAA
will continue to make grants for correc-
tional institutions, programs, and facili-
ties under the program established by
the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1970.
Similarly, LEAA would still be authorized
to make discretionary grants and the Na-
tional Institute, academic assistance,
statistics and technical assistance pro-
grams are retained in their present form.

We must stimulate State and local ini-
tiative if we are to effectively solve the
problems of police protection and law en-
forcement. At the same time we must
provide the resources for the States and
localities to make these improvements.
After all, the primary burden of law en-
forcement in our Republic does evolve
upon the State and local political subdi-
vision. That is the way it was originally
and that is the way it should be contin-
ued. The alternative would be a national
police system, which is not something
anyone would countenance for this Na-
tion. At the same time, we must provide
resources for the States and localities to
make these improvements.

The Law Enforcement Revenue Shar-
ing Act will provide States and localities
with the necessary resources and will
leave the initiative with them. It is for
these reasons that I support the Law En-
forcement Revenue Sharing Aet and I
urge that we take steps at an early date
to enact this program.

I hope this measure will receive early
consideration in the committee and that
the committee will see it at an early date
to report it to the Senate.

ExgIBIT 1
THE LAw ENFORCEMENT REVENUE SHARING
Act oF 1971

The purpose of the proposed Law Enforce-
ment Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 is to put
more control of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration’s program into the
hands of the States and units of local gov-
ernment. The proposed Act, however, will re-
tain the essential characteristics of title I of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968, as recently amended by the
Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1971.

The revenue sharing Act would make the
following changes in title I of the Safe
Streets Act:

Special revenue sharing payments—The
bill authorizes LEAA to make special revenue
sharing payments to the States for law en-
forcement purposes. These payments will re-
place the block grants which LEAA presently
makes to the States for the implementation
of law enforcement programs. Funds appro-
priated by Congress for special revenue shar-
ing payments will be allocated among the
States according to thelir populations.
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Allocation of revenue sharing payments to
local governments—Beginning on July 1,
1972, the percentage of its annual revenue
sharing payments each State allocates to its
units of local government must be in propor-
tion to the law enforcement expenditures of
these units. The States must also assure that
an adequate share of its revenue sharing pay-
ments are allocated to deal with law enforce-
ment problems in areas characterized by high
crime incidence and law enforcement activ-
ity. Similar provisions are presently included
in the Safe Streets Act.

Matching requirements—There are no
matching requirements for special revenue
sharing payments and discretionary grants.
Funds allocated for these purposes can be
used to pay up to 1009 of the cost of State
and local law enforcement programs. In ad-
dition, these funds can be used to provide
the match for planning and corrections
grants under parts B and E of the Safe
Streets Act. The so-called “hard” (cash)
mateh provisions and the State “buy-in” re-
quirement would also be deleted from the
Safe Streets Act.

Comprehensive planning—The present re-
quirement that a State annually prepare and
submit to LEAA a comprehensive plan would
be retained and LEAA will continue to make
planning grants to the States. However, the
requirement that LEAA approve the plans
before authorizing a State to utilize its funds
would be deleted. LEAA's role would be to
review and comment on each plan. In addi-
tion, the States are given greater discretion
in developing the components of the plan.

Fiscal control—Part B of the Safe Streets
Act would be amended to require the States
to utilize proper fiscal control and account-
ing procedures In order to assure adequate
accounting for LEAA funds. The States
would also be required to submit on a timely
basis reports detalling the programs funded
in the previous fiscal year and covering the
status and application of funds it recelved.

Maintenance of effort—The present re-
quirement in the Safe Streets Act that States
and local governments maintain their pres-
ent law enforcement efforts and LEAA funds
not be used to supplant State and local funds
presently allocated for law enforcement pur-
poses would be deleted. Similarly, the pres-
ent requirement in the Act that States and
local governments assume the cost of LEAA-
funded programs after a reasonable period
of time would also be eliminated. The salary
limitation provisions in the Safe Streets Act
are retained.

Civil rights—The requirements of title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which pro-
hibit discrimination in Federally-assisted
programs would be made specifically appli-
cable to special revenue sharing payments.

Other LEAA programs—Part E grants for
correctional institutions and facilities are
retained in their present form and LEAA
would still be authorized to use up to 15
per cent of action funds for discretionary
grant programs. The National Institute,
academic assistance, statistics and technical
assistance programs would also be retained
in their present form.

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

Section 1 is the enacting and title clause.

Section 2 requires each State to utilize
proper fiscal control and fund accounting
procedures to assure proper accounting for
Federal funds and proper disbursement of
amounts to which local governments are en-
titled. The Administration would be author-
ized to deny or discontinue assistance under
Section 509 of the Act If a State failed to
comply with this requirement.

Section 3(1) changes the title of part C.

Section 3(2) Provides that assistance un-
der part C will be in the form of special reve-
nue sharing payments as well as other forms
of assistance, including discretionary grants.

Section 3(3) removes the requirement
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that annual block actlon grants be condi-
tioned upon prior LEAA approval of the
State plans and substitutes the terms
“special revenue sharing payments and other
forms of assistance” for the term “grant".

Section 3(4) removes the matching re-
quirements for action grants and permits
100 percent of program costs to be pald from
LEAA funds.

Section 3(5) requires each State to sub-
mit & comprehensive plan to LEAA by De-
cember 31 of each year for review and com-
ment by LEAA,

Section 3(6) deletes the requirement that
LEAA approve comprehenslve plans before
making special revenue sharing payments.
This section adds flexibility to the provisions
to be included in a comprehensive State plan.
This section also deletes the requirement
that LEAA funds not be used to supplant
State and local law enforcement funds.

Section 3(7) requires the State planning
agencies to provide appropriate review pro-
cedures for cases in which local government's
requests for funds are disapproved or their
funding is terminated.

Section 3(8) complements section 3(6) by
removing a specific condlition of LEAA ap-
proval of State plans and by allowing LEAA
to reallocate funds if a State falls to submit
a comprehensive plan within the period
specified in section 302,

Section 3(9) provides for special revenue
sharing payments and permits 100-percent
Federal funding of discretionary nts.

Seetion 3(10) conforms section 306(b)
with sectlon 306(a).

Section 3(11) defines *speclal revenue
sharing payments,” provides the method of
payment of special revenue sharring funds,
and authorizes the use of such funds to pro-
vide the non-Federal share for grants under
Parts B and E.

Section 4 amends Part E to specifically
include provislons of section 303 which
were originally included by reference and
were eliminated from section 303 by section
3 of this Act.

Section 5 makes clear the reporting re-
gquirements for programs and the like funded
under special revenue sharing payments.

Section 6 provides an effective date for the
amendments of January 1, 1972,

8. 1087

A bill to amend the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Law Enforcement Reve-
nue Sharing Act of 1971.”

PLANNING GRANTS

Sec. 2. Section 203 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1068 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(d) In order to assure that Federal as-
sistance to State and local programs is car-
ried out in accordance with this title and
the comprehensive statewide plan, the State
planning agency shall use such fiscal and ac~
counting procedures as may be necessary to
assure (1) proper accounting for payments
received by the State and its units of general
local government, and (2) proper disburse-
ment of amounts to which the units of
general loeal government are entitled.”

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR LAW
ENFORCEMENT PURPOSES

Sec. 3. Part C of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
is amended as follows:

(1) The title of part C is amended to read
as follows:

“ParT C—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR Law

ENFORCEMENT PURPOSES"

(2) Bection 301(a) is amended to read as

follows:
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‘“(a) It is the purpose of this part to en-
courage States and units of general local
government, through special revenue sharing
payments and other forms of financial assist-
ance, to carry out programs and projects to
improve and strengthen law enforcement.”

(3) The words before “(1)" of paragraph
(1) in section 301(b) are amended to read as
follows:

“(b) The Administration is authorlzed to
make special revenue sharing payments and
other forms of financial assistance to States
for law enforcement purposes including—"

(4) Section 301(c) is amended to read as
follows:

*(c) Any special revenue sharing payment
made under this sectlon may be used to pay
up to 100 per centum of the cost of programs
or projects speclfied in the comprehensive
plan required to be submitted under sec-
tion 303 of this title.”

(5) Section 302 is amended to read as
follows:

“Sgc. 302. Any State desiring to participate
in the speclal revenue sharing program under
this part shall establish a State planning
agency as described in part B of this title
and shall, not later than December 31 of
each year, submit to the Administration,
through such planning agency, a compre-
hensive State plan formulated pursuant to
parts B and C of this title. The Administra-
tion shall review such plans and provide the
State planning agency with such comments
and recommendations as it deems appro-
priate.”

(6) Section 303 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec. 303. (a) The Administration shall
make special revenue sharing payments to a
State planning agency if such agency has on
file with the Administration a comprehensive
State plan (not more than one year in age)
which conforms with the purposes and re-
quirements of this title. Each such plan
shall:

(1) provide for the administration of such
grants by the State planning agency;

(2) provide that at least 75 per centum of
all Federal funds granted to the State plan-
ning agency under this part for any fiscal
year will be avallable to units of general
local government or combinations of such
units for the development and implementa-
tion of programs and projects for the im-
provement of law enforcement, except that
each such plan shall provide that beginning
July 1, 1872, at least the per centum of Fed-
eral assistance granted to the State planning
agency under this part for any fiscal year
which corresponds to the per centum of the
State and local law enforcement expendi-
tures funded and expended in the immedi-
ately preceding fiscal year by units of general
local government will be made available to
such units or combinations of such units
in the immediately following fiscal year for
the development and implementation of pro-
grams and projects for the improvement of
law enforcement. Per centum determina-
tions under this paragraph for law enforce-
ment funding and expendltures for such im-
mediately preceding fiscal year shall be based
upon the most accurate and complete data
avallable for such fiscal year or for the last
fiscal year for which such data are avallable.
The Administration shall have the authority
to approve such determinations and to re-
view the accuracy and completeness of such
data;

(3) adequately take into account the
needs and requests of the units of general
local government in the State and encourage
local initiative in the development of pro-
grams and projects for improvements in law
enforcement, and provide for an appropri-
ately balanced allocation of funds between
the State and the units of general local
government in the State and among such
units: Proivded, That the plan includes the
allocation of an adequate share of assistance
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for law enforcement problems in areas char-
acterized by both high crime incidence and
high law enforcement activity;

(4) provide for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting of funds received under this part;
and

(6) provide for the submission of such

reports in such form and containing such
information as the Administration may
reasonably require.
Any portion of such per centum to be
made available pursuant to paragraph (2)
of this subsection in any State in any fiscal
year not required for the purposes set forth
in such paragraph (2) shall be available for
expenditure by such State agency from time
to time on dates during such year as the
Administration may fix, for the development
and implementation of programs and proj-
ects for the improvement of law enforcement
and in conformity with the State plan.

“(b) To be comprehensive the plan should
consider State-wide priorities for the im-
provement and coordination of all aspects
of law enforcement, the general types of im~
provements to be made in the future, the
effective utilization of existing facilities, the
encouragement of cooperative arrangements
between units of general loeal government,
and innovations and advanced technigues.”

(7) Section 304 1s amended by inserting at
the end thereof the following new sentence:

“The State planning agency shall provide
for appropriate review of procedures of ac-
tlons taken by the State planning agency
disapproving an application for which funds
are available or terminating or refusing to
continue financlal assistance to a unit of
general local government or combination of
such units.”

(8) Bection 305 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sgc. 306. Where a State has failed to sub-
mit a comprehensive State plan under this
title within the period specified by section
302, the funds allocated for such State under
paragraph (1) of section 306(a) of this title
shall be available for reallocation by the Ad-
ministration under paragraph (2) of section
306(a).”

(9) Bectlon 306(a) is amended to read as
follows:

“(a) The funds appropriated each fiscal
year for this part shall be allocated by the
Administration as follows:

(1) Eighty-five per centum of such funds
shall be allocated among the States accord-
ing to their respective populations as special
revenue sharing payments to State planning
agencies.

(2) Fifteen per centum of such funds, plus
any additional amounts made avallable by
virtue of the application of the provisions of
sections 305 and 509 of this title to the grant
of any State, may, in the discretion of the
Administration, be allocated among the
Btates for grants to State planning agencles,
units of general local government, or combi-
nations of such units, according to the cri-
teria and on the terms and conditions che
Administration determines consistent with
this title.

Any grant made from funds available un-
der paragraph (2) of this subsection may be
up to 100 per centum of the cost of the pro-
gram or project for which such grant is
made. No part of any such grant shall be
used for land acquisition. The limitations
on the expenditure of portlons of grants for
the compensation of personnel in section 301
{d) of this title shall apply to a grant under
such paragraph.”

(10) Section 306(b) is amended by striking
the words “for grants to the State planning
agency of the State”.

(11) By inserting after section 307 the fol-
lowing new sections:

“Sec. 308.. For the purposes of this part
the term ‘speclal revenue sharing payment’
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means a grant of funds allocated to a State
in accordance with section 306(a) (1) and
shall be considered as Federal financial assist-
ance within the meaning of Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

“Sec. 309. (a) The amounts appropriated
and allocated for special revenue sharing
payments shall be paid to the respective
States at such intervals and in such install-
ments as the Administration may determine,
taking account of the objective that the time
elapsing between the transfer of funds from
the United States Treasury and the disburse-
ment thereof by the State shall be mini-
mized.

“{b) Funds received under special revenue
sharing payments may be used by States and
units of general local government or com-
binations of such units to provide the non-
Federal share required of grants under Parts
B and E of this title.”

GRANTS FOR CORRECTION INSTITUTIONS AND
FACILITIES

Sec. 4. Section 453 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is
amended as follows:

(1) By amending paragraph (9) to read
as follows:

*“(9) complies with the same requirements
established for comprehensive State plans
under paragraphs (1), (3), (4) and (5) of
section 303(a) of this title.”

{2) by adding after paragraph (9) the
following new paragraphs:

“(10) Incorporates innovations and ad-
vance technigues and contains a compre-
hensive outline of priorities for the improve-
ment and coordination of all aspects of law
enforcement dealt wtih in the application,
including descriptions of: (A) general needs
and problems; (B) existing systems; (C)
avallable resources; (D) organizational sys-
tems and administrative machinery for im-
plementing the application; (E) the direc-
tion, scope, and general types of improve-
ments to be made in the future; and (F)
to the extent appropriate, the relationship
of the application to other relevant State
and local law enforcement plans and sys-
tems;

(11) provides for effective utilization of
existing factlities and permits and encour-
ages units of general local government 1o
combine or provide for cooperative arrange-
ments with respect to services, facilities, and
equipment;

(12) provides for appropriate review of
procedures of actions taken by the State
planning agency disapproving an application
for which funds are available or terminating
or refusing to continue financial assistance
to a unit of general local government or
combination of such units;

(13) demonstrates the willingness of the
State and unlts of general local government
to assume the costs of improvements funded
under this part after a reasonable period of
Federal assistance;

(14) demonstrates the willingness of the
State to contribute technical assistance or
services for programs and projects contem-
plated by the application and the programs
and projects contemplated by units of gen-
eral local government; and

(15) sets forth policles and procedures de-
signed to assure that Federal funds made
avallable under this part will be so used as
not to supplant State or local funds, but to
Increase the amounts of such funds that
would in the absence of such Federal funds
be made avallable for law enforcement.”

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 5. Section 521 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1938 is
amended by inserting at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(d) It shall be the responsibllity of States
recelving grants or speclal revenue sharing
payments under this title to provide the Ad-
minlstration, on a timely basis, Information
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detailing the purposes for which such grants
and payments were expended and covering
the status and application of funds.”

Sec. 6. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on January 1, 1972,

By Mr. FANNIN:

S. 1088. A bill to provide for the es-
tablishment of a U.S. Court of Labor-
Management Relations which shall have
jurisdiction over certain labor disputes
in industries substantially affecting com-
merce. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, there is
& forecast that there probably will be
more than 5,600 strikes in the United
States this year.

This costly and inefficient method of
seftling labor-management differences
goes on despite the general consensus
that the strike or lockout are very poor
devices to achieve any agreement,.

Some of these strikes, of course, cause
relatively little damage other than to
the union members and the companies
involved.

In our inecreasingly complex society,
however, many strikes threaten severe
consequences for innocent persons far
beyond the factory walls or the homes of
involved workers.

This year, for example, we hear talk
of possible strikes in the steel, copper,
and coal industries. Such strikes send
shock waves through all of American in-
dustry. Millions of Americans in effect
are forced to suffer and to pay the price
for wage increases for a relatively small
segment of the population.

Four times in recent years we have
had to solve a major labor dispute. Con-
gress has found itself repeatedly on the
spot in trying to keep the trains run-
ning in America.

Mr. President, we have no business
trying to settle labor differences case by
case in the U.S. Congress. We in Con-
gress are not equipped to make judg-
ments on the pay, working hours or work
rules for various industries—nor should
we be expected to be so equipped.

What we do need is a reliable system
to settle labor disputes without work
stoppages. Attempts to do this through
voluntary arbitration have proven a dis-
mal failure.

Therefore, today I am introducing a
bill to create a U.S. Court of Labor-Man-
agement Relations. This court would
provide a system of compulsory arbitra-
tion in certain types of disputes between
labor unions and management.

SUMMARY OF THE BILL

Briefly, this measure would establish
a five-man court consisting of judges
trained and experienced in the fields of
law, economics, and industrial relations.
The jurisdiction of the court would be in-
voked: First, upon application of the At-
torney General, on behalf of the Presi-
dent, after all other procedures for re-
solving the dispute had been exhausted;
or second, upon application of either
party to the dispute.

In other words, the court would be-
come involved in a particular dispute only
after the parties themselves had ex-
hausted all avenues for voluntary settle-
ment, had failed to come to an agree-
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ment, and as a result, a work stoppage
appeared imminent, or after the Presi-
dent had determined a settlement is
inimical to the best interests of the coun-
try.

Once the jurisdiction of the court had
been invoked, it would be empowered to
enjoin any actual or threatened work
stoppage for a period of 80 days. During
this time, collective bargaining between
the employer and the employee would
continue under the supervision of the
court, which would be authorized to is-
sue whatever orders necessary, includ-
ing the appointment of standing or spe-
cial masters, to induce the parties to
make every effort to settle their dif-
ferences through collective bargaining.

If, at the conclusion of this 80-day
period, the parties advise the court that
a negotiated settlement is impossible, the
court will continue the injunction and set
the case down for immediate hearing and
final determination. All due processes of
law will be guaranteed, and the parties
will be given every reasonable opportu-
nity to present arguments in support of
their positions.

Finally, a binding judgment will be
handed down, covering all matters of
dispute including rates of pay, hours and
conditions of work, and any other mat-
ters necessary to the dispute.

Mr. President, this bill has been intro-
duced in the House of Representatives by
Representative Jorn J. Raopes of Ari-
zona.

It is a practical solution to what has
become a most serious problem.

As a strong believer in the free enter-
prise system, I would rather see sensible
men sit down voluntarily at a bargaining
table and work out labor agreements that
are to the best interests of union mem-
bers, industry, and the public.

The statesmanship I speak of appears
to be in short supply these days.

Union leaders are making unreason-
able demands for wage and fringe benefit
increases ranging up to 25 percent per
year and more. Management has shown
an increasing lack of will or ability to
fend off these exorbitant demands.

When major strikes do occur, the Na-
tion as a whole suffers.

In the end, it is the average citizen
who comes up shortchanged.

By setting up the new court, we would
provide an impartial and well-equipped
tribunal to settle disputes that now result
in disastrous strikes.

Mr. President, I send this bill to the
desk and ask that it be appropriately
referred.

By Mr. HARRIS:

8.J. Res. 61. A joint resolution to au-
thorize the President to proclaim April
16, 1971, as “Jim Thorpe Day”. Referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am
here to pay tribute to a great American,
a man who brought honor to his State,
his people and his countrymen.

Oklahoma’'s Jim Thorpe, an American
Indian, was probably the greatest athlete
this country has ever seen. In 1950, the
Associated Press polled 393 sports writers
and broadcasters for their opinions, first,
regarding the greatest football player in
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the first half of the 20th century, and
second, regarding the greatest male
athlete. Jim Thorpe led Harold “Red”
Grange for the title “greatest football
player” by 170 votes to 138. In the poll
for “greatest athlete,” in which 56 lumi-
naries from all sports received votes, 252
writers chose Jim Thorpe. He received
875 points to 539 for Babe Ruth, 246 for
Jack Dempsey and 148 for Ty Cobb.

Jim Thorpe’s sports achievements re-
main a permanent testimony to talent
and excellence. Buf in my opinion Jim
Thorpe’s greater accomplishment may
have been the lesson he taught all of us
regarding the innate dignity of our fel-
low citizen, the American Indian. A man
before his time, Jim Thorpe blazed the
way for other minority Americans to find
positions of worth and dignity. Many of
us forget that in 1937 Jim Thorpe re-
turned to Oklahoma to lead a movement
to get the Sac-Fox Tribe to rescind its
adoption of a new constitution. He be-
lieved it surrendered too large a measure
of tribal home rule to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In 1913 a heavy blow was struck
against Jim Thorpe. The year before he
had won the Olympic pentathlon and de-
cathlon, a feat not accomplished before
or. since. Now the Amateur Athletic
Union decided to strip Jim Thorpe of his
Olympic medals because for a short time
he had played professional baseball. As
Jim wrote:

On the same teams I played with were
several college men ., . . who were regarded
as amateurs at home. I was simply an Indian
schoolboy, not wise to the ways of the world.

When we compare the few dollars he
earned with the large scholarships col-
lege athletes now receive, we can appre-
ciate the injustice that was done.

I believe it is time for the country on
a national level to honor Jim Thorpe not
only for his unprecedented athletic
achievements but also for his accom-
plishments in the field of human rela-
tions. T am introducing today a joint
resolution of Congress to authorize the
President to proclaim April 16, 1971, as
“Jim Thorpe Day.” I ask all Members of
Congress to extend this mark of honor
to a great American and to help to erase
the injustice done in 1913.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS

5. 41

At the request of the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. Dore), and the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELsoN) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 41, to establish a Na-
tional Information and Resource Center
for the Handicapped.

5. 78

At the reauest of the Senator from
‘Wisconsin (Mr, NeLson), and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. McIn-
TYRE) was added as a cosponsor to 8, 78
to amend the Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956 to provide a criminal penalty for
shooting at certain birds, fish, and other
animals from an aircraft.

5. 488

At the request of the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. Jorpan), and the Senator
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from Oregon (Mr. HaTFIELD) wWas added
as a cosponsor of S. 488, to prohibit the
licensing of hydroelectric projects on the
Middle Snake River below Hells Canyon
Dam at any time before September 30,
1978.

8. 509

At the request of the Senator from

Minnesota (Mr. MonpALE), the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WiLriams), and
the Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES)
were added as cosponsors of S. 509, the
International Opium Control Act.

8. 592

At the request of the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. InouyEe), the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. CasE), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
and the Senator from Minnesota (M.
MonpaLe), were added as cosponsors to
S. 592 to repeal the Emergency Deten-
tion Act of 1950 (title IT of the Internal
Security Act of 1950).

8. 704

At the request of the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. InouYE), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. Bayn), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacLETON), the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. Casg), the Sena-
tor from Florida (Mr, GurNEY), the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. Hagrris), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr, HATFIELD),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. Ma-
THIAS) , the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MiL-
LER), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr,
MonpALE), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
STEVENSON) , and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. Tower), were added as cosponsors
of 8. 704 to amend title 37, United States
Code, to provide for the procurement and
retention of judge advocates and law
specialist officers for the Armed Forces.

5. 728 AND 8. 727

At the request of the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MonpALE), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON), is added
as a cosponsor of S. 726 and S. 727, the
national agricultural bargaining bill
and the national agricultural marketing
bill.

5. 862

At the request of the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NeLsoN), the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), was
added as a cosponsor of S. 862 to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to pro-
tect, manage, and control free-roaming
horses and burros on public lands.

8. 02

At the request of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. BavH), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr, TALMADGE) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 902, a bill to incorporate
the Gold Star Wives of America.

5. 832

At the request of the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. Byrp), on behalf of
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES),
the Senator from California (Mr. CRAN-
sToN), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovERN), and the Sena-
tor from New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA)
were added as consponsors of S, 933, the
Voter Assistance Act of 1971.
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At the request of the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort), and the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 956, to revise
the Federal election laws, and for other
purposes.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF JOINT
RESOLUTIONS

BENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1

At the request of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. Bayn), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HumpHrREY), and the
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) were
adced as cosponsors to Senate Joint
Resolution 1, proposing an amendment
to the Constitution to provide for direct
popular election of the President and
Vice President of the United States.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 8

At the request of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. Bays), the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. BELLmoN), the Senator
from Washington (Mr, MacNUSON), and
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE)
were added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 8 proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States
relative to egqual rights for men and
women.

SENATE JOINT RESOCLUTION 24

At the reguest of the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr), the Senator
from New York (Mr, BuckLeEy), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Tarr), and the
Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint Res-
olution 34, proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States
with respect to the offering of voluntary
prayer or meditation in public schools
and other public buildings.

SENATE RESOLUTION 64—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELATING
TO IMPORTATION OF HEROIN

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the spec-
ter of heroin addiction is haunting nearly
every community in the Nation. It is a
scourge which afflicts as many as 500,000
people—nearly 25 percent of them teen-
agers.

While we spend millions'of dollars to
prevent and control drug addiction, the
flow of heroin into the United States has
been increasing. It will continue to grow
so long as we fail to take effective action
to cut off the supply at its sources.

Fifty years ago, heroin found its way
to our urban ghettos. There it remained
while we ignored its ravages. Today,
heroin stands as the major killer of young
people between the ages of 18 and 35.
More young people die from overdoses of
heroin than from accidents, homicides,
suicides or cancer. The time has long
since passed when we could afford to
ignore this problem.

Addicts in this country must spend
more than $15 million a day to main-
tain their habits. Almost half of this
comes as the result of crime. Police offi-
cials throughout the country estimate
that addicts commit 55 percent of the
major crimes in our cities. On an annual
basis, a shocking $2.5 billion of goods is
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stolen by addicts. Add to this the cost of
prosecuting and incarcerating criminal
addicts, and we begin to see how high a
price we all pay for our failure to act.

The trail of heroin leads from this
country back over a series of devious and
highly complicated routes. Heroin begins
its sordid existence as opium, which is
harvested from poppies. Eighty percent
of the heroin which reaches this country
comes from the poppy fields of Turkey,
much of it refined in illegal laboratories
in France,

Both of these nations have long been
allies of the United States, but one must
wonder what the definition of an ally is.
While Turkey and France have made
claims of action and success in dealing
with heroin smuggling, the 2 to 4 tons of
heroin needed to feed the habits of Amer-
ican addicts are still reaching this
country.

Although Turkey has reduced from
21 to 7 the number of provineces in which
opium may be produced legally, the num-
ber of acres under opium cultivation has
actually increased. And while the French
have recently increased the number of
policemen assigned to domestic and in-
ternational narcotics work, they have
failed to eliminate the big laboratories
which produce the heroin.

Both of these nations can—and must—
do more to halt the flow of heroin to
the United States. Our efforts to bring
about the domestic control of heroin ad-
diction are doomed to failure unless we
put all possible pressure on our allies
to cooperate.

Neither the Turkish farmer nor the
French chemist knows of the 16-year-old
whose arm is covered with needle marks;
but their governments know the extent
o the problem in the United States. They
know that customs officials are able to
seize only one-tenth of the heroin smug-
gled into this country. They know all of
this, and yet they have failed to take the
type of action which is necessary to stop
the international traffic in heroin.

We in the United States must share
the burden of responsibility. We have
considered the importance of our allies
in national security terms only; but
we have failed to comprehend that our
internal security is being threatened by
a drug epidemic—an epidemic fostered
by the inaction of nations which we call
our allies,

Mr. President, the measures needed to
secure the cooperation of Turkey and
France need not be punitive. For ex-
ample, the average income of a Turkish
farmer is about $1,000 a year. Eliminat-
ing opium production entirely will re-
quire the substitution of new crops for
the opium so that the farmers can con-
tinue to eke out their meager subsistence.
It has been estimated that an effective
program of crop substitution will cost
ahout $10 million. When compared with
the billions of dollars in economic and
military aid which we have given Turkey
in the past 20 years, it is a small price
to pay. The comparison becomes even
more vivid when contrasted with the bil-
lions of dollars which heroin costs our
society annually.

As recently as last summer, the United
States approved a $40 million loan to
Turkey with no requirement that Turkey
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reciprocate with further measures to
limit opium production. In light of the
havoc which heroin is causing in our so-
ciety, this international permissiveness
on the part of the administration is hard
to comprehend.

The situation in France is much the
same. Although that government has
made some efforts to increase its fight
against domestic and international drug
trafficking, and although there have been
and will continue to be many pronounce-
ments of new programs and new suc-
cesses, there has been a marked unwill-
ingness on the part of French officials
to admit that their country is a prime
center for heroin production; nor has
the French Government made any seri-
ous effort to put pressure on Turkey.

While the United States continues to
speak softly to our allies, heroin addiec-
tion will continue to spread. And while
efforts to stem the flow of heroin into
the United States remain at the present
level, smugglers will be willing to accept
the risks in order to obtain enormous
profits. Ten kilos of illegal opium (22
pounds), for which the Turkish farmer
receives about $400, have a value of $250,-
000 when converted into 1 kilo of heroin
and cut with milk sugar and quinine.

For the health and well-being of our
own society, we cannot afford to let this
traffic in death and destruction continue.
Unless we put a stop to the ready access
which addicts and potential addicts have
to heroin, we will never be able to put an
end to the problem itself.

For that reason, I am today submitting
a resolution on behalf of Senators BEn-
NETT, GURNEY, McGEE, PELL, RANDOLPH,
Youne, and myself which would place
the Senate on record as urging the Presi-
dent immediately to undertake such
diplomatic and economic measures as
he considers appropriate in order to pre-
vent heroin from being illegally imported
into the United States.

There are a variety of activities which
the administration can take to accom-
plish this objective. What is more im-
portant is that we wake up to the menace
which is confronting us, and that we
take whatever action may be necessary
before it is too late.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN) . The resolution will be
received and appropriately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 64), which
reads as follows, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance:

8. Res. 64

Whereas heroin is the greatest single cause
of death among young people in the 18 to
35 year age bracket;

Whereas there are more than 500,000 heroin
addicts in the United States;

Whereas heroin addiction is a major cause
of street crime in America’s cities;

Whereas of the total amount of heroin
imported into the United States, approxi-
mately 80 percent comes from Turkey and
15 percent from Mexico;

Whereas these two nations are political

and economie allies of the United States: and

Whereas present efforts to control the flow
of ‘heroin into the United States have not
resulted-  in any significant decrease in the
amount of heroin available in thls country:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate urges the Presi-
dent immediately to undertake such,diplo-
matic and economic measures as he con-
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siders appropriate, including entering into
negotiations with, and undertaking neces-
sary joint action with, any international or-
ganization or foreign country, in order to
prevent heroin from being illegally imported
into the United States.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS
PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on March 1, 1971, he presented to
the President of the United States the
following enrolled joint resolutions:

8.J. Res, 31. Joint resolution extending
the date for transmission to the Congress
of the report of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee; and

S.J. Res. 44. Joint resolution to extend
the time for the proclamation of market-
ing quotas for burley tobacco for the 3
marketing years beginning October 1, 1871.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
PROBLEMS OF THE CITRUS IN-
DUSTRY

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Subcommittee on
Agricultural Exports of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry will hold
hearings on the problems now being
experienced by the U.S. citrus industry
with respect to preferential treatment
being granted by certain importing
countries to certain exporting countries,
not including the United States, on
Thursday, March 18, 1971, at 10 a.m.
in room 324, Old Senate Office Build-
ing. Anyone wishing to testify should
contact the committee clerk as soon as
possible.

FLYING INTO INDOCHINA WAR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, at the request of the able
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HucHES), I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
Mr. HucHEs, together with an editorial
published in the Des Moines Register,
be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUGHES

Mr. President, in the light of recent exten-
sion of American involvement in Laos, it
seemed to me that an editorial in the Des
Moines Register, over a month ago is on
target in expressing the viewpoint of a grow-
ing number of Americans in the Midwest
and elsewhere across our land.

FLYNG INTO INDOCHINA WAR

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird sounds
llke a BSoviet Unlon government official:
white 1s black, true is false, war is peace. It
i1s an insult to the intelligence of Americans
for Laird to say that the engagement of the
United States Air Force in the Cambodian
war is not a violation of the Nixon doctrine,
that it does not violate the Cooper-Church
amendment and does not betray the Nixon
Administration commitment to Congress
about not expanding the Indochina war.

The U.S. Air Force is now flylng bombing
missions in support of Cambodian troops. It
is fiying hellcopter gunship missions. Navy
ships are stationed in the Guilf of Siam to
provide landing platforms for helicopters.

If that is not involvement in the Cam-
bodian expansion of the Indochina war, what
187

There is evidence also that U.S. military
advisers have been on the ground with Cam-
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bodian forces: Whether this is true or not, it
is obvious that the Nixon Administration
has decided to permit the Air Force virtually
free sway in supporting the Cambodian army
against the Viet Cong and the North Viet-
namese troops, Senator Frank Church (Dem.,
1d.) has every reason to call for Senate hear-
ings on this expansion of American military
activity in Cambodia, as well as in Laos.

When he pronounced the Nixon doctrine
in Guam in 1869, President Nixon clearly
said that the U.8. aim was to withdraw from
military involvements in Asia and to pro-
vide U.8. allies with suppiles and equip-
ment, rather than U.S. military forces. There
was no exception for air and sea power, as
Secretary Laird implied in his press confer~
ence remarks the other day.

It is obvious that U.S. military leaders
have convinced President Nixon and Secre-
tary Laird that the United States must come
to the direct military support of Cambodia
and Laos to keep the North Vietnamese from
taking over. Just as they told President John-
son in 1965, they apparently have told Nixon
that a military victory is possible if only he
will grant them authority to conduct these
missions by the Air Force. Evidently they
have persuaded the President that by doing
this the South Vietnamese army will have
more time to organize itself and get in better
shape to meet the Communists after the
United States withdraws its troops.

Their arguments must be very convinecing,
for Nixon must know he will face backfire
from the senators who belleve he is betray-
ing a commitment not to enlarge the Indo-
china war. The political risk is steep for a
president who has been making capital out
of his “withdraw from the war” policy.

It is hard for us to understand how Nixon,
despite his past predilection to military so-
lutions, could swallow this line. The failure
of the U.S. Alr Force to achieve its military
objectives in Vietnam, despite the heaviest
bombing of any war in history, ought to be
clear to everyone by now. The bombing has
cost America heavily in unfavorable opinion
around the world. It clearly has not stopped
the North Vietnamese, and some Observers
thing it has stimulated the will to fight on
of both North Vietnamese and Viet Cong.

We had no doubt that President Nixon
wants to get the U.S. out of the Indochina
war. But it is beginning to look as though he
has fallen for the same old disproved theories
about air power and is getting the nation
trapped into a wider Indochina war than
before.

INSURERS VERSUS ALCOHOLISM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, at the request of the able Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HucHes), I ask unani-
mous consent that a statement by Mr.
HucHES, together with an editorial en-
titled “Insurers Versus Alcoholism,” be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUGHES

Mr. President, we hear constantly about
the great unresolved problems America faces.
Less frequently we hear of effective action
being taken to meet these problems.

As I have often pointed out on the fioor,
the cost of alcoholism to American industry
1s immense—both in billlons of dollars lost
annually and in tragic human loss.

I consider it to be of great credit to some
of our forward-looking private industries
that they have installed alcoholism rehabili-
tation programs that have met with extraor-
dinary success. Some of these industries have
registered through their programs a recovery
rate of two-thirds or greater which means
that they are deriving an astonishing return
on a modest investment.

An interesting editorial on the subject of
alcohollsm in industry, with particular ref-
erence to the insurance Industry, appeared
in the January 18, 1971, issue of the maga-
zine Business Insurance.

INsUReRs VERSUS ALCOHOLISM

In its past two lssues, Business Insurance
ran articles pertaining to the problem of al-
coholism in industry and the feelings of in-
surers toward the problem. It was generally
agreed that something had to be done to halt
the spread of the disease, that steps were be-
ing taken by insurers, insureds and outside
parties and that the progress was slow.

The problem of alcoholism in industry is
staggering, both in dollars and human loss.
Estimates as to how much American business
loses every year due to alcoholism range from
86 billlon to 88 billion. The National Coun-
cil on Alcohollsm Inc. estimates that 5.3%,
or 4 million workers out of a work force of
80 million, suffer from the disease.

Alcoholism is now recognized by most of
those who deal with it as a disease like any
other. And it is curable. Companies that have
begun alcoholism rehabllitation programs re-
port that the recovery rate for those treated
is 66 %. Bethlehem Steel Corp. has openly ad-
mitted an alcoholism problem and has ad-
vertised the fact that the company ls doing
something about it.

Insurance companies have a great stake In
the alcoholism problem and are in a position
to make their influence felt. If the insurance
industry does nothing else, it could educate
insured companies as to the problem and
effective ways with which 1t can be dealt.
Many Insurance companies, Kemper and
Equitable to name two, have Installed alco-
holism rehabilitation programs in their own
companies and know well the effectiveness of
such programs. Insurers should urge their in-
sureds to look into the prospect of such pro-
grams, which are relatively inexpensive to in-
stall and the savings, agaln in both dollars
and human resources, are tremendous.

Recovered alcoholics have related stories
about the treatment they received from in-
surance companies, and the tales were sad-
dening, One man, who had group life cover=-
age, went to the same company for additional
coverage and was forced to pay premiums
50% higher than normal because he ad-
mitted he used to be an alcohollc. The in-
surance industry should ease up on the
recovered problem drinker. If aleoholism is
a disease llke any other, let it be treated as
such. Don't force prospective buyers to stoop
to dishonesty.

One of the main obstacles the recovered
alcoholic must overcome 15 the sorry fact
that his disease is still, for the most part,
cloaked and stigmatized. Soclety, though
unintentionally and because of a lack of
knowledge, is responsible for the stigma. That
much is known for sure. But Insurance com-
panies, particularly life and health carriers,
have the tools to wipe out the stigma. Now
they should make it their obligation to do so.
Life and health carriers could easily pool in-
formation and experience on the recovered
alcoholic. Such pools of knowledge, made
public, would do much to dispel the falla-
cles, such as the bellef that all alcoholics are
to be found on skid row.

The tide is turning, very slowly, and things
are looking better for the alcoholic but much
more can and should be done. Insurance
companies are in one of the best possible po-
sitions to speed the flow of help.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

PRESIDENT NIXON’S FEELING ON
CHANGE IN SENATE RULE XXII

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter from the
President of the United States to me re-
garding his feelings on change in Sen-
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ate rule XXII be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

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

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., March 1, 1971.
Hon. HueH ScortrT,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear HucH: Thank you for your recent
letter and enclosures regarding the Senate
debate on Rule XXII and requesting my as-
sistance in efforts to change the Cloture Rule.

My record as Vice President in support of
th- Benate changing its Rules by majority
vote, and my current views recently expressed
by my Press Secretary are well known.

Nevertheless, I feel that specific changes in
Congressional Rules are matters properly to
be determined by the Senate and House of
Representatives, and it would be Inappropri-
ate for the President to suggest how the Sen-
ate should proceed in considering its Rules
or to attempt to Influence individuals.

I trust you will agree with the wisdom in
this approach.

With cordial regards,

Sincerely,
Ri1cHAED NIXON.

TEXT OF GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, much
of the criticism of the Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of Genocide
is directed at its verbal construction.

Dean Rusk, as Deputy Under Secretary
of State, testified before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee in 1950 that—

There is no question that so long as we
have . . . governments who are committed
to the destruction of their opposition there
will be other groups who will be the objects
of political and governmental attack. There
was some discussion as to whether an effort
could be made to check the problem, which
is a very difficult problem, with this particu-
lar convention on genocide, but since these
great political issues get into the whole field
of political agitation, it was thought wise to
limit this convention to the specific subjects
of national, ethnical, racial or religious
groups . . . This particular convention does
not meet the entire problem of freedom or
group freedom. It is an attempt to single out
that part of which has been most vicious in
the past, and which is fairly readily identi-
fiable, and try to get on with that.

Adrian Fisher, legal adviser to the De-
partment of State, testified in 1950 be-
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee that the words “as such"” in the
text of the convention were “necessary
parts to a precise convention.” He fur-
ther pointed out that this objection was
similar to objecting to a “statute of mur-
der because a person charged with mur-
der pleads self-defense and gets away
with it when it wasn't true.”

There have also been questions raised
about the meaning of “mental harm." It
is clear from the legislative history of this
language that “what was meant was not
just embarrassment or hurt feelings, or
even the sense of outrage that comes
from such action as racial discrimination
or segregation, however horrible these
may be. What was meant was perma-
nent impairment mental faculty.”"—
Adrian Fisher, Legal Adviser, Depart-
ment of State, testimony before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, “Gen-
ocide Convention,” 1950, page 263.

In article III(e), the phrase “com-
plicity in genocide” has been the subject
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of some controversy. However, the “pro-
hibition against the complicity is clearly
aimed at sccessoryship in the crime of
genocide, as defined in article II—not
the other genocide acts listed in article
III. When Congress enacts implementing
legislation for the Genocide Convention,
it will not be necessary to enact a special
provision implementing article III(e)
because accessoryship in Federal crimes
is already outlawed by the United States
Code, title 18, sections 2 and 3. Hear-
ings, “Genocide Convention,” Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, May 22, 1970, pages 221-222,

Mr. President, I urge this body to give
its advice and consent to the Convention
on the Prevention and Punishment of
Genocide. Ratification of the Genocide
Convention would place this country
where it belongs, in the ranks of those
seeking to safeguard basic human rights
throughout the world.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ADDRESS BE-
FORE IOWA STATE LEGISLATURE

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, an his-
toric event occurred in my State of Towa
yesterday, when President Nixon spoke
before a joint session of the Iowa Legisla-
ture,

This was the first time in the history
of my State that a President has ad-
dressed a joint session of the legislature.

‘What President Nixon had to say was
a timely, understanding, and unprece-
dented recognition of the importance of
rural America, and the vital role of State
and local government in our country’s
system of government, Needless to say,
his address was warmly and apprecia-
tively received.

I ask unanimous consent that the
President’s address be placed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the address was ordered to be printed
in the Recorb, as follows:

TEXT OF REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT BEFORE A
JOINT SESSION OF THE IOWA LEGISLATURE,
Des MoiNes, Iowa
I greatly appreciate your invitation to ad-

dress this joint session of the Iowa State

Legislature—both to share with you a few

of my thoughts about America’s future, and

to reaffirm my own strong conviction that

in the State capitols of America there is a

wealth of wisdom and compassion and un-

derstanding of the great needs that confront
our Nation's people.

This is my first appearance before a legls-
lative body since I delivered my State of the
Union address to the U.8. Congress—and
I am especlally pleased that it can be before
this legislature, which I note was recently
cited by the Citizens Conference on State
Legislatures as one of the best in the Na-
tlon.

In that address, I outlined six great goals
for America, and I urged the Congress to join
in bringing about a new American revolu-
tion—a peaceful revolution, in which power
was turned back to the people—in which
government at all levels was refreshed and
renewed, and made truly responsive.

It is especially appropriate that that ap-
peal to the Congress should be followed by
this, the first appearance as President of the
United States I have had an opportunity to
make before a State legislature. For as we
consider the changes that are needed in
American government, we must remember
that we have not one chief executive in
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America, but many; not one legislature, but
many—and that each of these is a vital part
of the strength of America.

One of my key proposals to the Congress
is that we make a $16 billion investment in
renewing State and local government by
sharing Federal revenues without the cum-
bersome restrictions that now follow Federal
funds, I have noted that this legislature has
already expressed its support for the prin-
ciple of revenue sharing. I also have proposed
a sweeping reorganization of the Federal
Government itself to make it more respon-
sive to the needs of the people.

Together, these changes can give us bet-
ter government throughout all America—but
they have speclal meaning for rural America.

First, in terms of dollars, T am announcing
today that I am increasing by an extra $100
million the amount that I originally pro-
posed In special revenue sharing for rural
community development, bringing that to
$1.1 billleon for the coming year—which is
24 percent more for rural development pro-
grams than is being made available to the
States under exlsting categorical grant pro-
grams this year,

The direct dollar benefit to rural America
is obvious. In addition, rural America will
share substantially in general revenue shar-
ing funds, and also in special revenue sharing
for manpower, education, transportation and
law enforcement., Funds for urban commu-
nity development will also go In part to
urban communities in largely rural areas.

A second reason these changes have special
meaning for rural America is that one of their
chief purposes is to give each State and each
community greater freedom to declde for it-
self those questions that directly affect its
own future. If the lessons of the past decades
mean anything, they mean that as power has
been concentrated more and more in Wash-
ington, as decisions have increasingly been
made by remote control, the special needs of
our rural communities and of the great
heartland of America more and more have
either been neglected or even gone unrecog-
nized.

I want those decisions that affect rural
America made by people who know rural
America. And the people who know a place
best are the people who live there. To put
it bluntly I believe that legislators in Iowa
know better than bureaucrats in Washing-
ton, D.C, what is best for Iowa.

It is fashionable in a lot of quarters these
days to scoff at State and local government.
But to those who sneer at State legisla-
tures, at clty councils, at any level of gov-
ernment other than that in Washington, I
say they don't know the American people.

I reject completely the contention that you
cannot trust- State and loeal governments.
The patronizing notion that a bureaucratic
elite in Washington knows best what is
best for people everywhere is completely
alien to the American experlence.

The honesty and efficiency of government
depends cn people. Government at all lev=
els has good people and bad people. And the
way to get more good people Into govern-
ment is to give them more opportunity to do
good things.

You know and I know how much dedica=
tion there is in State capitals, how much
of a desire to do the right thing—and how
much frustration there is with the restric-
tions and red tape that Washington so often
imposes—and also with the tightening
squeeze between needs and resources.

Like other State legislatures, you confront
enormous problems.

Here in Iowa, as is the case in most of our
States, I know you are wrestling with ways
of avoiding the prospect of a deficit this
year. And I know how heavy the burden of
State and local taxes has become.

In the quarter-century I have been in
public life, I have seen State and local ex-
penditures rise twelve-fold—and I have seen
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property tax collections rise to six times
what they were just 25 years ago, while State
and local debt has increased ninefold.

Against that background, look at the dou-
ble mismatch we now have: As the Nation
grows and the economy expands, needs grow
fastest at the State and local level, while
revenues grow fastest at the Federal level.
And at the same time, experience shows that
the Federal Government is very good at col-
lecting revenues and often very bad at dis-
pensing services.

So it makes elementary good sense to turn
over some of the money collected by the
Federal tax system to meet State and local
needs.

It makes good sense, because pecple on the
scene are most often the best judges of what
those needs are.

It also makes sense because our people
need relief from the mounting burden of
State and local taxes.

Here in Iowa, you could use revenue shar-
irg to increase services, to avert a deficit,
or perhaps to increase appropriations for the
Agricultural Land Tax Credit. The point is
that you could choose, according to your
best judgment of the needs and wishes of
the people of Iowa. That is the way it should
be,

Let me also say a word about my proposal
to reorganize the Federal Government—in
particular as it affects the farmer.

One of the automobile companies has re-
cently been using the advertising slogan
“You've changed. We've changed.” But when
we look at the farmer and the way the Fed-
eral Government is organized, it is a different
story. The only way to state the case, sadly
enough, is that he has changed and we have
not. The farmer is a man of many talents
now—a businessman, a technician, a scien-
tist—often a man who makes his living in
more lines of work than farming alone. The
rural community is becoming increasingly
diversified in its economic base and its land
use and its population patterns. While all
this has gone on, we have sat in Washington
with the same Department of Agriculture we
have had since 1862. “You've changed and
we haven't"—it could become the epitaph
for rural America, for the countryside where
this Nation's roots are. But to be able to say
that you have changed and so have we—that
could be the keynote for a new surge of vital-
ity and progress on the farms, on the ranches
and in the towns and the open lands across
this Nation.

It comes to a question of whether farmers
and others in rural America want an Agri-
culture Department for its own sake or
whether they really want things like better
farm prices, better technical assistance for
agricultural problems, wider development
opportunities in rural communities, better
schools, better roads, and so on. I think they
want the latter—the tangible results.

Under the present setup, only one Cabinet
department represents the farmer. Under my
proposed reorganization, four Cabinet secre-
taries—half the Cabinet—will be speaking
up for the farmeér when his diverse interests
are at stake. I submit that this is not less
representation, but more—and more effective
representation, because the rural interest
will be represented wherever decisions are be~
ing made that affect that Interest.

These propoeals I have made are not Re-
publican proposals or Democratic proposals.
I have offered them in a bipartisan spirit, and
I seek bipartisan support—for they cut to the
heart of our hopes for progress in America
not just this year, not just next year, but
for the balance of the decade and the balance
of the century.

I have met with many groups in these past
few weeks, talking with them about my pro-
posals for the reform and renewal of govern-
ment in America. And I have told them that
I know there are many objections that peo-
ple will raise to specific parts of these pro-
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posals—but then I have put a challenge to
them: Let the first person who thinks we
ought to keep things as they are, I say, let
him stand up and defend the status quo—
and I have not yet had a single taker.

Many were shocked when I said in my
State of the Union message that most Ameri-
cans are fed up with government.

But we know it's true. They are fed up be-
cause they think government costs too much,
that it doesn't work and that they can't do
anything about it.

What I have proposed is designed fo meet
these needs—to cut the cost of government,
to make it work, and to give the people a
greater volce in determining what kind of
government they want.

People know that we need a change. They
know that what may have been right 20 or
30 or 40 years ago is not right today. They
know that like any living thing, government
in America has to change and develop; it has
to adapt itself to new circumstances. And 1t
has to be made to meet the needs of our peo-
ple, as those needs exist in today's America—
so that for the farmer, the worker, the tax-
payer, the housewlfe—for everyone in Amer-
ica—government can do a better job.

America’s great strength lies preclsely in
its great diversity—in the fact that our
States and communities are different, that
we do not all fit in the same mold that each
of us has his own ambitions, his own de-
sires, his own individuality. The essence of
freedom is to give scope to that individuality
and to respect that diversity.

When I talk about returning power to
the people, I am talking about just that—
about letting people make their own decl-
sions, in their own lives and in the lives of
their own communities,

For I have faith in the people of America.
And falth in people is what the American
system of government is all about. Here in
the heartland of America, we can see that
the heart of America is good—and that its
people deserve our faith.

We became a great Natlon because the
Nation's founders had the courage to place
their faith in people—and because, having
that faith, they established institutions that
allowed the people to prove themselves
worthy of it

Now the time has come to return to that
falth, to renew those institutions, and by so
doing to lead America to a new birth of
greatness—a greatness not simply as the
richest Nation, not simply as the strongest
Natlon, but a greatness that springs from the
unshackling of the spirit of the people
themselves.

So I invite you to join with me in begin-
ning a national renewal—in fitting our
Government to the times we live in—in
strengthening our Government at the State
and local level—in forging a new partner-
ship that can give us prosperity with peace,
progress with unity and Ifreedom with
diversity.

SS8T STUDY REVEALS NOISE
BREAKTHROUGH

Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator JacksoN, I am introducing
in the Recorp of the Senate a summary
of an excellent report on the SST pre-
pared by Mr. George N. Chatham and
Mr. Franklin P. Huddle of the Library
of Congress.

This study has done an exemplary job
of dealing with the complex economic
and environmental issues which have
arisen during the course of discussions
on the SST. It brings up to date a pre-
vious study made by the Library of Con-
gress at my request. As a result of re-
cent breakthroughs in research on noise
control, Senator Jackson requested the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

followup study, the summary of which I
am entering at this time.

This important piece of research will
do much to answer the many questions
which have arisen with regard to the
SST.

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

REMARKS BY SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON

An updated version of the Llbrary of
Congress study of the SST project was filed
for the Record of the Senate today by Sena-
tor Henry M. Jackson,

Senator Jackson expressed high praise for
the study which he saild “had contributed
more to an understanding of the problem
than literally hundreds of previous studies.”

Senator Mike Gravel of Alaska had re-
quested the original study last year. The
updated version was requested by Senator
Jackson in order to make available new in-
formation on noise control that promises to
bring nolse levels below that of the present
747. Senator Jackson pointed out that this
should reduce opposition among those liv-
ing near large airports to the development
of the SST. The study also includes explora-
tion of both economic and environmental
aspects of the SST issue.

The House of Representatives has been
conducting hearings on the SST proposal
this week. The Senate hearings are scheduled
to begin on March 10th,

In filing the study today Senator Jack-
son indicated that it would clear up the “ex-
traordinary amount of misinformation that
had been generated during the SST debate."
He said that it is urgent to keep the T.8.
program moving “since the Congress must
determine whether or not some 150,000 jobs
will be exported to Britain, France or Rus-
sia. Both the British-French Concorde and
the Soviet TU-144 are already flying and
preparing for Introduction into the commer-
cial market.

Benator Jackson stressed that the SST
program includes environmental research in
order to maintain adequate safeguards, but,
that “only through development of the two
U.8. prototypes can the data necessary for
prudent decisions on proceeding with the
full fleet be made."

88T Facr SHEET

The following statement summarizes &
study by Seclence Pollcy Research Division,
Congressional Research BService, Library of
Congress, for issue March 1, 1971, under the
title “The Supersonic Transport.” The study
is by QGeorge N. Chatham and Franklin P.
Huddle,

LAG IN COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT TECHNOLOGY

Introductory chapters of the study trace
the evolution of alrcraft technology. For the
first half-century of manned flight, technol-
ogy of civil alrcraf: reiled successfully on
military research and development. However,
by the early 1950s, military design engineer-
ing became specialized and “systems ori-
ented.” Military designs departed from lines
fmportant for ecivil alrcraft. Technological
competition of ballistic missiles jeopardized
the status of the manned bomber to such
an extent that no truly successful supersonic
bomber has yet been commissioned. At the
same time, efforts to maximize parameters of
military importance slowed progress in direc-
tions important for commerical aircraft. Fuel
economy, cabin space, and other commercial
considerations were neglected. In particular,
military engine designs failed to exploit
known developments offering great promise
for commercial service. The need became ap-
parent for a separate research and develop-
ment effort, explicitly aimed at the mainte-
nance of technological advances in clvil alr-
craft.
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PLIGHT OF CIVIL AIR TRANSPORT IN 1871

Faults of commercial air transportation
began to be identified: alrport congestion
and inadequate terminal capacity, nolse
around alrports, emphasis on alrport-to-air-
port travel rather than point-to-point, and
passenger-baggage separation were among
these. Difficulties in coordinating the intro-
duction of new alrcraft models with use re-
quirements put the airlines in an economic
bind. After malntaining fare schedules with-
out increase, despite inflation, for two dec-
ades after World War II, the airlines were
faced with the problem of falling revenues
and profits, The choice was between improved
load factor and fare increases. A third alter-
native, used successfully in the past, was an
increase In productivity of aircraft in service.
It was to improve this productivity that the
BST was proposed.

ADVOCACY OF THE SST BY POLITICAL
LEADERSHIP

Presidents Eennedy, Johnson, and Nixon all
reviewed the case for the SST as a stimulus
to U.S. transportation, to strengthen ecivil air
technological advance, and to enhance U.S.
national posture in a world of fechnological
competition. All three Presidents found in
favor of the SST. British, French, and Sovlet
competition is already at work in this area.
Fortunately, foreign designs for the first gen-
eration of alreraft, while likely to appear
sooner, seem likely to be inferior to the U.S.
8ST design.

ECONOMIC ISSUES OF THE SST

Operating supersonically, the SST would
be comparable in cost per seat-mile to the
Boeing 747, except that the increased pro-
ductivity attributable to the higher speed
would enable airlines to increase service
with a reduced number of aircraft. This ad-
vantage offers significant but indeterminate
economlies. With respect to national financial
galns, the United States balance of payments
would be altered to the extent of some $20
billion by producing and selling SSTs to the
world market, rather than buying them from
abroad.

Although the economlc advantages of the
BST seem clear to the advocates, it is also
true that the design and management of so
large an enterprise is not without risk. Much
depends on management and technological
skill. In any event, the large investment re-
quired for the SST Inescapably calls for fund-
ing participation by the Federal Government.
Although all forms of commerclal trans-
portation have received varlous kinds of
financial assistance from the Government,
aid in the development of aircraft would
be a “first.”

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES OF THE S5T

Much of the study is addressed to the
question of whether the SST would serious-
ly impair the human environment. There
have been many allegations as to its nolse,
air pollution. and possible climatic effects.
After a searching investigation and analysis,
the following conclusions were arrived at.

Noise

The SST requires large, powerful engines
which are nolsy. In addition, when traveling
supersonically the SST generates a sonic
boom. The boom issue has been provisionally
disposed of by an understanding that the
SST will travel supersonically only over
oceans or uninhabited tundra.

Engine noise is considered in flve opera-
tional modes: on the ground, sideline nolse
on take-off, departure (climb from one mile
past the end of the runway to cruise al-
titude), cruise, and descent. Noise is not a
factor on the ground, when only minimum
power 1s needed or In cruise when it 1s tco
far from the ground to be heard at all. Dur-
ing the three nolsy phases, work is needed to
reduce sound level. However, much has al-
ready been achieved. In the 12 years since
commercial ' Jets have been in service, the




March 2, 1971

noise generated per pound of thrust has been
reduced to one-tenth of its former value,
and the sound (in terms of acoustical energy)
per pound of thrust has been reduced to one-
hundredth. In view of past progress and fu-
ture engineering expectations, the Boeing
Company has announced that it is commit-
ting itself to meeting FAA subsonic aircraft
-noise limitations (i.e., generating less noise
than the 747 does now) with the SST by the
time it 1s certified for service.
Pollution

Judged by engineering criteria, the jet en-
gine is highly efficlent in terms of units of
delivered power per unit of efluent. Except
on the ground at take-off, moreover, the en-
gine diffuses its effluent. Most of the pol-
luting ingredients result from uneconomical
practices, for which incentive already exists
to hold them to a minimum. Large alrports
for supersonic aircraft tend to be located
remotely from urban areas where air pollu-
tion is most serious. Beyond this, the ques-
tion of urban air pollution is a local problem
with each locality requiring its own specific
measures of reduction and prevention. The
role of the SST, and of jet aircraft generally,
is inherently a minor one relative to the ef-
fluent from surface transportation media,

Weather modification

Traveling in a new regime at 65,000 feet,
the SST is alleged to generate a variety of
effiuents in such quantities relative to pre-
existing ingredients of the upper atmosphere
as to threaten to alter the climate below.
Examination of these allegations, one by
one, shows the effects of the SST in this en-
vironment as trivial. With respect to par-
ticulate matter, it was found that cosmlic

dust and volcano efluent far exceed any pos-
sible particulate effluent from the SST with-
out significant climatic effect. With respect
to water vapor, the injection of water from
thunderstorms into the stratosphere exceeds
by many orders of magnitude any possible

S8BT effect, but the stratosphere remains both
low and fairly stable In water content, in-
dicating that there are stabilizing forces at
work.

The allegation that combustion of SST
fuel would exhaust the oxygen in the at-
mosphere is disposed of by the simple state-
ment that the combustion of all fossil fuel
(of which jet englnes can never consume
more than a small fraction) would tem-
porarily tie up no more than three percent of
the oxygen in the atmosphere.

The conjectural effect of the carbon di-
oxide generated by the SST is trivial com-
pared with that from internal combustion
engines, Long-range measurements of tem-
perature do not disclose any climatic change
attributable to a measured slight increase
in CO, content over the past century.

There is some need for attention to the
possibility of hazard to passengers from radi-
ation from the sun, especially during severe
solar flares. (The last severe one was 15
years ago.) With proper instruments, the
pilot could be warned in plenty of time to
drop down a few thousand feet where at-
mospheric shielding would eliminate the
hazard.

THE SST: REMAINING UNCERTAINTIES TO
BE RESOLVED

There are many uncertainties: as to the
verity of the competition from the forelgn
SST developments; as to whether the Boe-
ing SST will produce the economic gains
claimed for it; as to the extent of engineer-
ing risk this vehicle represents; and as to
whether it can stand alone, without other
supporting elements of a complete
of air transportation. Many of the defects of
present air transportation have nothing to
do with alr speed or wvehicle productivity;
the ground sector, for one example, is gen-
erally conceded to have been neglected.

The environmental aspects of the SS8T, and
especially the global aspects, have received
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the bulk of attention of critles. Yet, upon
analysis, most of these postulated effects are
found to be trivial. Of course, some environ-
mental uncertainties remain. As to these un-
certainties, the point is made that it is rarely
if ever possible to prove a negative.

“But the greater number of uncertainties
appear to lie in the field of economiecs. It is
likely that these can be resolved only by ac-
tual experience with the product in use. Much
hinges on the quality of engineering man-
agement in the development of the vehicle,
and the system of which it is conceived as a
component. Much hinges also upon the qual-
ity of management of the airline service and
its competition. Of coure, there are general
considerations and are therefore imponder-
ables beyond the scope of the study.

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in the tribute to com-
memorate 50 years of service by the
Disabled American Veterans.

Members of DAV can be justifiably
proud of the many significant contribu-
tions they have made in providing fair
benefits for our disabled veterans. By
striving to maintain proper standards of
health, education, rehabilitation, and
welfare of the disabled veteran, his wid-
ow, and dependents, DAV fills a vital
role in ensuring that a grateful nation
will not forget the large debt of gratitude
it owes to all of its veterans, and espe-
cially those who have suffered lasting
physical injury in battle.

In Massachusetts, more than 20,329
members and 103 active chapters con-
tinue to engage in worthwhile activities
in support of our veterans and Nation.
These include carnivals and barbecues
at VA hospitals, annual Christmas bas-
kets for needy DAV shut-ins, and pa-
rades and other tributes to veterans.

I am also proud to note the efforts of
the State and local chapters to assist
the national organization in its impor-
tant effort to gain the release of the
hundreds of prisoners of war who still
remain in North Vietnam. I am sure that
the response of the American public led
by many organizations such as DAV has
contributed to reported improvements in
the conditions under which they are
held.

It is most appropriate to insert in the
Recorp at this time the words of the
preamble to the DAV constitution. They
ought to continually remind us of the
very great responsibility which all Amer-
ican citizens have to protect their Na-
tion from those who would challenge its
spirit of freedom and to support those
men and women who have made per-
sonal sacrifice to insure their Nation's
strength.

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

PREAMBLE TO THE DAV CONSTITUTION

For God and Nation, and for our common-=-
weal, we former members of the armed forces
of the United States, having alded in main-
taining the honor, integrity, and supremacy
of our country, holding in remembrance the
sacrifices in common made and drawn to-
gether by strong bonds of respect and mutual
suffering, solemnly and firmly assoclate our-
selves together In creating the Disabled
American Veterans, the principles and pur-
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poses of which shall be supreme allegiance
to the United States of America, fidelity to
its constitution and laws; to hold aloft the
torch of true patriotism; to strive for a bet-
ter understanding between mnations that
peace and goodwill may prevail; to cherish
and preserve the memories of our military as-
soclation; and to ald and assist worthy war-
time disabled veterans, their widows, thelr
orphans and their dependents.

DEATH OF IRA KAPENSTEIN

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
was deeply saddened yesterday when I
learned of the death of Ira Kapenstein
who was struck down by cancer at the
age of 35. Mr. Kapenstein has served the
public with great distinction for many
years. His death at such a young age de-
prives the Nation of the outstanding
service he performed—most recently as a
top official of the National Democratic
Party. Prior to that time he served at the
Post Office Department as an executive
under two Postmasters General spanning
the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions. I might say that he began his
career as a newspaperman—serving as a
reporter on the staff of the Milwaukee
Journal, Always did Mr. Kapenstein work
tirelessly in behalf of the public interest.

That such a young man accomplished
so0 much in his short life is to be deeply
commended. His tragic death at such an
early age takes from us a very able, dis-
tinguished, and dedicated public servant.
I extend my deepest sympathy to his wife
and family.

SENATOR SCOTT RECEIVES B'NAI
ZION AWARD—SPEAKS ON U.S,
ROLE IN MIDDLE EAST

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senate minority leader, HucH
ScorTt, who for more than a quarter of a
century has been in the forefront with
respect to U.S. policy in the Middle East,
was presented on February 21 with the
1971 American-Friendship Gold Medal
by B'nai Zion, the 63-year-old American
Zionist fraternal organization,

In his remarks in accepting the award
at the B’'nai Zion dinner in New York
City, Senator Scorr said that the Con-
gress has fully supported Arab-Israel
peace talks and warned against any at-
tempt by the great powers to “impose” a
settlement. He also indicated that the
United States must continue to play a
key role to achieve peace in the Middle
East.

The full text of Senator Scorr’s ad-
dress merits the attention of our col-
leagues, and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the text of
the address ordered to be printed in the
Recorp follows:

REMmarESs BY U.S. SEnaTor HucH ScorT

I am pleased to join you tonight and I
am proud and honored to be the recipient
of your award. I am also happy that I can
bring you a positive assessment of our Gov-
ernment’s policy in the Middle East.

All of you know that I have long been
enlisted in the struggle for a Jewish state—a
Jewish state blessed by security and peace.
I have battled on this front from the very
begln::dng of my pOlchﬂl CAreer.

Throughout this long period, I have never
hesitated to be critical of our Government
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when I felt that its policies lacked vigor,
determination or foresight. Many times I
have raised my voice in protest—whether the
administration was Democratic or Republi-
can,

In the light of this long experience, I am
glad to be able to offer the view that the
United States and Israel have never been so
close in their perceptions and their objectives
on Middle East problems.

Let me speak about the decisive turn in
our Governments' policy in 1970.

In 1970, the Administration, after long de-
liberation, declded to advance generous cred-
its to enable Israel to purchase sophisticated
planes and other weapons which she deemed
essential to her security and survival.

In 1970, our Government pressed for Arab-
Israel negotiations, in the hope that these
would lead to a lasting and final peace settle-
ment.

In 1970, we recognized that we would come
closer to peace if we stood solidly with
Israel—and that the attainment of peace
depended to a great extent on the strength
and cordiality of U.8.-Israel relations.

In 1970, it became clear that the interests
of the United States and Israel had con-
verged—that the security of the United
States and the Free World would be strength-
ened by a policy which recognized the im-
portance of our assistance to Israel’s economy
and defense.

Let us hope that the policies of 1970 con-
tinue through 1971 and that our Government
will not hesitate to stand with Israel on two
major fronts:

One—We must continue to provide Israel
with planes and other military equipment in
order to deter the threat of attack—for we
must always keep in mind—in all our delib-
eratlons—that Israel today faces a massive
Boviet-Egyptian bulldup on the Suez front.

Two—We must continue to play a key role
in the achievement of peace. Our Govern-
ment must insist that the Arab states recog-
nize Israel and obligate themselves to work
for the attainment and maintenance of a
genuine peace. We cannot be satisfied—we
must not be satisfied—with arrangements
which fall short of that goal.

These two principles are fully supported
in the Congress of the United States. We
had evidence of that in 1969 and 1970.

In 1969, I jolned with Senator Ribicoff in
the circulation of a declaration which called
for direct Arab-Israel peace talks and
warned against any attempt by the Great
Powers to impose a settlement. That dec-
laration was signed by 70 Senators and 283
members of the House.

In 1970, I was one of ten members of the
Senate who joined in the circulation of a
letter to Secretary of State Rogers which
called for phantom jets for Israel.

That letter was endorsed by 79 members
of the Senate—a dramatic expression of
congressional support for Israel, reflecting
the view of the great majority of the Amer-
ican people.

I am convinced that these declarations
helped to promote a positive and construc-
tive response by the Administration to Is-
rael's appeals, for the effect of them was to
assure the Administration that Congress
would support a strong U.S. posture vis-a-vis
Israel.

But the United States was not only say-
ing “Yes"” to members of Congress; it was
saying “No" to the Soviet Union. It was in-
forming the Soviet Union that the United
States would stand by its friends, that we
would not permit the Russians and the
Arabs to weaken Israel and to bring about
her diplomatic and military defeat.

The United Nations envoy, Gunnar V. Jar-
ring, has resumed talks with Israel and the
Arab states In the hope that he might be
able to bring them to the peace table. All
of us pray that these talks will lead to a
real settlement.

It has always been our view that sooner
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or later—and the sooner the better—Israel
and the Arab states must sit together In
direct negotiations.

We know that this is what Israel has al-
ways wanted—ifor experience has shown that
as long as the Arabs and Israelis do not talk
to each other, there 1s not the slightest
chance of a genuine settlement.

To me, it seems very strange to be talk-
ing about a genuine settlement before a
settlement is reached. I am afraid that
the effect of this exercise would be to res-
cue the Arab states from the need to sign
any kind of agreement with Israel.

For her part, Israel insists—as she must—
on genuine peace treaties, sincerely nego-
tiated and signed by the parties themselves.
It goes without saying that the Big Powers
should be willing to safeguard the settle-
ment, for that, indeed, is their responsibility
and obligation as permanent members of the
UN Securlty Couneil.

But the major obligation must be assumed
by the parties themselves, by the Arabs and
the Israelis. They have a triple obligation
to preserve the peace—an obligation to
themselves, to each other and to the world
community.

If we review the record of the last 20
years, we can understand why Israel cannot
place much confidence in Great Power
guarantees,

All of us recall how the Great Powers fal-
tered in 1948, when the Arab states took
military action to resist the implementation
of the 1947 UN partition resclution. The per-
manent representatives of the UN Security
Council met and staged Big Power talks. They
had the power to enforce the peace and to
carry out the UN resolution. But they were
weak and impotent. And our own Govern-
ment came forward with a proposal to sus-
pend the partition resolution and to estab-
lish a UN trusteeship in Palestine.

It remained for the Israelis to carry out
the partition resolution themselves—to bring
their state into being despite the Arab ag-
gression—despite the Big Power default.

The 1948 experience was a demorallzing
revelation of the futility of Great Power
guarantees. And it was not the last.

After Israel came into existence pursuant
to that 1947 resolution—and almost entirely
thanks to her own desperate commitment to
survival—the Great Powers were unable to
bring about a peace settlement.

The UN Armistice Agreements negotiated
in 1949 were regarded as stepping stones to
peace. The Arab states flouted them by per-
sisting in war.

In violation of their agreements and in
defiance of their obligations as members of
the United Nations, the Arab states remained
In a state of belligerence. They closed the
Suez Canal and the Straits of Tiran to Is-
rael shipping, and Arab leaders dispatched
Fedayeen into Israel's territory to wage ter-
rorist warfare against Israel’s men, women
and children.

This led, in 1956, to the Sinal war. The
Israells swiftly won that confiict. But they
lost the peace, thanks once again to the
blunder of the United States and the plot-
ting of the Soviet Union. Our Government
Jolned with the Soviet Union to compel
Israel to withdraw from the Sinai Peninsula
and the Gaza Strip, without a peace treaty.

Israel was told that she might rely on
assumptions—assumptions that the mari-
time powers would uphold her right to transit
the international waterways of Suez and
Tiran. Israel was assured by our Government
that If her rights were denied she could re-
sort to Article 51 of the UN Charter—the
provision which permits a nation to take
military action in self-defense if that should
become necessary.

Many of us then spoke up to protest against
a settlement which denied peace and which
turned Israel’s victory into defeat. I raised
my volce and I was joined in the House by
some 40 Republican colleagues who did not
heslitate to criticize, even though it was a
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Republican Administration we were criticiz-
ing.

In the Senate, there were two eloquent
voices of protest—Senators William EKnow-
land and Lyndon Johnson—the two fioor
leaders.

But Israel had no alternative. She was
isolated. She had to yield to the pressures
from Washington and the threats from Mos«
cow. She was forced to withdraw from Sharm
el-Sheikh, from Gaza and from Sinal, with-
out any commitment by the Arab states to
make peace.

She wanted peace, they wanted war. Yet
she was damned as the aggressor and forced
to surrender to those who had made war
against her.

In 1967, largely because the Soviet Union
belleved that Israel was vulnerable and the
United States was preoccupied elsewhere,
the Egyptians—with Soviet backing—mobi-
lized in Gaza and Sinai, expelled the U.N.
emergency force, closed off Israel’s waterway
to Africa and the Orient and threatened
Israel with blockade, invasion and annila-
tion.

In that crisis, the Great Powers and the
United Nations were again found wanting.
They were weak and derelict. The U.N. de-
bate during the fateful days preceding the
outbreak of the war was irrelevant—a cynical
travesty.

The powers which had asserted in 1957
that Israel had a right to transit the Straits
of Tiran were silent. The three powers which
had signed the 1950 tripartite declaration
pledging action to prevent aggression were
not disposed to move. The 1957 Middle East
Doctrine, another pledge to halt aggression,
was forgotten, even though it had been ap-
proved by both the Senate and the House,

Israel, relying on the U.N. Charter and
exercising her right to defend herself, had
no alternative but to sweep away the forces
which were threatening to destroy her.

Now I do not recite this melancholy his-
tory merely for the sake of reminiscence, It
is relevant to the Middle East crisis today,
for once again the Arab states are proposing
that Israel become a trusteeship area under
the patronage of others, dependent on out-
slders for her very existence.

Against this background we must view the
deadlock that persists until tonight.,

Israel insists that she must have a genuine
peace, that her neighbors must recognize
her, that her borders must be defensible.
She can no longer live in a state of siege
with an international defense canopy which
is swiftly blown away by the first blustering
wind from Cairo out of Moscow.

We are providing Israel with the arms she
must have to protect herself. Let us hope
this policy continues.

We are helping Israel with credits—largely
low-interest short-term loans. Let us hope
that we give sympathetic consideration to
her plea for economic assistance. The people
of Israel should not be compelled to carry
this huge defense burden unaided,

In a reversal of past thinking, we now be-
lleve that the best hope for peace is to keep
Israel strong.

We have come to realize that there is a
genuilne convergence of interest between
Israel and our Government—that a strong
Israel helps to strengthen the Free World,
not only militarily—but in a demonstration
of the meaning and vitality of the demo-
cratic way of life.

Any weakening of our eommitment to Is-
rael greatly enhances Soviet power and weak-
ens friendly governments in the Middle East,
Africa and Europe,

We have learned that we must not yleld
to threat and blackmalil. Much of it is empty
bluff. Despite all the alarming threats hurled
at our embassies abroad, the Middle East did
not fall apart and American interests were
not liquidated when we provided Israel with
the arms and credits so vital to her survival.

I pledge to you, my friends, that we will
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work for a genuine understanding between
Israel and her Arab neighbors, that we will
insist that Israel be strengthened so that she
has the means to deter her enemies from a
new assault. This means weapons. It also
means economic ald.

The peace we seek—an Arab-Israel peace of
understanding—will prove of tremendous
benefit to all the peoples of the area, to the
Arabs as well as to the Israelis.

I look forward to the day when Israelis and
Arabs will be able to turn away from war,
when they will be free to end the huge waste
of defense expenditures, when they will be
able to ralse the sights of their people and
develop thelr lands.

Our commitment to Israel is a vital com-
mitment because the survival and growth
of Israel means a positive contribution to
the welfare of people in many parts of the
world.

And here is where American and Israel in-
terests really converge. We share a common
commitment—the commitment to freedom,
to liberty and to the welfare of humanity.

ALASKA NATIVE LAND CLAIMS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, interest
in seeing a fair and equitable settlement
of the Alaska Native land claims is grow-
ing. People are beginning to realize that
Congress has the opportunity to avoid
repeating some of the mistakes that have
been made in the settlement of claims
of the American Indians, If we fail to set
aside a sufficient number of acres in the
settlement bill, Congress will be legislat-
ing out of existence the culture and way
of life of the Eskimos, Aleuts, and In-
dians of Alaska.

In reaching a settlement of the Native
claims, it will not be an act of charity
on the part of Congress. We will hope-
fully be reaching an equitable compro-
mise with the Natives, a compromise that
hopefully will recognize the legal rights
of the Natives to the land.

S. 835, which I, Senator KENNEDY and
eight other sponsors have introduced
would, among other things, set aside 60
million acres for the Natives, which is
only 17 percent of the land they have
legal rights to.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Maine (Mr. Muskie) and the distin-
guished junior Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HUMPHREY) have now joined in sup-
porting S. 835, and I ask that they be
added as cOsponsors.

An editorial appearing in the New York
Times of February 28, 1971, supports the
approach taken in S. 835, and I ask unan-
imous consent that the editorial appear
at this point in the RECORD.

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

“TAxE OUR LAND, TAKE OUR LIFE"

Legally and morally, the Eskimos, Indians
and Aleuts of Alaska can claim 90 per cent of
that state’s land. The Organic Act of 1884,
which established the territorial government,
properly acknowledged their rights, but in the
ensuing 87 years Congress failed to convey
title.

Now that it is about to do some of that
conveying, the shocking question is whether
the natives will get as much as 17 per cent of
their land, which is what they are asking and
what Senator Harris of Oklahoma would give
them, or as little as 3 per cent, which is what
they would get under the bill introduced by
Senator Jackson of Washington.

The difference between the two approaches
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is far more than a gquestion of accommoda-
tion on the one side or niggardliness on the
other. It is a question of how much land the
Eskimos, Indians and Aleuts need in order
to live as they have always lived—by hunting
and fishing—and whether they should be en-
couraged to retain that ancient pattern or be
assimilated.

On the first of these questions, there is not
a chance that the indigenous Alaskans could
pursue their traditional way of life on the ten
million acres which the Jackson bill offers.
A rellable estimate is that a thousand acres
are required to support one person, which is
to say that the 60,000 natives need 60 million
acres. That is precisely what they are asking.

With so meager a grant as the Jackson bill
would provide, assimilation would be in-
evitable. Aside from the question whether it
would be a boon (few American Indians ever
found 1t such) who has any right to opt for
that solution but the natives themselves?
That they would do so is hardly indicated by
their poignant battle cry: “Take our land,
take our life.”

ADMINISTRATION ON AGING

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the ranking minority member
of the Special Committee on the Aging,
the able Senator from Vermont (Mr.
ProuTy) on his remarks yesterday. The
Senator took note that the budget of
the administration on aging had been
cut back drastically and that many of
its most effective programs will have to
be eliminated. He also noted that the
administration on aging continues to be
downgraded within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, clearly
disregarding congressional intent.

It is my hope that in this yvear of the
White House Conference on Aging, the
Congress and particularly the Senate
will give close and careful attention to
the problems of our senior citizens, We
cannot continue to pass over this large
and growing segment of our population
that contributes so much to the richness
of our life,

There must be a complete review of
our national policies toward the aging
and an effort must be made to deal com-
prehensively with the needs of the el-
derly. The place to begin, as my distin-
guished colleague noted, is with chang-
ing the proposed budgetary reductions
for the administration on aging.

I view this as only a first step, how-
ever, toward fashioning a new, forward-
looking national policy for our senior
citizens, one which will offer the promise
at least of the necessities of life and dig-
nity they so richly deserve. This is what
I shall strive for as a new member of the
Special Committee on the Aging.

PROTECTING THE WHALE

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I was
pleased to read in the Washington Post
of this morning that the Secretary of
Commerce has moved to protect one of
our vanishing mammals, the whale.

Following the courageous action of
former Secretary of the Interior Wal-
ter J. Hickel last December in placing
on the endangered species list the three
species of whales now sought by com-
mercial whalers, a move which I urged
in August of 1970, the Department of
Commerce has now announced that it
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will terminate licensing to hunt these
three species—the finback, sei, and sperm
whale.

Recent studies have shown that the
very survival of the whale has been
threatened by the commercial exploita-
tion of man. It is heartening to see that
this situation and its seriousness has
been recognized by the U.S. Government,
and that our commitment to the preser-
vation of endangered wildlife such as
the whale is growing.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from this morning’s Washington
Post, “Stans’ Order Bars Whale Hunt-
ing,” and an article from the Febru-
ary 15, 1971, St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
“Protection of Whales Assailed,” be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Stan's OrDER BARS WHALE HUNTING
(By Elsie Carper)

The Commerce Department ended yester-
day one of the country's oldest and most ro-
mantic industries, the hunting of whales for
the commercial market.

Becretary of Commerce Maurice H. Stans
issued an order that will terminate licens-
ing to hunt the remaining three specles now
sought by commercial whalers—the finback,
the sel and the sperm whales,

The three were put on the endangered
species list by the Interior Department last
December along with the rarer bowhead,
blue, humpback, right and gray whales, al-
ready protected by international agreement.

Once a major industry, whaling has de-
clined until only one company, the Del
Monte Fishing Co., operating out of San
Francisco Bay, is affected by the order. The
company sends out charter boats to bring
in whales that are processed on shore for
animal food and lubricating oils.

In the past the great whallng industry
provided wax for candles, oil for lamps, bones
for a lady's corset and musty amergris for
perfumes.

Whaling as an industry began in early
colonial days but reached its peak in the
mid-19th Century. Great fleets of boats sailed
out of the New England ports of New Bedford
and Nantucket and roamed the world. Whal=
ing became synonymous with courage as sea=
men pursued the whales in open boats with
hand-held harpoons.

Herman Melville raised whaling to epiec
proportions in his narrative *“Moby-Dick,”
and the ill-fated hunt of Captain Ahab for
the white whale that cost him a leg.

Much of the romance and danger went out
of whaling with the invention of the cannon-
fired harpoon with the explosive tip. The
harpoon is fired from a ship Into a surfac-
ing whale and explodes inside, guaranteeing
8 kill. The method has been so effective that
voluntary restrictions were set up under an
international convention to save wvarlous
species from extinction.

During the current year the United States
was given a quota of 40 finbacks, 51 sei and
75 sperm whales.

In issuing the order, Stans said that for
the first time in almost 300 years no whaling
ships will be operating from what is now the
coast of the United States.

The order will be published in the Federal
Register and after 30 days for comment the
Secretary will issue a final order. It is a fol-
low up to the directive issued last Decem-
ber by then Interlor Secretary Walter J.
Hickel designating the whales as endan-
gered species.

This barred the importation of products
made from the named species of whales but
did not end the small U.S. whaling industry.

In his order, Stans sald that the Com-
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merce Department is vitally concerned with
the economic health of all U.S. business,
but 1s also firmly committed to sound con-
servation practices.

“In the past,” he sald, “thoughtlessness
and Irresponsibility have removed no fewer
than 120 different species of wild life from
our planet.”

PROTECTION OF WHALES ASSAILED
(By Willlam K. Wyant, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, FEB. 15.—Modern whaling
techniques have converted the world's
oceans into a vast slaughterhouse. Former
Secretary of the Interior Walter J. Hickel
moved to protect whales last November,
shortly before he was fired, and the new Sec-
retary, Rogers C. B. Morton, will support the
action.,

Hickel's gesture on the whales’ behalf
brought an angulshed outery from some seg-
ments of American industry and from the
Department of State. It banned imports of
whale products, thereby extinguishing 30 per
cent of the world whale market,

The instrument Hickel used was the En-
dangered Species Conservation Act, which
took effect last June 8. His successor, Morton,
was cosponsor of the legislation as a Re-
publican Representative from Maryland and
is expected to use vigorously the powers it
grants.

Under the law, the Secretary of the In-
terior has the power to determine that a
specles or subspecies of fish or wildlife is
threatened with world-wide extinction be=-
cause of various factors, including overhunt-
ing for commercial or sports purposes,

The Secretary has no bite outside the
United States and its waters, of course. But
the law gives him a powerful economic
weapon: The importation of any fish or wild-
life that he has determined to be In danger
of extinction is banned. In this and other
ways he can encourage foreign nations to
co-operate.

Former Secretary Hickel, who was dis-

missed by President Richard M. Nixon on
Nov. 25, announced the day before his ouster
that he had placed eight specles of whales
on the endangered species list as a first step
in preventing their disappearance from the
seas.
On Hickel's list were not only the relatively
rare bowhead, blue, humpback, right and
gray whales, but also the three species that
are the only ones now seriously pursued by
the world’s commercial whalers—the finback,
sel and sperm whales.

Hickel noted that certaln interests had
urged him to keep the finback, sel and sperm
whales off the list until it could be proved
that they were about gone. He sald he was
not going to walt until that time.

What the law clearly Intended, Hickel ar-
gued, was that action be taken to prevent
conditions leading to extinction rather than
delay things until after the whales, or what-
ever, were on the point of following the dodo
and the passenger pigeon to oblivion,

“It i1s also clear,” Hickel sald, "“‘that if the
present rate of commercial exploitation con-
tinues unchecked, these three species will be-
come as rare as the five others.”

The chief use of sel and finback whale
products in the United States 1s for cat food,
Interior Department officials sald. Sperm
whale oil 1s prized for use in automatic
transmission oils and other lubricants, and
in processing leather.

If existing American importers of whale
products can show economic hardship,
special permits will be issued setting aside
the ban for up to one year from its effective
date last Dec. 2. After that apparently, no
more whale products will be coming into the
country.

The United States whaling Industry is
virtually nonexistent, although there is still
a small station on the West Coast. The So-
viet Union takes about 48 percent of the
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world catch, Japan 42 percent. Peru, South
Africa, Norway, Canada, Australia and Spain
are the other whaling nations.

London is the headquarters for the In-
ternational Whaling Commission, of which
this country is a member and strong sup-
porter. It seeks to limit catches and curb the
rapacity of the hunters, but has not been
very effective.

In the early nineteenth century, American
sailing ships from Nantucket and other New
England ports roamed the seas in search ol
oil for lamps and spermacetl candles, and
whalebone for corset stays. The harpooned
whale In that perlod had a fighting chance
and there was romance in the trade.

The Nantucket whale ship Essex was sunk
by an 85-foot sperm whale in 1820, some-
where between the Galapagos and the Mar-
quesas Islands in the Pacific. The crew set
out for land in three small boats. Seven
were eaten by their shipmates, and only
nine survived.

Nowadays the Russians and the Japanese
have whaling fleets of impressive size and
efficlency. The industry is modernized and
mechanized, with swift catcher ships and
floating factories that dispose of a whale
carcass in half an hour—all 80 tons of it.
The whalers have radar and helicopters. The
harpoon is cannon-fired and has an explosive
head.

The greatest whale fisheries are in the
North Pacific and the Antarctic. A ruthless,
relentless pursuit has bloodied the sea. Blue
whales, four times the slze of the largest
dinosaur, have been reduced to a popula-
tion estimated at €00 to 6000.In 1930-31, the
world catch of blues was 30,000.

On Jan. 4 the two chlef domestic refiners
of sperm oll, Archer Daniels Midland Co. and
Werner G. Smith Inec., filed a petition with
the Secretary of the Interior asking that he
reconsider putting the sperm whale on the
endangered specles list.

The two companies, represented by the
Washington law firm of Covington & Burling,
argued that the sperm whale was not threat-
ened with worldwide extinction. They warned
also that Hickel’s action would disrupt the
work of the International Whaling Commis-
slon and have a harmful effect on conserva-
tion of sperm whales.

Among conservationists and a legion of
whale admirers, however, there has been
nothing but applause.

REVENUE SHARING IN AREA OF
CRIME CONTROL AND CRIMINAL
JUSTICE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, local and
State governments throughout the Na-
tion have long faced serious difficulties in
raising enough revenue to provide for
needed services. In one area—that of law
enforcement and criminal justice—the
needs have been particularly acute.
Crime grew enormously, especially in the
decade of the 1960’s, and the resources
ttgsc;:ombat it usually were not equal to the

This is one of the reasons why I see
unusual significance in the proposal
delivered to Congress by President Nixon
for a Special Revenue-Sharing program
in the area of crime control and criminal
justice.

This program, if enacted, would pro-
vide not only the funds for more dynamic
crime control measures at the local level;
it would help provide the impetus for
ﬁnrovements that full responsibility can

ring.

Despite the reluctance of some to
recognize the facts in the past, there no
longer is any real debate over whether
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there is a crime problem. There is no
debate over how serious it is. Crime does
exist, and it is a grave problem, The
question before us now is how to deal with
crime on the most rational, effective basis
possible, and how to reduce it on both a
long-term and short-term basis.

Through programs either developed or
expanded by President Nixon, great
strides have been made against crime in
the past 2 years. A major vehicle for this
work has been the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, which pro-
vides large-scale financial assistance to
State and local governments for criminal
justice improvement programs.

Most of the LEAA’s funds are awarded
in the form of block action grants, and
Mr. Nixon gave firm support to that con-
cept when Congress was debating in 1968
the form the program should take, LEAA
has been effective. But the concept of
Federal assistance for local erime prob-
lems can be made even more effective
under the Special Revenue-Sharing
program submitted today.

Congress recognized in the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act that
crime is primarily a State and local
problem, and its control and eventual
reduction must be primarily a State and
local responsibility. This does not mean
there is no Federal role. There is—that
of a partner providing financial and
technical assistance. But how ecan that
aid be most meaningful; how can it be
used to bring the fastest results?

Those ends are best reached, in my
view, through special revenue sharing.
Let me cite one example of what I mean.
Under the current act, the Federal Gov-
ernment provides only part of the funds.
It is a major part, to be sure—75 percent
in most instances. But State and local
governments, whose budgets already
have often stretched to the breaking
point, are required to provide a substan-
tial share.

The special revenue-sharing program
will mean, among other things, that State
and local governments will no longer
have to provide any matching funds for
money they receive from what are now
termed block action grants. Once freed of
this matching requirement, which in
some cases has been a real obstacle to
progress, the States and localities will be
free to get on with the job.

Equally important, they will have a
new, greater measure of responsibility—
in fact, nearly complete responsibility.
That can serve asa great spur to
achievement. It also will bring this aspect
of government much closer to the people.
And when government is brought closer
to the people, it is more responsive and
their great needs are better served.

I wholeheartedly support the concept
of revenue sharing, and I am particu-
larly enthused by this special revenue-
sharing program in the crime control
field. It will enable every State, every lo-
cality, to fashion their anticrime pro-
grams to their own particular needs.

OLDER AMERICANS ACT FUNDING
Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. Presiden:, one of
the most neglected segments of our pop-

ulation has been the older American.
After years of making a very positive
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contribution to our society, he finds him-
self forgotten by the very people he has
benefited.

¢ 'With the sweeping enactment of the
Older Americans Act in 1965, and the
sweeping amendments adopted in 1969,
the Congress took a very progressive step
toward meeting the needs of senior citi-
zens, Under that act, more than a mil-
lion older Americans have been served
with programs such as counseling and
transportation services, recreation pro-
grams, employment services and many
others.

I am, therefore, very concerned, Mr,
President, when the administration’s
fiscal 1972 budget request for the Older
Americans Act is a mere 28 percent of
the authorized funding level under that
act. This represents a move backward to
the pre-1969 funding levels.

For senior citizens in Indiana, the pro-
posed cutback will have catastrophic re-
sults. In 1971, title III community grants
under the Older Americans Act were
funded at a level of $188,462, The ad-
ministration’s budget reguast for 1972
is only $111,964—fully a 40-percent cut-
back.

Mr. President, when the $25.5 million
which has been reguested for programs
under the Older Americans Act is con-
sidered together with the hopelessly in-
adequate increase proposed for social se-
curity benefits, it is obvious that the ad-
ministration accords the senior citizens
of this Nation a low priority.

I believe that this is an important sub-
ject which deserves the bipartisan con-
cern of every Member when the appro-
priations bill is considered.

THE ICC

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, recently
I received a letter from Floyd L. Holt,
traffic manager of the Reichhold Chem-
ical Co., located in Grand Junction,
Tenn. The letter requested my support
for continued viability of the Interstate
Commerce Commission. I referred this
letter to ICC Chairman Stafford; and in
reply, received a statement which I feel
should be brought to the attention of
my distinguished colleagues in the Sen-
ate.

I have been aware for some time of the
various moves afoot to discredit that
agency, and I feel that my constituent’s
letter and the ICC’s response merits be-
ing corporated into today's REcorp.

Mr. Holt’s letter and Chairman Staf-
ford’s response follow:

There being no objection, the corre-
spondence was ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

REeErcHHOLD CHEMICAL, INC.,

Grand Junction, Tenn., January 22, 1871.
Hon. WiLrLiaMm E. Brock IIT,

U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BROCK: As You are aware,
there are various moves afoot to discredit or
do away with The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission.

There can be no doubt that some Improve-
ments are in order. However, as a general
rile, The commission has done an adequate
job considering the limitations within which
they have 10 operate.

I believe that to do away with The Commis-
sion would result in chaos, not only for the
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transportation industry, but for the gen-
era. shipping public as well. Unregulated
competition would for all practical purposes
eliminate the small “feeder line” carriers al-
most immediately. The larger carriers left
would then virtually have the shipping pub-
lic at their mercy. They coulc literally dic-
tatr to the public what commodities they
would or would not handle, also from and to
where they would transport them. They
could also control to a large extent the lo-
cation of industrial plants and expansion.
Some large Common Carrlers are at present
exercising unprecedented selectivity in their
choice of commodities and services which
they desire to extend to the public. Many
cacriers are limiting their service to a two
line haul now.

The Interstate Commerce Commission was
formed in the beginning to protect the ship-
ping public from abuses of the then powerful
transportation industries. At present, these
same industries have for all practical pur-
poses eliminated all less carload shipments,
This has caused manufacturers to look else-
where for their distribution needs, Many of
these same carriers are in financial difficulty
at this time. They are very quick to blame
regulation for their predicament. We, in
industry have no such scapegoat for our
ineffective management.

Another example of the trend of the
“Regulated” Common Carrlers Is a large
southern truck line which has authority to
serve many states east of the Mississippl
River. This carrier has 140 terminals and
agencies located in these states. Yet they
have issued tariff restrictions to their author-
Ity limiting it to single line operation within
the south. In other words, they must orig-
Inate and deliver the shipment within this
territory, or they will not handle it at all.
There are so many other carriers restricting
the authority to two line hauls, and specific
commodity restrictions, that it is becoming
increasingly difficult for even a trained
tariff user to read and interpret the tariffs.

Many industrles have located plants in
local communities outslde of the large
Metropolitan areas. This has been good, both
for the small community and the industry.
However, many of these plants are experienc-
ing extreme difficulty getting transportation
services under the present conditions. Many
have been forced to turn to Private Carriage
or Transportation Cooperatives to get their
goods to market. If the Commission is done
away with, these plants will eventually be
forced to close their doors and move back to
Metropolitan areas, where line haul service
is available. This has already become a
necessity in some Instances.

The Commission at present, is investigat-
ing under several Dockets these service
restrictions. However, they are only able to
go as far as they have staff and funds avall-
able. They are attempting to have the
Industrial and Transportation Industries
themselves develop records of service fallures,
This would work if properly policed, and if
each of these industries would be willing to
go to the additional time and expense of
assimilating this Information. Any declsion
on matters of this magnitude will require
volumes of documented proof. It requires
the time and stafl necessary to Investigate
these problems in order to arrive at fair and
equitable adjustments for all concerned.

Senator Brock, The Commission is fulfill-
ing a definite need in our economy, and
should be supported and augmented Iif
necessary, by all interested parties. Your
support of the Commission at this time
would be of great importance to The Com-
mission, The Shipping Public and The
Common Carriers themselves,

I will be glad to offer my help In any way
that you feel would be necessary.

Yours very truly,
Froyp L. Hour, Jr.,
Traffic Manager.
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1971.
Hon. WiLriaMm E, Brock IIT,
U.S. Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR BrocK: Thank you for your
recent communication enclosing a letter
dated January 22, 1971, which you received
from your constituent, Mr. Floyd L. Holt, Jr.,
traffic manager of the Reinforced Plastics
Division of Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. As a
shipper representative, Mr. Holt expresses his
concern about a number of the major trans-
portation problems which this Commission
currently is endeavoring to resolve, and urges
your support for continued Commission regu-
lation, without which he believes these prob-
lems would become insurmountable,

It is Indeed encouraging to receive Mr.
Holt's thoughtful letter in support of our
continuing duty under the Interstate Com-
merce Act to regulate the surface transporta-
tion industry, upon whose services the travel-
ing and shipping public must depend, in the
public interest and in keeping with the Na-
tlonal Transportation Policy declared by the
Congress. This is especlally so at the present
time when proposals for the abolition or
radical altering of virtually all regulatory
agencles, which proposals have persisted
since at least 1937, have found new and more
earnest followers who belleve that the an-
swers to our Nation’s transportation prob-
lems can be found In this simplistic solution.

Mr. Holt, I belleve, has successfully an-
swered these crities. Neither the abolition nor
the dismemberment of the regulatory agen-
cies—nor, indeed, the massive emasculation
of the laws they administer—will improve
transportation in America. And neither will
the outraged condemnation of Government
action or inaction obscure the blame that
must be shared by all those directly involved
with transportation-—carriers, shippers, and
employees—who have pursued their own self-
interests at the expense of the public wel-
fare. This is not to say, however, that the
existing transportation laws and machinery
for implementing them cannot stand revision
and substantial improvement, or that more
cannot be done by this Commission to chan-
nel these individual, and often conflicting
pursuits in the direction of the greater good.

To the contrary, at this time when the
very ability of the government to govern is
being challenged on nearly all fronts, we are
expending every effort to establish that we
are able to regulate surface transportation
for the good of all and not just those who
would profit from it. In this regard, we have
initiated a number of broad investigation
and rulemaking proceedings, each of which
is designed to alleviate specific aspects of the
transportation difficulties with which ship-
pers and carriers are confronted today, and
to expedite the further development of a
national transportation system fully respon-
sive to the ever-evolving transportation re-
quirements of our Nation's shipping publie.
These proceedings range from those dealing
with carrier traffic selectivity, with which Mr,
Holt is primarily interested, to those con-
cerning ecology, consumer affairs, and equal
employment opportunity,

Thus, like Mr, Holt, we are vitally con-
cerned about the problems posed by the
natural inclination of carrlers to handle only
the more remunerative traffic at the expense
of the smaller shipments which are more
costly to handle and which result in lesser
returns to the carrier, viz., the small ship-
ments problem. Such carrier discrimina-
tion, whether practiced in the form of serv-
ice refusals or through the instrumentality
of tarlff or other restrictions, represents a

1 The President's Committee on Adminis-
trative Management in that year recom-
mended the abolition of the administrative
agencies and their absorption into the Execu-
tive Branch.




4540

major impediment to the progressive de-
velopment of a contemporary, balanced
national transportation system. As a con-
sequence, this Commisison has taken the
lead in attempting to cope with the re-
sulting deterioration in the handling of
small shipments which are very important
to the small businessman and to the indi-
vidual. In 1970 we instituted Ex Parte No.
MC-80, Maintenance of Service Request Rec-
ords by Motor Common Carriers of Prop-
erty, to consider the feasibility of requir-
ing motor carriers, whose services are par-
ticularly attuned to the transportation of
small shipments, to maintain a daily rec-
ord of requests for service and to explain
their failures to respond to such requests.
This proceeding is Intended to complement
both the rule adopted earlier in 1970, in Ex
Parte No. MC-77, which prohibits motor
common carriers of property from main-
taining tariffis which restrict their services
to something less than their full certifi-
cated operations, and the decision in Na-
tional Furniture Conference v. Associated
Truck Lines, 332 1.C.C. 802, which prohibits
the selective cancellation of thorough routes
and joint rates. With regard to joint-line
transportation, this Commission is also pres-
ently studying the use by motor carriers
of tariff restrictions which limit through
service to two or three connecting lines,
It is hoped that a definitive policy state-
ment with respect to these Ilimitations,
about which Mr. Holt has expressed consid-
erable concern, will be forthcoming very
soon.

Although carrier traffic selectivity affects
the entire shipping public to some extent,
it has a more acute impact upon certain
segments of our Natlon’s shippers whose
traffic is among that which an increasing
number of carriers apparently do not wish
to handle. One such segment is comprised
of manufacturers and receivers of new fur-

niture. To enable us to evaluate their spe-
clal transportation problems with a view

toward prescribing appropriate remedial
measures, we have under consideration a
rulemaking proceeding initiated by us in
Ex Parte No. MC-72, Motor Service on Ship-
ments of New Furniture. More recently, be-
cause of our concern about the increasing
reluctance or refusal of regulated carriers
to handle C.0.D. shipments as well as car-
rier proposals to require that freight charges
on all shipments which they handle be pre-
pald, we instituted Ex Parte No. 272, Inves-
tigation into Limitations of Carrier Serv-
fce on C.O0D. and Freight-Collect Ship-
ments, to study these practices and to de-
termine what remedial action should be
taken.

In addition to those dealing with carrier
traffic selectivity, there are other general pro-
ceedings which directly affect the Interests
of consumers. Foremost among these 1s a
series of proceedings dealing with the trans.
portation of household goods. Recently, In
Ex Parte No. MC-19 (Sub-Nos. 8 and 11),
we revised our regulations governing the
practices of interstate movers of household
goods to afford greater protection to house-
holders. The new regulations became effec-
tive June 1, 1970. Among pending Commis-
sion proceedings which involve the transpor-
tation of household goods is Ex Parte No.
MC-19 (Sub-No. 9), initiated in 1969, where-
in we will determine whether we should fur-
ther regulate and control agency relation-
ships existing in the regulated household
goods moving industry. Our interest in this
question has been prompted basically by
the fact that householders usually do not
negotiate directly with the national van
lines, but instead deal with their agents, the
majority of which are small motor carriers
serving a limited geographical area, in ar-
ranging the interstate movement of house-
hold goods. Also related to the carriage of
household goods is Ex Parte No. MC-19
(Sub-No. 13), Petition for Declaratory

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Order-Household Goods Freight Charges,
where we will determine whether a shipper
of these goods must pay freight charges, or
any portion thereof, to a carrier for services
from origin to intended destination after
the shipment is totally destroyed in an ac-
cident en route. It is believed that resolu-
tion of this issue will permit more expe-
ditious and equitable settlement of future
claims of this type. With regard to loss and
damage clalms generally, there is also pend-
ing at this time Ex Parte No. 263 wherein
we are investigating the rules, regulations,
and practices of all regulated carriers with
respect to the processing of loss and damage
claims, with a view toward taking such fur-
ther action as our study of these matters
discloses is justified.

Our desire to meet the challenge of con-
temporary situations and to make transpor-
tation more responsive to the needs of the
shipping public extends equally to the level
of rates published by all carrier industries.
Among our most current undertakings In
this area are Ex Parte No. 270, Investigation
of Ralilroad Freight Rate Structure, and Ex
Parte No. 271, NET Investment-Railroad
Rate Base, wherein the more significant as-
pects of railroad freight rates will be closely
examined and considered.

Our enthusiasm for self-improvement has
also prompted us to go beyond those mat-
ters which are primarily substantive in na-
ture into the realm of procedure. To ensure
that each party to a proceeding has access
to all pertinent information and to ald In
developing the fairest and most complete
record that may be compiled in each case
which comes before this Commission, we are
striving to develop more effective and efli-
clent discovery devices. In furtherance of
this objective, we have undertaken an in-
vestigation of our discovery rules in Ex Parte
No. 56 (Sub-No. 3). We are continually striv-
ing to update and improve our procedures,
and a number of other procedural modifica-
tions are now under study. We are con-
vinced, however, that the door to the admin-
istrative decisional process must always re-
main open to those who cannot afford to
have talented counsel, for these are the very
persons who administrative agencies such
as this Commission were Initially created
to hear without the ald of a go-between.

In keeping with our public responsibilities,
we also have Initiated a staff study of equal
employment practices within the carrier in-
dustries which we regulate with a view to-
ward the institution of a formal investiga-
tion and rulemaking proceeding that would
require all members of those industries to
demonstrate their compliance with the rele-
vant eivil rights laws.

Mr. Holt, as one who is actively involved
in the chemical industry, may also find it
encouraging to know that this Commission
is extremely interested in environmental pro-
tection and betterment. To encourage and
support antipollution programs are the ulti-
mate alms of the rulemaking proceeding, Ex
Parte No. MC-85, Transportation of “Waste"
Products for Reuse and Recvecling (General
Motor Carrler Licensing), which we Initiated
in December of 1970. As a direct result of our
study In this proceeding, we hope to vitalize
a transportation program which will lend
support to plans for the reuse and recycling
of waste materials.

It can thus be seen that this Commisison
is dedicated to developing the best possible
surface transportation system responsive to
the needs of the traveling and shipping pub-
lic of this Nation.

I trust that you will assure Mr. Holt that
this Commisison shares his hope for progres-
sive strides In the fleld of transportation,
and that the abiding enthusiasm of this
Commisison In bettering transportation is
limited only by the bounds of the human
and financial resources available to it. I also
hope that you will encourage your consti-
tuent to participate actively in proceedings
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before this Commisison so that we might
have the benefit of his views and insights.

I trust that the foregoing information will
be helpful to you in responding to Mr. Holt's

letter which, as requested, is returned here-
with,

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE M. STAFFORD,
Chairman.

REORGANIZATION OF THE
EXECUTIVE BRANCH

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, an excel-
lent editorial has been printed in the
Los Angeles Times. I would like to share
it with my colleagues, Mr. President. It
is entitled, “Nixon’s Shake-Up Deserves
a Chance.” It deals with the bold propo-
sals by President Nixon to reorganize and
restructure our burgeoning bureaucracy
to make our system more responsive to
the public, and at the same time, to
take a businessman’s view of providing
these services. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that this editorial be
printed in the REcorb.

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

Nmxon's SHAEEUP DESERVES A CHANCE

Hell hath no fury like that of a bureaucrat
(or a politician) who sees his empire threat-
ened. This being the case, President Nixon's
blueprint of a far-reaching reorganization
of the Executive Branch faces very rough
going indeed.

Under the shakeup proposed by the Presi-
dent, the Department of State, Treasury, De-
fense and Justice would remain roughly as
they are. The remaining departments would
be swallowed up by four new superagencies:

A Department of National Resources, built
around the existing Interior Department, to
concern itself with the environment and
natural resources,

A Department of Human Resources, to
oversee health services, welfare, Social Secu-
rity, education and manpower. Its core would
be the existing Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare,

A Department of Community Develop-
ment, for housing, rural and urban develop-
ment and redevelopment, Into it would be
absorbed the existing Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development.

A Department of Economic Development,
for maintaining and strengthening the
American economy. Its core would be the
Departments of Labor, Commerce and Trans-
portation,

White House spokesmen note that there
has not been a serlous debate on the orga-
nization and management of the Executive
Branch for nearly 20 years, During that time,
the budget has increased from $42 billion to
more than $200 billion, and the number of
domestic programs has multiplied ten-fold.

Waste and duplication abound, Federal
recreation areas, for example, are adminis-
tered by five agencies in three departments.
Nonmlilitary public lands are managed by
four agencles in two departments. Interior,
Agriculture and the Army each have a hand
in water and power projects,

Mr. Nixon is known to be exasperated,
too, by the fact that the departments now
tend to represent narrow vested interests,
such as Agriculture for farmers, Labor for
the unions and Commerce for businessmen.
As a result, their clashing viewpoints can now
be settled only at the White House level.

The proposed reorganization is intended
to produce reconciliation of such conilicts
within the departments themselves.

Another purpose, not so plainly stated, is
to make members of the permanent bureauc-
racy more responsive to the President and
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less to the special constituencies with which
they ldentify themselves.

Mr. Nixon's plans for reorganization are
well meant. Naturally there is room for some
skepticism as to whether the reorganizaticn
plan would produce all the results desired—
and whether, anyway, it is in accord with
political realities.

Rep. Chet Holifleld (D-Calif.) contends
that the four remaining departments would
be even larger and more unwieldly than their
seven predecessors, and he may be right.

It is not clear, either, how you can deal
with economic development without affecting
areas of human development, community de-
velopment and natural resources manage-
ment—and vice versa. Overlapping is in-
evitable.

The more serlous problems, however, are
political.

Both the unions and business are sald
to fear, for example, that they would not be
fairly represented in the Department of
Economic Development. The farm bloc is not
amused by the prospect of the Agriculture
Department’s being dismembered and scat-
tered.

Congress and the lobbying industry in
Washington are organized to match the exist-
ing governmental structure. Major changes in
the Executive Branch threaten the whole
committee system on Capitol Hill.

No wonder Senate Majority Leader Mike
Mansfleld predicts that the recrganization
will bring out a “combination of lobbles the
like of which Congress has never seen.’

President Nixon ergues that, while change
is hard, “without change there can be no

rogress.”

i Wge hope Congress heeds his plea. Frankly,
though, we can't help believing that the re-
organization plan is more likely to end up as
a historical footnote.

THE WAR IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, there ap-
peared in a recent Saturday Review an
article by Bill Moyers on the subject
“Vietnam: What is left of Conscience?”

I must say I share his views in that to-
day we are tending to simply put out of
our minds and our consciences the bar-
barous acts being carried out in South-
east Asia.

In this regard, I also came across an
article in Le Nouvel Observateur describ-
ing the habits of the Cambodians in de-
capitating their victims and cutting out
their livers to eat. I believe each of us
must come to our own conclusions with
regard fo these outrageous actions:

At this point I would ask unanimous
consent that there be inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp the article by ]_3111
Moyers along with the copy of the article
that appeared in Le Nouvel Observateur.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRD, a5 follows:

VierNam: WHAT Is LEFT OF CONSCIENCE?

(By Bill Moyers)

{Eprror's Nore—The following guest edi-
torial is by Bill Moyers, who served as White
House press secretary under President John-
son until January 1967, when he left that
post to become publisher of Long Island’'s
Newsday. Since last April, Mr. Moyers has
been traveling around the country gathering

material for his new book Listening to Amer-
ica, which will be published next month by
Harper Magazine Press.)

We do not yet know the full extent to
which the war in Vietnam has affected our
moral sensibilities, but we do know enough
to be troubled. News of continuing death
and destruction appears fleetingly in the
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press and is quickly forgotten. In a recent
national poll, people said they are more
concerned with the economy than with the
war. When during a television interview re-
porters finally asked President Nixon a ques-
tion about the war, he wondered aloud, with
a smile, why they had taken so long to bring
it up. A consensus has been reached that the
war 1s winding down, at least our active
combat role in it; last month when 300
bombers roared over the countryside of In-
dochina dropping tons of bombs, barely a
peep was heard in the land. There was rela-
tively little outrage over the Cambodian in-
vasion until four students were killed by
the National Guard at Kent State. Campuses
are quiet, I suspect, because the threat of
the draft is disappearing. Americans do not
seem able to sustain indignation over a sit-
uation that does not cost them personally.
We do not mind war as long as we do not
have to look at its victims.

A committee of the American Association
for the Advancement of Science recently re-
ported that chemical herbicides used by the
United States have poisoned some five mil-
lion acres of South Vietnam-—one-eighth of
that country; that we have used six pounds
of herbicides per Vietnamese, including chil-
dren; and that the defoliation program, in-
tended to deny food to the Vietcong, often
destroyed the crops of the Montagnards, who
are supposed to be on our side. Pictures of
once fertile mangrove forests look like pic-
tures of the moon. The report was like a rock
dropped into a bottomless well. After the
first burst of news coverage, hardly anyone
paid any attention to it.

When Col. Robert A. Eoob was selected
foreman of the court-martial panel for the
trial of Sgt. Charles E. Hutto, one of the
soldiers at Mylai, he was asked by the chief
government prosecutor if an enlisted man
should be prosecuted if he shot an unre-
sisting prisoner of war at the order of an offi-
cer. Colonel Koob was quotedl by The New
York Times as replying: “Since the time I
entered the service, I was taught that a sol-
dier was trained to shoot and kill. Haven't
we trained soldiers to be responsive to or-
ders?"” Koob was also quoted as saying that
“this is not a conventional war. We have to
forget propriety.”

The problem with the colonel's statement
is that nations always ‘“‘forget propriety” in
the waging of war, whether they are sending
V-2 rockets into London or dropping an
atomic bomb on Hiroshima. In all wars, men
have observed Seneca's proposition: “Deeds
that would be punished by loss of life if
committed in secret are praised by us when
uniformed generals carried them out.”

However, there are exceptions: Lieutenant
Calley and others are on trial for what al-
legedly happened at Mylai. But even here
something seems amiss. What do we learn
about ourselves when we realize that for all
the outcry over events at Mylai and Kent
State the public remains quiet over the
bombs that continue to fall indiscrimi-
nately—they might as well be labeled “Occu-
pant”—on Indochina? Are we Indifferent to
the destruction our newspapers are unable
to describe? Why Is it that men like Calley
should bear the brunt of punishment for
what has been an official policy of mass and
impersonal devastation waged in our name
in Vietnam? Are they more guilty than the
men who fly the bombers? Than the men
who give the orders from Saigon or CINCPAC
in Hawaii? Than the men who make the
policy in Washington? Than all of us?

I do not know how to deal with the di-
lemma of such questions. Collective guilt,
like a trillion-dollar economy, is of such
scope as to stagger my mind. I grew up be-
lieving in personal responsibility and indi-
vidual guilt. Much of the country did, too,
which perhaps explains why so many seem
so little troubled by the anonymous and
abstract manner in which we have destroyed
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so much of Vietnam in order to save it; in
the diffusion of responsibility there is com-
fort. Perhaps it also explains our willingness
to permit the Calleys to be scapegoats
through whose sacrifice the rest of us arrive
at some atonement. Seeing Calley on tele-
vision as he is entering or leaving the place
of trial, I sometimes find myself wishing
the worst for him; the acts of which he
stands accused seem so heinous a departure
from propriety. But in the next moment,
realizing that I have never been in war,
have never been asked to kill for society,
I am engulfed by sympathy for him, not
willing that he alone of all of us should
be judged.

Perhaps it is these moral doubts to which
Colonel EKoob unwittingly referred when he
saild Vietnam is “not a conventional war.”
Americans have fought brutally in other
wars. This is just the first time we have been
forced to concede the brutality so frankly
and publicly, the first time we have fought
with a nagging consclence openly displayed
on television, the first time we have acknowl-
edged in such a wholesale way the discrep-
ancy in justice for the individual soldier who
kills in our behalf and the anonymous men
who from 20,000 feet carry out official policies
of mass destruction, also in our name. We
have abandoned propriety before; we have
never before doubted the reason for doing
50, as we doubt it now.

No wonder our armed forces are being
shaken. "The Troubled Army in Vietnam"
was the title of a recent cover story in News-
week. But we should not be surprised, War
is so total a departure from the traditions
of civility men have labored for centuries to
achieve, so consuming in its requirement
that ordinary men inflict upon one another
such extraordinary terror that an army can
never again be the same once its troops are
denied general confidence that their cause
is just. A totalitarian government can march
men to war under threat of death; better to
take one's chance with an uncertain fate on
the battlefield than to die certainly at home
by the hand of your own master. But if
tyranny can force men to become killers, a
democratic government must persuade its
citizens that killing in behalf of their gov-
ernment is, in the nature of things, justi-
fiable. Conseription in our kind of society
can only work well when sufficient numbers
of men believe they would not be asked to
kill unless their leaders knew what they
were doing. When enlisted men lose confi-
dence in the rationale of the policy and be-
gin to wonder if the killing is worth it, disci-
pline and morale inevitably suffer.

Vietnam has demonstrated that Nietzsche
was wrong; a good war does not “hallow
every cause.” War can defile a cause as it can
degrade the men who fight it. Old war movles
to the contrary, men who look down the
barrel of a gun at another human being, in-
tending his death, want to believe that the
irrevocable act they are about to commit
has grounds more defensible than the exhor-
tation of politicians. When by intuition, ob-
servation, or experience they begin to sus-
pect that the brutality being exacted of them
is not only not heroiec but futile as well—
it will not accompilsh what their leaders
said it would accomplish, it cannot stay the
forces of history—no Congressional resolu-
tion or Presidential order can make right
to such men what their consciences suggest
is wrong.

War is the means by which a government
can sanction our worse nature, enabling us
to do collectively what singly we would ab-
hor. But men have consciences if govern-
ments do not, and when the sanction of the
state runs out, men remember what they did
and what they became under its protection.
This is why governments should not expect
men lightly to go to war; governments never
feel the need for forgiveness, but men do. If
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Samuel Johnson was correct when he ob-
served that “every man thinks meanly of
himself for not having been a soldier,” gov-
ernments ought not to require a man to act
in such a way that he will think meanly of
himself for having been a soldier. “In be-
coming soldiers,” Cromwell's troops peti-
tioned Parliament, “we have not ceased to be
citizens.”

When men are asked to forget propriety on
a scale that challenges the fragile moral
values by which they maintain some sanity
and some dignity, many things can happen.
Some will become more soldler than citizen—
as may have happened at Mpylai. Some will
resist the right of the government to ask of
them such an offense to what the Levelers
called their “self-propriety” and will seek
refuge in Canadea or elsewhere. Some are
never bothered because in handling the im-
personal instruments of war—bombs and
herbicides—they are never confronted with
the particular consequences of their acts, the
charred bodies of the victims or the Monta-
gnard family without food. “I could take it,”
a young veteran told me last summer, “only
because I was in the artillery. I never had to
worry about who we hit. It might have been
Charlie, it might have been somebody else.
We never knew who we hilt, so pretty soon
we just stopped wondering. That was the
best way for everybody.”

Still others respond by becoming less
soldier, less citizen. A Department of Defense
task force reported last week that drug abuse
among American military personnel in Viet-
nam has become a “military problem” for
which no effective solution has been found,
partly because many enlisted men want so
much to get out of the service that they
are prepared to risk less than honorable dis-
charge to do so. According to Newsweek, since
last June “the United States Army . .. has
been seen the time-honored medal-award sys-
tem badly tarnished., witnessed large num-
bers of its troops take to drugs that are pro-
hibited back home, and experienced &
measurable decline in discipline and morale.”

For a conscripted army, the only thing
worse than defeat 1s the doubt that it should
be fighting at all. There i1s a limlv to how
much savagery ordinary men in uniform can
either absorb or inflict. Sooner or later they
will stop wondering, stop carlng, or go mad.

At home, we have also experienced “‘a meas-
urable decline {n discipline and morale.” We
have turned upon each other in spiteful and
accusing fashion, which has resulted in
violence, division, charges of intimidation
and conspiracy, increased survelllance by the
state of its citizens, and increased susplcion
of the state by the cltizen, Most disturbing
of all is the ease with which so many tend to
suppress their Indignation when they are not
personally affected by injustice and suffering.
Such is what happens when in the name of
its ideals a nation has to '‘forget propriety.”
Nations cannot abandon civility abroad and
remaln civilized at home.

|Le Nouvel Observateur, Jan. 11, 1971]
WgrAT 1 BROUGHT BACK...

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, D.C.

Dieter Ludwig, a German reporter, has
Teturned from Indochina. Here are his report
and photos—intolerable.

I arrived in Balgon on May 8, 1970 after
American troops had entered Cambodia.

I started to work as a photographer for the
American agencies, Assoclated Press (AP.)
and United Press International (U.P.L), and
accompanied the American units on their
combat missions and, particularly, on those
called “search and destroy,” that is, mlssions
whose objective is to search for and to de-
stroy the enemy.

After the withdrawal of the American
forces from Cambodia, I carrled out several
reporting missions inside Vietnam. Then, I
followed the SBouth Vietnamese troops that
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returned to Cambodia. When I learned that
the military operations were much more
forceful on the Jeft bank of the Mekong, I
proceeded to Phnom Penh in August, From
that time on my job was to accompany the
government Cambodian troops on their
missions.
WITHOUT AMMUNITION

When I decided to follow the Cambodian
units, I hoped I would bring back some real
action shots. Indeed, I was to bring back
more of those photos than I had ever ex-
pected. “If you think you'll be able to work
here as you did in Vietnam, you'll soon be
reshipped home in a plastic bag,” my friends
in Phnom Penh had told me. This warning
was not as exaggerated as I had first thought
it was., During an exchange of small arms
fire in the vicinity of Siem Réap, I joined a
group of eight government soldiers who tried
to reach an enemy position by worming their
way along a small canal. Within fifteen min-
utes, four of them were killed and one was
wounded, While the group was withdrawing,
its leader was hit by a bullet in his buttock.
When we two were under cover, I took his
picture that showed him lying on the ground
with clasped hands and murmuring a prayer.

I don't know why he prayed but this I
know without a doubt: the leaders of the
small Cambodian army pray when they need
helicopters and arms, A battalion commander
almost cried when he told me that a certain
number of his men were killed by the Viet-
cong simply because they had run out of am-~
munition, The same thing happened to the
85th Battallon on November 8, 1970, when
North Vietnamese forces attacked Trang
(near Kompong Cham). After a fight that
lasted elight hours, the men ran out of bullets
and those who were still alive owed their lives
to the fact that they ran away.

On November 22, the 6th Paratrooper Bat-
talion rar into an ambush that was set up
on a stretch of five kilometers along National
Route 7, west of Prey Totang. Most of the
men, charged to operate mortars and
machine guns, did not carry individual arms
with which they could defend themselves.
The battalion did not have one single radio
set for communcation with other units. As a
result, the soldiers took off in every direc-
tion. Some even covered the distance of one
hundred twenty kilometers that separated
them from Phnom Penh where they were
found a week later.

Situations of this sort become even worse
on account of the fact that Cambodian sol-
diers are accustomed to take their wives and
children with them when they go to war. I
can never forget that morning after a mortar
attack, carried out by Communist forces on
O-Day (National Route 7), when we counted
five dead and forty-eight wounded of whom
more than half were women and children.
Two days later, Cambodian soldiers discov-
ered a family of six peasants that had been
murdered by the North Vietnamese appar-
ently because they were seen being friendly
to the government troops.

MANHUNT

It wasn't the first time that I had seen
civilians killed by the North Vietnamese, But
I also saw South Vietnamese soldiers kill
unarmed and visibly innocent Cambodian
peasants and the same sort of peasants be-
ing tortured by government soldiers. I, es-
pecially, remember a scene that I had per-
sonally witnessed, when I accompanied a
Cambodian patrol on National Route 7 in
the vicinity of Shoun. While approaching a
small village, we saw people running across
the road and disappearing in the houses.
Obvlously, there were no scldiers among them
and we didn’t see any of these people carry-
ing arms. This didn’t prevent the Cambodian
soldiers from putting a 60 [mm] mortar into
position and bombarding the village. Mean-
while, another armed group encircled a small
house located outside the village, opened up
with automatic arms and a M 79 grenade
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thrower until the house collapsed. Nobody
returned the fire from the house and after a
few minutes of searching the soldiers found
a man trembling and sitting in a hole filled
with water. When they pulled him out, his
face expressed an Indescribable fear. He
clasped his hands and asked for pity. They
beat him and then one of the soldiers pointed
his rifle at the prisoners' head. The poor man
was frightened out of his wits. I had the
feeling that they would have killed him,
had they not been restrained by the presence
of a journalist.

A little later, the batfalion commander
arrived and, considering that the man and
seven other prisoners were innocent, he re-
leased them. Here agaln, I had the clear im-
pression that the officer had acted only in this
fashion because I was there. My impression
was confirmed when, a few days later, a
Cambodian journalist reported that he had
seen the paratroopers, whom he was accom-
panying, kill on their march all those who
looked suspicious to them.

But the most horrid spectacle I had ever
seen took place on November 23 in Mien (Na-
tional Route 7, between Shoun and Kompong
Cham, at about 120 km from Phnom Penh).

HEADHUNTERS

A lot of fighting had been going on In
Mien and its surroundings where important
North Vietnamese forces had stopped a de-
tachment of the Cambodian Army that was
moving toward Kompong Cham and where
B-57s and F—4 Phantoms of the American
Army had bombarded the Communist posi-
tions for many days. Most of the positions
were intact but the village, on the other
hand, was totally destroyed.

It was afternoon and I had a glass of tea
with the detachment leader in his command
post at O-Dar, when I heard rifie fire coming
from the direction of Mien which was lo=-
cated at approximately 2,500 meters from our
position. When I arrived, soldlers pointed in
the direction of the edge of a forest where
one of thelir patrols was engaged. I ran across
the rice fields and joined the men who were
pursuing enemy soldlers. They killed three
of them and captured a fourth soldier later.

Back in the village, the battallon com-
mander ordered that the wounded North
Vietnamese soldler and prisoner immediately
receive the necessary attention. Then, while
turning to me, he smilingly asked me to take
pictures. He knew very well that two days
before I had taken pictures of Cambodlan
soldiers ill-treating a seriously wounded
North Vietnamese. It was therefore appro-
priate to show the “good side of the war”,
that is, to take pictures when a prisoner was
being treated correctly. But, when I was
about to take the plctures, I heard repeated
shouts. They came from a second patrol that
was returning from a mission, With out-
stretched arms the men were brandishing
four Vietnamese heads. I was used to this
sight of cut-off heads but on that day I saw
something that made me vomit: one of the
young soldiers was holding a liver in his
hands—a human liver.

I have often heard that the Vietnamese
and the Cambodians eat the liver of their
dead enemies believing that they would thus
take possession of their strength but I had
never met anyone who had personally
watched such a ghastly scene.

BE MY GUEST

Following the soldiers who just arrived, I
saw them throw the heads on the bodles of
the three Vietnamese that had been brought
in by the first patrol. Then, I went back to
the wounded prisoner but I soon learned that
the commander had slappéd a soldier who
had tried to open one of the corpses with a
kitchen knife. Thereupon I returned to the
place where I noticed a bunch of soldlers and
I Just arrived in time to see one of them
leaning over a corpse. He had removed his
shirt and his forearms were covered with
blood. The corpse had two large holes below
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the chest and the “butcher” was getting
ready tO0 cut out the liver, when he noticed
me; immediately, he dropped the organ which
he was holding In his hand and stood up
with a leap. I took a picture of him while he
was stlll holding the knife in his hand and
another photo that showed him hiding the
knife behind his back (see photos).

Another corpse had llkewise been opened
but the work on it had not yet progressed
as much. When they saw me taking pictures,
the soldiers started throwing sandals on the
corpses so as to hide their wounds. Obviously,
my camera brought them up against a prob-
lem. Most of them felt embarrassed and tried
to leayve. But others looked perfectly qulet.
I returned the smile of one of them:

“Do you eat liver.”

“Oh, sure.”

“And how do you prepare it.”

“We cook it with vegetables.”

“What sort of vegetables.”

“Oh, Cambodian vegetables. It's very good.
If you want to taste it, be my guest.”

I turned down the invitation,

DieTER LUDWIG.

THE STONES ARE STILL THERE

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, a war
of words has been raging over the use
of marihuana.

The national discussion is far from
over. While additional evidence will come
to light and should be considered, for
the present at least I count myself among
those who believe the use of marihuana
should not be legalized.

Important information which fortifies
my view is included in several editorials
that appeared recently in the Muskegon,
Mich., Chronicle.

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

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

MARIJUANA MY MAKE YoU A PSYCHOLOGICAL
CRIPFLE

The answer to the drug abuse problem,
here as elsewhere, 1s in education, and we
cite In these columns—hoping that parents
will bring the information to the attention
of their teen-aged sons and daughters—tes-
timony on the effects of marijuana pre-
sented recently to a special subcommittee
of the House of Representatives.

The witness was Dr. Sherman N. Kieffer,
assoclate director for patient care at the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, whose re-
search and findings strongly support the
behavioral observations made earlier by oth-
ers that one of the chlef dangers of mari-
juana use is that it can result in lasting
psychological damage by turning young peo-
ple away from mental growth and nal-
ity development during a very critical period
of their llves.

What Dr. Kiefler says In part is that it 18
natural, normal and necessary for a teen-
ager to face and learn to solve a seemingly
endless series of problems in the years be-
tween 13 and 19.

If he does not grow through this proc-
ess (agonizing to most teen-agers and their
parents), he does not grow up.

He may therefore not be able to meet the
normal problems and crises adults must
cope with—the setbacks and sorrows of life
which usually are Interspersed with success
and other pleasures.

Dr. Kiefler suggests that if a young man
(or woman) regularly use marijuansa to side-
step these mental struggles, he can quite
possibly. grow up to be a psychological
cripple,

The demonstrable danger, then, is psycho-
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logical. And it is serious enough—whether
or not current medical research turns up evi-
dence that the active ingredient in mari-
juana is harmful to the body—to warrant all
of the public concern so far expressed over
its use.

Personality does not grow in a drug-be-
fuddled mind. But read Dr. Kieffer's own
words on marijuana for yourself and come
to your own conclusions. He has had access
to the latest research reported.

“, , . slnce the drug appears to attiract
some youngsters who already have emotional
problems, it may aggravate those conditions
while removing the youngster from normally
accepted processes of personal growth.

“One needs to be particularly concerned
about the potential effect of a reality-dis-
torting agent on the future psychological
development of the adolescent user.

‘“We know that normal adolescence is a
time of great psychological turmoil. Patterns
of coping with reality developed during the
teen-age period are significant in determin-
ing adult behavlor.

“Persistent use of an agent which serves
to ward off reality during this critical period
is likely to compromise seriously the future
ability of the individual to make an adequate
adjustment to a complex society.

“Despite the need for more information
on adverse effects, there is reason to belleve
that the marijuana user is taking a signif-
icantly increased risk of either acute or
chronic psychological damage.

“Though the instance of serious reaction
appears to be low, by definititon, as the num-
ber of users increases the total number of
those experiencing adverse reactions will
rise . . .

“Those users who already have significant
psychiatric problems might readily be led
to avold obtaining necessary psychiatric
treatment by this form of self-medication,
only to wind up as one of the 10 per cent of
users whose entire life becomes absorbed in
the drug culture ,..”

Which is to say it's something like playing
Russian roulette.

All of us have seen the tuned-out behavior
of the hipples and “flower children.” And
certain it is that this generation has much to
worry about and much to protest. But it is
equally certain that when one carries protest
to the point of shielding himself from soclety
behind a smokescreen of pot, he had better
be tough mentally, and experienced, for this
isn't a Peter Pan world,

One young pot user, interviewed at the
time The Chronicle ran its 10-part series on
local drug abuse, pooh-poohed the dangers
of marijuana use by asking “What 18 so
strange and threatening about a few pufls
that bring soft gentleness, shimmering
beauty and tranquil joy."

Our answer now as then is that it is strange
because it reduces the majesty of the human
intellect to a bunch of babbling delusions.
There is meaningful beauty in the intricacles
of celestial mechanies but how could this
have been accomplished by a horde of dream-
ing vegetables?

It is strange because it 18 sham. The Al-
mighty didn't have to smoke pot to create
a beautiful universe. And you don't need to
smoke pot to appreclate it. The invention of
the artificial heart pump and the growing of
wheat for the starving masses of India re-
quire greater acts of love than picking flow-
ers under the influence of pot.

It is threatening because if ignores re-
ality, In today's world he who would make
himself a lamb is made by others into lamb
chops.

As we said, this is not a Peter Pan world.
It is fine to espouse friendliness and freedom
of living. And no one will contend that it
is better to make war than love. But it is
also necessary, somewhere along the line,
to make a living.

We can acknowledge that the hippile's way
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is lighted, at least for many, by good inten-
tions. But these can never take the place of
viable goals and workable plans for the
future,

The hipple savants have from the very
beginning exhorted the faithful to heed St.
Francis of Assissi’s admonition to go forth
and make love. But they omit the fact he
added “. . . and life a stone.”

The stones are still there. Years of pot-
puffing, loving and sniffing didn't move them.
Escape Into a marijuana fog won't help.
Ultimately, as evidenced by the mounting
weight of sclentific evidence, it can be dis-
astrous.

If you have been smoking pot, stop it.
If you haven't, don’'t. There is no question
its use and abuse here is widespread. It is
just a step or two down the ladder from the
“hard drug" rung and, although it may not
always lead to the tragedy of hard drug
addiction, it often starts an individual in
the morass of drug abuse. One of every 2,000
Americans is now a hard drug addict—and
it is estimated that 80 per cent of them
started with marijuana.

Again, don’t start. And if you are a user,
stop.

EVIDENCE MOUNTS ON DANGERS OF
MARIJUANA USE

We have dutifully published letters ex-
pressing the reaction of some of our read-
ers—most, but not all of them young—to
our editorial of Jan. 10 noting the growing
weight of scientific evidence that the use of
marijuana can result in acute or chronic
psychological damage, and that one of its
chief dangers is in Its “turning off" effect on
the mental growth and personality develop-
ment of youthful users.

We will return presently to the reader
response, noting first that our concern in
the editorial was with the psychic dimen-
sion of the problem, particularly with teen-
agers whose use of the reality-distorting
agent may destroy their ability to meet and
solve the seemingly endless series of prob-
lems they will face in the critical “growing
up” period of their lives.

If they don’t grow through this process
of mental maturation, they simply don’t
grow up. And if they can't meet the myriad
problems and crises adults are faced with—
using marijuana to sidestep these mental
struggles—they can, on the evidence of in-
tensive research by the National Institute of
Mental Health, grow up as psychological
cripples.

The fact is that personality doesn't grow
in a drug-befuddled mind. To bring it closer
to home, how many youths do you know
who were once sports-minded, active and
outgoing who are now withdrawn from ac-
tive Intellectual, social, athletic and extra-
curricular activity? Who have abandoned
their former interests, even their ties to fam-
ily, friends and church? Who have lapsed
into a lackadalsical, hippylzed sort of life?
Who are given, occasionally, to fanaticism,
and to compulsive obscenities?

We know some, and it is likely that you
do, too. And it is this that we fear; the
psychic consequences of smoking pot. The
evidence so far—but only so far—indicates
the danger is psychic rather than biological.
If this is so, it is no less dangerous. In terms
of personal and socletal effects, it could be
the more so. We don’t know, But trained
teams of scientists, physiclans, psychiatrists
and clinicians are hard at work on the an-
swers under NIMH grants and a massive
federal study, and there are at least some
hints as to what the findings may be—of
which, more later.

Each of the several readers who respond-
ed by letter to our editorial—all of them
beyond doubt completely sincere, well-in-
tentioned, concerned and convinced attacked
our alleged “hypocrisy” or “double standard”
in indicting marijuana while (purposefully,
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it was suggested) ignoring the hazards of
alcohol—the imbibing of which is viewed,
by two young readers, as “the hangup of the
older generation.”

This is to say they equate the use of al-
cohol with marijuana suggesting that, while
both may be bad, the use of one iz no more
dangerous nor debilitating than the other.
The usual extension of this line of thought is
that, since the sale and use of alcohol is
legal, why not marijuana?

The argument is attractive on this super-
ficial level, but as Dr. Max Rafferty noted
in a recent column on this page, it doesn't
wash. For many reasons. To begin with, the
vast majority of those who drink alcohol are
not drinking to get drunk. They drink for
relaxation. It can be granted that confirmed
alcoholics are in a sense seeking a “high”
which may be compared to the hallucino-
genic experience obtainable from marljuana,
but the fact remains that alcohol can be im-
bibed in moderate quantities with no “high”
either sought or obtalned.

Most drinking is social. Marlijuana puffers,
on the other hand, may smoke at soclal
gatherings, but the mental effect is anti-
social. They tend to withdraw from mean-
ingful communication with each other. Re-
search has indicated pot use has a cumu-
latively dulling effect on the mind—lack of
perception, inability to concentrate and to
care, and reluctance to make or to keep
long-term commitments. It cuts the atten-
tion span and tends to make the user lose
sight of goals, living from moment to mo-
ment and becoming easily distracted and
confused.

Further, marijuana has its own “hangover"
after effects, Researchers report they can de-
tect marijuana’s effects on a person’s think-
ing for 24 to 48 hours after its use, There
are indications of long-term effects on the
mind, and chilllng recent reports from
Wayne State University and University of
North Carolina psychlatrists tell of repeated
cages in which the marljuana “high" comes
on again spontaneously, weeks after the per-
son has had a high—in many cases accom-
panied by a degree of anxiety sufficlent to
constitute a psychiatric emergency.

Dr. Keith Yonge, president of the Canadian
Psychiatric Assoclation, and head of the
Canadian commission of inquiry into the
use of nonmedical drugs, has this to say of
marijuana: “Its use does induce lasting
changes in personality functioning, changes
which are pathological insomuch as they im-
pair the ‘mental and soclal well-being.’ , . .

“The harmiul effects are of the same order
as the pathology of serious mental illness
(psychosis), mamely in dlstorting the per-
ceptual and thinking processes and in divert-
ing awareness from reality, impairing the
individual's capacity for dealing with the
realities of life.

“The argument that marijuana is no more
harmful than alcohol is specious. Although
alcohol does constitute a serlous health
hazard in our society because of its readi-
ness to intoxieation, its action on the mental
processes. cannot be simply equated with
that of marijuana. The primary action of
alcohol is that of a relaxant, Impairment of
mental functioning occurs when intoxicating
guantities are taken. Marijuana, as with all
the psychotropic drugs, on the other hand,
acts solely as an intoxicant, its effects being
primarily a distortion of perception and
reasoning.

“In psycho-social development man grows
from the prevalence of self-gratification and
dependency, with little regard for reality, to
the prevalance of self-determination and
self-abnegatory involvement in his society.
Against this progression, the trend toward
‘instant’ self-gratification and artificial self-
exploration (by the use of marijuana and
other psychotropic drugs) s distinctly re-
gressive—a reversion to the immature, the
primitive, The regression is further evidenced

in the other trends in group behavior with
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which the nonmedlcal use of drugs ls asso-
clated—reversion to the crude or primitive
in speech, in sexual expression, and in taste
for music forms—however much these may
be rationalized as emancipation from socio-
cultural oppression . . .”

So much for that. There is more, including
evidence from NIMH grant research at UCLA
and the University of Oklahoma that tests on
long-time pot users (two “joints” a day for
two years or more) revealed “abnormal brain
wave readings patterned to behavioral
changes” and, In some cases, “chronic leth-
argy and loss of Inhibitlons for two years
after their last usage, Indicating significant
and lasting organic brain change.”

Regular use, it was reported, “contributes
to characteristic personality changes—apathy
loss of effectiveness and diminished capacity
or willingness to carry out complex long-
term plans, endure frustration, concentrate
for long periods, follow routines or success-
fully master new material. Verbal facility is
often impared, both in speaking and writ-
ing," and some individuals show “a strong
tendency toward regressive, childlike maglecal
thinking.”

There is rapidly growing documentation of
the dangerous mental and psychological ef-
fects of marijuana use, and on-going re-
search is now turning up evidence—prelim-
inary to be sure, but cause for both interest
and concern—that the drug may have grave
physiological, biologlcal and genetic effects
as well.

The New York Times reported last week
that the marijuana study subcommittee of
the New York State Temporary Commission
to Evaluate Drug Laws announced as its key
finding “substantial evidence that marijuana
is a dangerous drug.”

“Sufficiently high doses of marijuana can
cause unpredictable acute—though tempo-
rary—psychotic episodes manifesting them-
selves in the forms of illusions, hallucina-
tions, paranoia, depression and panie,” said
the report.

“In addition, preliminary research sug-
gests that continued regular use of mari-
Juane or extremely high dosages may cause
liver damage, genetic defects, brain damage
and upper respiratory allments."

The Times commented: “Marijuana is not
a ‘narcotic,” despite its classification as one
under existing studies. At the same time, it
is a dangerous drug . . . if marijuana is dan-
gerous, the law must reflect this fact. The
subcommittee’s report wisely suggests that
both use and sale should remain criminal
offenses, although punishable by reduced
penalties, especially in the case of first-time
offenders and experimenters.”

It is conceivable that both the subcommit-
tee and the Times will want to re-evaluate
the situation as regards penalties as the in-
vestigations continue. Studies by Dr. William
F. Geber, associate professor of pharma-
cology at the University of Georgia, strongly
suggest the possibility of serious harm to the
unborn.

Dr. Geber has injected pregnant rabbits
and hamsters with large doses of resins from
marijuana plants. The resultant fetus con-
tained malformed limbs, spines, livers and
brains, They often suffered from edema, or
excessive fluid, on the brain and in the spinal
region.

A New York City College professor reported
recently that pregnant rats induced to inhale
marijuana smoke equivalent to one cigarette
a day for 10 days had given birth to offspring
with genetic defects. The professor, Dr. Vin-
cent DePaul Lynch of 8t. John's Unlversity,
sald his findings indicate that marijuana use
could have ‘“very serious consequences for
human reproduction.” He reported his find-
ings to the subcommittee convened to evalu-
ate New York State's marijuana laws,

Dr. Lynch said that 20 per cent of the rats’
offspring were born with malformations, and
that his research team “calculated every
aspect of the experiment so that the rats
would receive the equivalent amount of
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marijuana that a human would consume.”

He added that his findings, which have
been forwarded to the NIMH and the Na-
tional Science Foundation, tended to sup-
port earller tests conducted in Georgia (Dr.
Geber) and the British West Indles. Dr.
Geber, informed of Dr. Lynch’s findings,
sald they “added a definite, important link
in establishing the dangerous potential harm
of marijuana on the developing fetus.”

We have dwelt at length on these findings
because it was hard evidence of this sort—
the capacity for causing genetic defects—
that appeared to initiate a trend away from
LSD, Sclentists found evidence of breaks
in chromosomal linkage in humans using
LSD, and the developing mass of research
may well reveal a similar threat to the un-
born among marijuana users,

One of the most puzzling aspects of the
marijuana problem is that many persons who
are most active in the fight against pollution
and the use of various agricultural chemi-
cals because of the potential harm to our
bodles, are most strongly against restraints
on the use of marijuana where the danger
is infinitely greater, at least for those who
use this drug.

We will doubtless hear again that more
proof of harm is needed. Well, of course more
research is necessary. But we ask now—
pleadingly, we ask—how much more evi-
dence do we need to stir us up to act more
vigorously to find a solution before it is too
late?

SUMMARY OF REPORT OF SPECIAL
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE OUTER
CONTINENTAL SHELF

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, within
a few days the Special Subcommittee on
the Outer Continental Shelf of the Sen-
ate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs will have its report available.

I have enjoyed the privilege and the
challenge of serving as chairman of that
subcommittee, appointed in 1969 by
Chairman JacksonN to investigate the
matter of a national policy for our con-
tinental shelf and seabed.

On February 19, the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, the gentle-
man from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
summarized the conclusions and recom-
mendations in our unanimous report in
a speech before the Marine Technology
Society seminar on ocean and seabed
policy here in Washington.

Mr. BeLLMoN’s remarks reveal the
significance of our report, which will be
of national and international interest.

Mr. President, because I feel that my
colleagues will profit from reading Mr.
BEeELLMON'S address, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in full in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR HENRY BELLMON

Mr. Chalrman, distinguished guests, ladles
and gentlemen, all that water that stretches
from our coastline, and what lies beneath it,
is no smasll potatoes. You're here, and I'm
here today because, like potatoes, we could
figuratively boil in that water, If we're not
careful.

We want those shining seas to continue
lighting our land with a healthy glow. And
you members of the Marine Technology
Boclety know that whether this country boils

or shines will be determined by the wisdom
of our government’s outer continental shelf

policy.
So naturally you're concerned about what
that policy is golng to be. The Congress is
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equally concerned. That is the reason the
Special Subcommittee on the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf was created by the Interior
Committee.

This interest is international since other
countries have growing energy and mineral
appetites, too. Like us, they want their fair
share of the cake.

But what's fair?

The Interior Committee’s concern is a
matter of long standing since this is the
same committee that spearheaded the enact-
ment of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act In 1953.

The Interior Committee’s continuing in-
terest in the development of offshore mineral
recovery operations prompted the creation
of our Special Subcommittee, Our task has
been to thoroughly investigate the maftter
of a national policy for our continental shelf
and seabed.

That we've done,

In the last 18 months we've listened to
more than 20 expert witnesses in six public
hearings and two closed sessions. We've read
more than 600 pages of additional communi-
cations now bound in three volumes and
studied a wealth of information in our own
files.

Our report will be available in 10 days to
two weeks—just as soon as It gets through
the logjam at the Government Printing
Office.

Here are some of the committee's findings:

The committee’s basic and major conclu-
sion is this:

The mineral estate of this country's con-
tinental margin is the heritage of the Amer-
ican people and should be retained and de-
veloped for their use and benefit, without
interference from any other nation or group
of nations,

That conclusion is based on the commit-
tee's agreement on a few preliminary basics:

Pirst, the definition of the seaward limits
of our sovereign rights,

The committee accepted the definition laid
down by the 1958 Geneva Convention on the
Continental Shelf and adopted by the Amer-
ican Branch of the International Law Asso-
ciation, That definition says our sovereign
rights ‘extend to the limit of exploitability
existing at any given time within an ulti-
mate limit of adjacency which could encom-
pass the entire continental margin.”

The committee belleves that definition
means that the United States not only has
exclusive ownership of the mineral resources
of our continental margin . . . it also means
we have the last say on the exploration and
exploitation of the continental margin.

The International Court of Justice said
in 1969 those rights in our submerged land
continent are inherent rights by virtue of
our sovereignty over the land.

Every other coastal nation has the same
inherent rights.

Therefore, neither we, nor any other
coastal nation, is required to wait for the go-
ahead from any other nation to exploit the
natural resources of our respective con-
tinental margins.

We know what we consider to be the ex-
tent of our continental margin. And we know
what our inherent rights in that margin
are. We do not want these rights eroded.

So where does that leave us on the inter-
national scene?

Most of you are aware that President
Nixon proposed last May an ocean policy
calling - for creation of an international
regime.

In essence, the regime would govern the
use of the seabeds beyond the point where
the high seas reach a depth of 200 meters.

A treaty signed by all participating na-
tions would require each to renounce all
national eclaims to seabed resources beyond
the 200 meter point in what would be an in-
ternational trusteeship zone.

The adjacent coastal nations would act as
trustee, In this capacity it would collect sub-
stantial mineral royalties In that zone.
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These would be turned over to an interna-
tional regime which would handle policing
of the area and use its resources to provide
economic assistance to developing countries.

The President suggested as an interim pol-
icy that permits for exploration and ex-
ploitation be subject to the international
regime to be agreed upon and that part of
the revenues collected during that period be
turned over to an appropriate international
development agency.

No doubt about It, the President's ocean
policy proposal contains the offer of bold
and daring financial concessions on the part
of the United States in the interest of in-
ternational good will.

The question arrises as to whether these
concessions are being made too soon and
whether or not our nation is irretrievably
surrendering a valuable bargaining position.

The President kept in mind the national
interest.

He said there's no reason to stop exploring
the seabeds beyond the 200-meter depth
during the negotiating process. The Com-
mittee believes the President intends for the
U.S. to maintain its sovereign rights in its
continental margin, even while pressing for
acceptance of an International regime,.

The Committee generally agrees with the
President's policy proposal. But there are a
few specific areas where we bump heads.

As you'll recall I sald the Committee
agreed that this country should not give
up the rights it enjoys in its continental
margin.

We object to the President's offer to re-
nounce our sovereign rights beyond the 200-
meter depth because that could endanger the
title we now hold to the resources of our
continental margin.

Furthermore, we would have no guarantee
that the Iinternational regime, yet to be
established, would re-delegate to us the same
rights we would renounce. And, as I men-
tioned before, our continental margin are
inherent rights.

So, in effect, we would be asking the in-
ternational regime to give us that which is
rightfully ours to begin with.

I might mention here that there are a few
nautical hawks in our government that would
like to see coastal nations give up the rights
they enjoy in their continental margins.
Their reason for advocating the sacrifices is
their fear that mineral development of chose
margins would put physieal restrictions on
what has long been free and unregulated use
of the high seas.

The hawks are also concerned about what
they call creeping jurlsdiction. That Is. if
developing countries claim exclusive juris-
diction in their continental margins, tney
might then try to claim the overlying waters
as a territerial sea.

These militants believe ocean policy shou!d
be reflected in a new treaty embodying the
freedom of the seas doctrine. They say some
coastal nations have already overstepped thelr
rights under the Geneva Shelf Covention by
claiming exclusive jurisdiction over a blgger
chunk of the seabed than they were sup-
posed to get.

The Committee found little evidence to
support that charge. Most nations are honor-
ing their solemn commitment to the Free-
dom of the Seas doctrine. That doctrine clear-
ly prevents any coastal nation from claiming
jurisdiction over the superjacent waters
above its continental margin. In short, the
rights a nation enjoys on its continental
margin are compatible with the Freedom of
the Seas Doctrine.

We see no logic in proposing a treaty which
does nothing more than re-state doctrine
already covered In existing treaties. We should
enforce the treaties we already have.

Now, back to the President.

Commlittee members think there could be
some problems with his interim policy pro-
posal that leases be granted subject to the
u;lknown regime to be agreed upon later.
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For instance, representatives of the oil in-
dustry say such open end leases would be
highly discouraging to them in making new
exploration ventures—They're not about to
buy a pig in a poke, so to speak. So this
country’s mineral development and recovery
efforts might be seriously curtalled.

Furthermore, such an interim policy would
mean loss of revenues from bonus bids and
royaltles that would otherwise be added to
the U.S. Treasury.

But most serious Is the possibility that by
agreeing to issue such conditional leases,
we could jeopardize the title to the natural
resources of our continental margin.

The United States voted against the United
Nations moratorium resolution calling for a
halt to further exploration and exploitation
of the seabed. We don’t want to put ourselves
in a position of having to accept such a halt.

The Committee recommends that leases
continue to be issued as they are now—un-
der the provisions of the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act of 1953 and the 1958 Geneva
Convention on the Continental Shelf.

During an interim period lessees should be
assured the terms of their leases will not be
changed under any future seabeds treaty.
Otherwise, we can’t expect any investor In
off-shore mineral development to take part
in such a high risk venture. Under such a
policy the energy crisis would get worse.

In our Committee report we did, as I have
here—dwell largely on policy matters directly
affecting our continental margin,

But I can assure you we are as concerned
as is the President that this country's citi-
Zzens get a fair share of the action outside the
limits of our exclusive jurisdiction.

The mineral wealth in the deep seabeds of
the oceans should be shared by the nations
of the world under a treaty that will encour-
age investment, exploration and responsible
mineral recovery operations.

Before such a treaty is adopted, the United
States Government should provide measures
to protect Investors who want to take advan-
tage of our present high seas rights of ex-
ploration of the deep seabed.

The President’s ocean policy i1s contained
in the draft working paper presented by the
U.S. delegation at last August's meeting of
the U.N. seabeds committee,

The paper does not implement the Presi-
dent’s proposals as some erroneously think,
In fact, the paper bears a disclaimer which
cites the need for further study to answer
a number of questions raised by the paper.

Certainly many changes will have to be
made in the draft working paper before our
committee will support it.

You can be sure that there will be sharp
and widespread opposition In and out of
Congress to the Iintroduction ‘of any new
international agreement that would lmit
our claims of national jurisdiction protected
by the Continental Shelf Doctrine.

The United States is golng to allow no
nation or group of nations to negotiate away
our inherent rights without our consent.

As a matter of fact, to do so would be a
violation of our Constitution.

The framers of that document put in a
safeguard against the danger of ill-conceived
treaties affecting the property rights of the
United States. Article Four contains a clause
which gives the full Congress, not just the
Senate or the President, the power to dispose
of any U.S. property.

The Committee interprets the meaning of
the clause to include the property rights
outlined in the 1953 Shelf Lands Act and in
the 19568 Geneva Convention on the Con-
tinental Shelf.

So, to renounce any of the rights referred
to In those laws would require the concur-
rence of Congress.

The Senate Interlior Committee approved
the order to print and recelve the report of
the Special Subcommittee on December
twenty first last year.

We think that the Committee has a couple
of major tasks ahead of it in helping the Ad-




4546

ministration develop a good, workable sea-
beds policy.

First, a thorough, continuing review of the
August draft working paper presented to the
TU.N. Seabeds Committee.

The Interior Committee should seek modi-
fications of that paper so that it will con-
form to our intepretation of the President’s
intent with the recommendations I've men-
tioned here today.

Secondly, further investigation of the spe-
clal problem of an interim policy—one that
would insure continued exploration of our
continental margin as well as protect inves-
tors who want to explore the deep seabed
beyond the limits of U.S. jurisdiction.

The comments by the speakers this morn-
ing and the ones to follow this afternoon will
provide additional help to us in continuing
our work.

I'm hoping, on behalf of the members of
the Special Subcommittee and the full In-
terlor Committee, that you'll study our re-
port when it comes off the printing press and
send us your comments.

My colleagues and I will have to cast our
votes yea or nay on any proposed seabeds
treaty.

We'd like to do so with up-to-date In-
formation and all available viewpoints under
our belts. We genuinely want to do what's
best for our country, That's why we'd appre-
clate having your expert comments.

LOYOLA HIGH SCHOOL

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, improv-
ing education for our young people con-
tinues to be of major importance in the
achievement of the Nation's goals. I was
pleased to learn of a program at Loyola
High School in Towson, Md., emphasiz-
ing for freshman students the interrela-
tion of basic subjects and the importance
of learning to work individually. I am
also pleased that the Baltimore Evening
Sun has taken note of the work being
done by the Reverend Lee Murray, S.J.,
headmaster of Loyola, and his staff. I ask
unanimous consent that the Evening Sun
article be included in the RECORD.

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

[From the Baltimore Sun, Jan. 5, 1971]
LoyvoLA HicH INNoOVATION: FRESHMEN LEARNM

How To LEARN

(By Sharon Dickman)

Loyola High School freshmen are spending
more of their time discovering how to learn
than memorizing facts.

Curriculum emphasis is changing for 194
freshmen so that maximum attention is
given to individual needs and the inter-
relation of cne subject to another.

“The mechanics of learning seem to be
pretty much the same In all disciplines”
the Rev. Lee Murray, S. J. Loyola’s headmas-
ter, said in explaining the decision to change
from the structured 40-minute periods to
more informal classes.

In the late morning and all afternoon,
the first year students don't specifically have
a sclence or a history class. Rather, they
learn introductory material in the usual sub-
jects—English, history, sclence—but under
the name “communications.”

Forelign languages and mathematics are
the only subjects which continue to be
taught with emphasis on structure and
content, “The math and language people felt
they needed the more traditional manner,”
Father Murray noted.

GENERAL PROCEDURE

Generally, freshmen have two courses,
along with physical education, in the morn-
Ing and then return to their homercoms in
St. Mary's Hall to work independently.
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Father Murray says he knows of no other
program in the country Hke it, although
there are others emphasizing increased de-
velopment of the individual. But, In one
way, he added, the program s cld-fashioned,

“It's really the old-fashioned idea of a
schoolmaster,” the headmaster said. He feels
this description Is accurate because students
spend more time with their homeroom teach-
er than anyone else.

Each homeroom teacher is like a counselor
and already has had periodlc meetings with
freshmen’s parents. He teaches them the sub-
jects under the communications program,
although he may not have teaching back-
ground in some of these subjects,

MATERIAL ORGANIZED

Father Murray indicated that the subject
material was organized by a teacher in that
specific fleld even though it is taught by
someone else. However, he sald the textbooks
“are largely self-instructive” and there seems
to be no problem for teachers.

“They don't spend more time teaching,”
Father Murray said of the eight-man team,
“but they're always with some students.”

Richard Simmons' class is an example. The
desks form a sgquare in the middle of the
room but they soon become clustered In
small groups for discussions and joint
projects.

Mr, Simmons spends most of his time at hlis
desk near a blackboard but there is a steady
stream of students conversing with him. And
more than one freshman pointed out that
Mr, Simmons will never give an answer to a
student,

“It’s better than hls just telling you a lot
of facts,” Michael Cross, a student, said
frankly, “and a week later you don't know
anything. He just says ‘Start over again."”

UNHAPPY AT FIRST

Victor March was sitting next to Michael
and was eager to give a reaction to the new
program. “At first, I didn’'t like it—Iit seemed
like you were In kindergarten,” he explained.

Then he recounted one of the class’ early
exerclses when students sat on the floor, each
with some blocks, and tried to communicate
without using words. "“We learned that you
can't do anything without communicating
with people,” Michael added.

At times, it does sound like the freshmen
are enjoying themselves too much to be in
school. "It looks to the upperclassmen,”
Father Murray sald, “that the freshmen are
playing all the time."

Hopefully, Father Murray sald the results
should be that freshmen “will find learning
easier and will be better equipped to work
on their own.” And the class of '74 will carry
these principles with them through the four
years at Loyola.

A LOT OF TALEING

However, besides working on their own, the
freshmen should also find it easier working
with others. The headmaster emphasized that
“eircumstances are created so that they have
to do a lot of talking to each other.”

With about 23 students in each homeroom,
the students should get to know other fresh-
men—especlally in the same homeroom—
better than In the past, Father Murray
believes.

Each day the teaching team has a morning
meeting to exchange ldeas on student re-
action to the program and how well the
planning has panned out.

During a recent meeting, Robert Keller,
program coordinator, answered another
teacher’'s query about the pace each teacher
sets in his own classroom. “We still are eight
individuals,” Mr, Eeller said, “"and we don’t
have to conform to the resource manual in
the same way."

And since each indlvidual student pro-
gresses at his own pace, there are students
approaching different levels in each of the
homerooms, Sometimes a student in a group
may delay the others because he may not
be finished with his part of the project.
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To some students competition is no longer
dwelled upon and there are no grades to
strive for. “Each student recelves an evalu-
ation,” the headmaster explained, “But, if
needed, these can be translated Into better
grades."

But many of the students claim they are
still driven by competition and one be-
lieves, “"Everyone wants to get done first.”
Brian Brown declared, "I just like to try to
finish things fast. “I don't llke to spend a
long time on one thing—Iit's boring,” he
admitted.

The eight homeroom instructors—Brother
Darryl Burns, James Johnson, Mr. Keller,
Louls Mercorella, Timothy Plerce, Richard
Prodey, Mr. Simmons and Father Peter Smith,
8. J. direct all their time to the freshmen
and some teachers outside the program rarely
see them.

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTORS

Two additional instructors, Father John
Sheridan, 8. J. and Michael Iampieri, also
sit in on the work sessions. At one meeting
Mr. Iampieri, art teacher for freshmen and
upperclassmen, joked to the others: 'If you're
wedded to your homercoms, I'm sorta going
steady with all of them.”

Since Loycla is a Catholic high school, re-
ligion will continue to be taught but not as
a separate course.

A report on the freshmen program states,
**All the teachers would have to be conscious
of the fact that as a Christian community
we are trying to communicate values that
are cften quite different from the values
system of the society the students live in.”

The headmaster and freshmen team seem
pleased with the innovative program, but
there are questions that can't be answered
until the present freshmen graduate,

Will the emphasis on individual freedom
lessen the value of academic work?

“1 don't think kids know exactly what is
best for them in every case,” John Stewart,
& math teacher, said. He continued, “I don't
hold for absolute freedom and do whatever
you think.”

Mr. Stewart sald he does not disagree with
the goals of the program, but wonders, “If
they only do what they feel like dolng, they
wouldn’t be prepared to take college en-
trance exams."

But students apparently learn more than
just what Interests them. A recent study of
the program maintains, “The presumption
of the freshmen program is that content as
such is less important than the learning
process.”

And it goes on to clarify, “This does not
mean that there will not be any content.”
However, the content for the sophomore year
at the Blakefield campus is still under study
and has yet to be announced.

In general, Father Murray says the par-
ents seem pleased—mostly because many
notice their sons have more interest In
school.

“Many were frightened because it's dif-
ferent,” Father Murray admitted, “but the
parents are willing to trust us.”

THE NEED TO REVITALIZE OUR
RURAL AREAS

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, in all
the rhetoric on such topics as revenue
sharing, unemployment, the state of the
economy, our impending population
crisis, urban decay, and the need for a
better urban-rural balance, we often lose
sight of the interrelatedness of these
issues.

I would like to commend to the at-
tention of my colleagues an editorial
appearing in the Lakefield Minnesota
Standard which proves a very clear and
vivid picture of what these issues mean
to rural America.
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1 ask unanimous consent that two edi-
torials from the Lakefield Standard be
represented in the Recorb at this point.

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

[From the Lakefield (Minn.) Standard,

Feb. 4, 1971]

SamEe Story WITH NEW APPROACH

It's interesting, but not necessarily amus-
ing, to note the approach at both the state
and national level to the taxation problem.

The favorite preoccupation with chief ex-
ecutives at both levels is not to find ways
to reduce spending but to find new and
different approaches to the taxation prob-
lem itself.

President Nixon, for example, proposes to
help cut state and local taxes with a proposal
to share $16 billion in federal revenues with
state and local units of government.

Gov. Wendell Anderson suggests a similar
approach by raising state alds—requiring a
raise in state taxes—=as a means of reducing
local school district taxes.

While this is perhaps providing an inter-
esting challenge for the chief executives, 1t is
merely shifting the money from one pocket
to another while doing nothing to solve raises
in taxes that have taxpayers showing more
concern each year.

But if there is general dissatisfaction with
raises in taxes, there has to be even more, if
you happen to be a resident of a rural area
like this one, with both Mr. Nixon's “revenue
sharing” and Anderson’s increased state alds.

At the federal level, we in the small rural
areas will pay increased income taxes so that
th= federal government can dole it back to
the larger cities as a way out of the mounting
problems of extreme urbanization.

At the school district level, we doubt that
ai.is returned will match increased taxes paid
for the people of this area.

It would follow, however, that our local
property taxes might be reduced and in our
rejoicing over this feature, we might tend to
overlook commensurate increases in other
areas.

In the final analysis, the taxpayer must pay
for all the money he receives. If there is any
formula for paying a dollar in and getting $2
back, you can bet it won't be applicable in
Southwestern Minnesota.

More likely, we'll be paying 81 In to get
about 80 cents back and if there is any re-
joleing over the 80 cents, it would be only
because we did well to get that much of it
back.

We tend to agree with Senate Whip Robert
C. Byrd that “local people best know how to
spend their money without big brother look-
ing over their shoulder from Washington.”

IT MAKES SENSE

A bill that would offer tax incentives to
industries locating in rural development
areas has been proposed In the senate and
apparently has the support of Sen. Walter F.
Mondale,

In a letter to Minnesota newspapers, Mon-
dale said the Rural Job Development Act
would “help revitalize the nation’s small
rural communities while taking a burden off
our cities”.

‘We hope the bill wins the support of enough
lawmakers to assure 1ts passage.

I makes sense, it seems to us, since it
tends to solve the problems of both the met-
ropolitan and rural areas,

The metropolitan areas have problems
wity over-population and the rural areas
with needed industrial development.

THE HEALTH CARE INSURANCE
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1971—"“MEDI-
CREDIT”

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am pleased
to join with the distinguished Senator
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from Wyoming (Mr. HaANSEN) in cospon-
soring the Health Care Insurance As-
sistance Act of 1971, or as it is otherwise
known, medicredit.

This bill eoncer:as itself with one of the
more serious deficiencies of our present
health care system, the lack of adequate
health care financing for millions of
Americans.

I feel this bill embodies a sensible ap-
proach to the minimization of the in-
ability to finance adequate health care.
It uses the good parts of our health in-
surance and delivery system, and it seeks
to add improvements. It provides Gov-
ernment help for those who need help.
And it has incentives for the indigent
and those on welfare to go to work and
improve themselves, by not depriving
them of all the benefits of Government
assistance as they improve their situa-
tions.

Mr. President, the approach this bill
takes to provide adequate health care
financing for the American people is sim-
ilar in many respects to the approach
contained in President Nixon's health
message transmitted to Congress last
week. I intend to cosponsor the adminis-
tration health care bills that will be sent
to Congress in response to that message,
in addition, to the proposal of the Sena-
tor from Wyoming, because I feel each
makes valuable suggestions for combat-
ing the current health crisis in America.
Specifically, both medicredit and the
President’s message have in common the
following points:

First, they would replace the present
medicaid program in whole or in part.

Second, they would establish a fed-
erally paid floor of health benefits in all
50 States.

Third, they would provide Federal fi-
nancial assistance for health care based
on the need of the recipient; the most
help to those with the biggest need.

Fourth, they would contain incentives
for wage earners to improve themselves
and for those on welfare to go to work
through a system of gradually reducing
benefits as the individual’s income in-
creases.

Fifth, they would insure benefits suffi-
cient to pay for a serious long-term ill-
ness.

Sixth, and they would retain the pri-
vate insurance industry.

Mr. President, the medicredit approach
is essentially a threefold financing
method. First, there is the Government-
paid insurance policy for the poor. This
would include not only those on welfare
but those whose earnings are so limited
that they have no income tax liability.
We are talking here about families with
an income of as low as $2,000 or $3,000
per year, Certainly these are the people
for whom Government has an obliga-
tion to provide medical care. The medi-
credit approach envisions that these peo-
ple would receive a voucher which they
could turn in to an insurance company.
The insurance company would provide
a policy of benefits in return, and it is
important to note that there must be
certain minimum benefits in such pol-
icies.

The second feature is especially ap-
pealing to me, because it encourages the
indigent and the poor to become increas-
ingly productive. There is no automatic

4547

cutoff of all benefits when a certain in-
come level is reached. Instead, as the
family income increases, the Federal as-
sistance decreases.

The third feature is the protection
against catastrophic illnesses. Most
Americans are not too concerned, in my
opinion, by the medical bills for an occa-
sional visit to the doctor or even by a
visit to the emergency room of their local
hospital. They are concerned, however,
about the impact of a prolonged and seri-
ous illness or the results of a serious ac-
cident. Should such a catastrophe befall
any American family without insurance,
the result would certainly be the loss of
savings and all other assets, even their
home. Fortunately, many Americans are
already protected by insurance policies
which provide “major medical” benefits.
Under the medicredit approach policies
eligible for participation in the medi-
credit program would have to provide
catastrophic illness benefits with no ceil-
ings.

President Nixon's health message also
addressed itself to the delivery of health
care, the production of more medical
manpower, and such problems as the
conquest of cancer and the provision of
health services in rural and ghetto areas.
Medicredit is designed to supplement leg-
islation dealing with these aspects of our
health system in which there are seri-
ous shortcomings.

1 believe the approach to financing
taken in the Senator from Wyoming's
proposal merits thorough consideration
and intelligent discussion. It differs in
several important respects from the ad-
ministration’s approach, but it is a seri-
ous alternative and deserves a full eval=-
uation.

Mr. President, I commend the Senator
from Wyoming for his leadership in this
vitally important field. His longstanding
concern for improving the quality of life
for all Americans is compellingly demon-
strated through his introduction of this
legislation, and I am pleased to join him
in introducing it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include at this point in the Rec-
ORD a statement from the American Med-
ical Association concerning the Nixon ad-
ministration’s health message.

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

CHicaco.—The president of the American
Medical Assoclation today congratulated the
Nixon Administration on the development
of “statesman-like” health proposals which
were outlined in a mesasge to Congress late
last week,

“I think the Nixon Administration is to be
congratulated on their health proposals, They
have given this very complex subject a lot
of attention and study,” Walter C. Borne-
meler, M. D,, sald,

“I think they have gone about it in the
right way. They have consulted with all the
various people who are, of necessity, involved
in health care programs and they've con-
sulted with the AMA as representing most
of the medical profession.

“We think they have come up essentially
with statesman-like forward-looking propo-
sals. The overall approach defines and focuses
on the Bepara.te problems that need attention.
The Nixon plan is neither monolithic nor
inflexible. It preserves the many things that
are good about our present health care sys-
tem.”
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In many areas, Dr. Bornemeier continued,
“We seem much in agreement, although the
entire program must be studied carefully
pefore we can make specific point-by-point
comment.”

“The whole idea of removing the economic
barriers to health care for the poor and near-
poor has been AMA policy for some time,"
he sald. “The Nixon proposals speak to the
problems of health care in the ghettos, some-
thing I have been talking about constantly
since I became president of the American
Medical Assoclation last June.

“We heartily endorse an increased national
effort to seek cures for cancer and methods
to prevent it. We just don't want to see
appropriations at a level that might disrupt
or impair national efforts in biomedical re-
search with respect to other critical diseases.

“On the matter of insurance against the
catastrophic expenses of a long, protracted
illness—a medical-health bill that can
pauperize a family—we are again agreed in
principle.

“The proposal for health insurance to be
purchased on a mandatory basis mainly by
employers for their employees is an intrigu-
ing one. It is a new, imaginative idea which
represents an original contribution to this
whole dialogue on national health insurance.
We need all the innovative ideas we can get.

“We are going to have to take a more de-
talled look at the proposals on health main-
tenance organizations (HMO's). Although
the Nixon approach is an optional approach,
both to doctors and to patients, we are not
sure that HMO’s represent real solutions to
current medical problems. We feel they
should be tried on a demonstration basis, and
thoroughly researched—as should a number
of other delivery methods."”

Dr. Bornemeier said that the AMA’s health
care plan, called Medicredit, will be intro-
duced next Thursday, February 25.

“It differs from the Nixon plan, of course,

but in overall philosophy and approach I
think you will find a great deal of common
ground between what we think will serve
the American people best and what President
Nixon thinks will serve the American people
best,” he said.

INFLATION-RECESSION COSTS
JUST TOO HIGH

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
cost of continuing inflation, rising unem-
ployment, unused plant capacity, loss of
income and reduced governmental reve-
nues is irtolerable.

Our national priorities should be to
end the war, revitalize the economy and
use public pressure and congressional and
executive leadership to slow infiation
across the board.

With a real full employment budget
designed to stimulate an economy it is all
the more imperative that there be a com-
prehensive national incomes policy, cou-
pled with an anti-inflationary but ex-
pansive monetary and fiscal policy. We
have waited for leadership in economic
policy far too long. The longer the ad-
ministration waits to institute and vig-
orously pursue an effective incomes pol-
icy in wages and prices, the more difficult
it will be to restore the economy to health
and to put America back to work.

Mr. President, I was a guest of the
National Economists Ciub here in Wash-
ington last Wednesday night. This or-
ganization represents some of the best
economic brainpower in the world. I was
privileged to discuss with them some of
my views on how a man in public life
must make decisions dealing with the
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economy and the people living within
that economy.

In order to share my views with my
colleagues, I ask unanimous consent that
my remarks be inserted in the REcoRD.

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

THE EcONOMY OF THE HUMANIST
(Remarks of Senator HuBerT H. HUMPHREY)

We speak freely of a “political economy.”
That phrase has never been more true than
today. But we should be thinking, as How-
ard Binkeley, your new President-elect men-
tioned to me tonight, in terms of a *“soclal
economy"”—an economy that has as a focus
the fulfillment of mankind’s aspirations for
a life of quality as well as quantity.

Economics, perhaps more so than any
other discipline, should represent the mar-
riage of the scientist and the humanist. You
deal in minute detall with the economic
fabric of our lives. But more than that, you
see reflected in the ebb and flow of our eco-
nomic fortunes the desires, hopes and fears
of human beings. You measure, and to no
small degree, direct the power and where-
withal we exchange for that life of gquality
which is every man's right. This is why in
this period of economic and soclal disruption,
I am particularly pleased to be here with you
tonight. You have your work cut out for
you in both the social and the economic
fleld and you cannot realistically separate
the two. I want to talk to you about both
facets of this single human problem.

Though times change, old patterns of
thought have a habit of coming back into
strle. For the first time in several decades
economics is again being referred to as the
dismal science. Some persons use even
stronger adjectives. Many ecologists and con-
servationists today speak of the “gross na-
tional product” as thought it were a con-
tagious disease.

I am sure that all oi you, including the
most growth-oriented economists, are much
concerned about the quality of life and the
kind of environment that will be passed on
to coming generations. The threat to our
environment does not, as such, arise from
a high and expanding gross national prod-
uct. I have been in many of the less de-
veloped countries and it is obvious to me
that a poor and deprived economy does not
provide or even hold out the promise of an
ideal environment.

Our problem is not that we produce too
much but rather that we may be producing
inefiiciently and wantonly and without ary
order of priorities. We are not exercising the
care that takes the future as well as the
present into account. We must not become
blindly enamored of economic expansion ir-
respective of priorities and consequences.
What, for instance, will be the economic and
ecological ramifications of two “Dead Seas.”
It is believed by competent authority that
unless a crash program is initiated, the Medi-
terranean will die in two years time.

But we must also seek the fulfillment of
our tremendous unsatisfied public and pri-
vate needs. In a nation which can increase
its total output by nearly 50 billion dollars
a year we certainly have the resources to
both prevent deterioration in our environ-
ment and improve our living standards.

Having sald these nice things about eco-
nomles and economists, let me turn to some
present, very disturbing realities. Our econ-
omy has been managed badly in the most
recent years.

But what have been the specific results
of the game plan so far?

Unemployment — approximately 6.2%,
highest since the last Republican recession.

Gross National Product—showing an ac-
tual decrease in real growth for the first time
since 1958, the next to the last Republican
recession, This is particularly painful and
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ironic. GNP is stalling despite that fancy
new GOP-GNP clock the Administration
started running—apparently in the wrong
economic time-zone.

Prices—non-food and services—up to 7.2%.

This leadership vaeuum has produced:

“Accelerated and unduly prolonged in-
flation;

Soaring interest rates and financial dis-
ruptions;

Stagnation of production and jobs, the
cost of which continues to grow.

Policlies that have remained long on hopes
and short on achievements.”

These descriptions of our game plan losses
are by Gardner Ackley, Walter Heller and
Arthur Okun, all former Chairmen of the
Council of Economic Advisers. It isn't often
you get three economists of that stature to
agree on the wind direction in a gale, so I
find their evaluations as convinecing as I find
them disturbing,

‘While discussing the economic performance
of the present Administration, let me dem-
onstrate my memory is intact by saying
the inflation did start during the Johnson-
Humphrey Administration. We were pursu-
ing expansionist fiscal policies up to mid-
1965 and these were proper and were needed
to get us to full employment. Had it not
been for the increase in military expendi-
tures, we probably would have enjoyed a
substantial further curtailment in unem-
ployment without any significant degree of
inflation.

In retrospect, it is now clear that fiscal
policy should have been sharply reversed in
1966 and we should have continued to ex-
ercise monetary restraint even after the sur-
charge was enacted in 1968. There was inade-
quate fiscal action in 1966 and the surcharge
came too late. However, I would call to your
attention the fact that the Federal Govern-
ment's deficit in the national income and
product accounts dropped sharply after the
second quarter of 1968. The annual rate of
deficit was $10.5 billlon in that gquarter; it
fell by more than half in the next quarter
and was only $1.1 billion in the last quarter
of 1968. The large surpluses of $9.5 billion
in the first quarter of 1969 and £13.4 billion
peak in the second quarter of 1969 (at annual
rates) were within the time period covered
by the last Johnson budget.

Any objective observer would have to con-
clude from the figures that the major fiscal
shifts designed to control the inflation had
already been planned and put into execution
before Mr. Nixon took office.

The major and well deserved criticisms of
the economic policy of “no policy” over the
past several years relate to the manner in
which the inflation has been fought. Many
Administration officials and advisers publicly
expressed great confidence in the early
months of 1969 that the rate of price increase
would slacken soon and significantly.

The fact is, inflation proved to be far more
potent and far more persistent than almost
anyone anticipated. Instead of declining, the
rate of growth in prices accelerated In 1969
and again in 1970. The GNP deflator in the
most recent quarter rose more than in any
but one quarter in recent years desplte the
6.2 per cent unemployment in December.

One reason frankly for this persistence in
the price spiral, in addition to the consumers
saving rate, subsequent softening of demand
and lessening of the economies of produc-
tion, is the greater spread between wage
level increases as compared to productivity
gains.

In this regard, Imight add that, with plant
capacity utilization hovering around 73%, re-
cent easing of the depreciation rules should
be a stimulus to making production facilities
more efficient and modern. It should not gen-
erally be used to add to a capacity that is
presently underutilized. With our high-wage
labor market, It is essential that we insist on
production efficlenices that permit us to re-
main competitive in foreign markets.
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I am not going to say that there are no
signs whatscever of prospective abatement
in the pace of inflation, but I wish there
were more visible and more dramatic signs
illuminating a price curve that is slowing
down steadily and markedly. As a matter of
fact, the underlying assumptions in the re-
cent barrage of economic messages from the
Administration indicate less optimism about
overcoming inflatlon within a reasonable
time than was true a year ago or two years
ago. Still, the day-to-day speeches and policy
pronouncements keep telling us that signs
strongly point to greater price stability
around the corner. It seems to me we are
getting some loud whistling from those who
are walking past cemeteries where broken
promises are buried. Talking about such
doleful matters, I suspect the spirit of Her-
bert Hoover may be trylng to warn President
Nixon about elusive turning points. Also, I
suspect Lord Keynes might be a bit suspi-
cious of the sincerity and repentance of some
recent converts.

Tor years my good Republican friends
have looked on me and my progressive Demo~
cratic colleagues as unreconstructed eco-
nomic alcoholics. All we could do was spend
to excess—spend, spend, spend. Well, it's
taken some extremely fancy semantic and
public relations footwork but we now have
entered the era of “The Full-Employment
Budget.” I wish we had thought of that when
we had a deficit. How easy it is to overspend
and be forgiven when your motlves are so
pure and your goals so responsible.

But we must ask ourselves what the cost
has been and whether the performance has
been reasonably good by any standards. As
far as I am concerned, the cost has been
high and the performance poor. We have
suffered from an incredible combination of
recession and inflation. It is like suffering
gout and malnutrition simultaneously. In
1968 the 4.2 per cent increase in consumer
prices and the 3.6 per cent unemployment
yielded a combined figure of 7.8 per cent. The
price-unemployment combination was 10.9
in 1970 and in the final quarter of 1970 it
was over 11 per cent. We certainly did not
get a very satisfactory trade-off. We got the
worst of both unemployment and inflation.

Whether we call what we are experiencing
a recession or just a cessation of growth and
a little dip is not very relevant. What is im-
portant is the fact that unemployment
jumped In less than two years from 314 per
cent of the labor force to 6.2 per cent and
that the gap between our potential output
and our actual output is about $60 billion
a year. Think of it—it will have cost us over
$120,000,000 by the end of calendar 1971.
Over:

$60 billion in real income that Americans
will never spend;

$22 billion In after-tax corporate profits;

$6 billion that our crisis ridden state and
local governments will never collect in taxes;
and

31 billion that cannot be used to finance
the Federal programs this Nation must con-
tinue and expand if we are to provide that
life of guality for all Americans.

Looking at the more than $16 billion lost
last year in Federal revenues is surely the Ad-
ministration’s just reward for their leader-
ship failure. It would just about cover the
budget deficit for fiscal 1971.

The economic developments of the past
year-and-a-half have cost the natlon many
tens of billions of dollars in lost production
and revenues, grief to the unemployed, In-
security to workers, continued deficiencies in
satisfying some of our most critical needs at
home and, finally, deep concern to many
nations around the world, especially the less
developed countries, which look to us for
markets for many of their primary products
and who find that even a mild recession in
the United States can cut deeply into their
exports. Our performance has not made it
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easy for us to sell the concepts of free enter-
prise to the developing countries.

The Administration’s excessive reliance on
monetary policy as the instrument to bring
about a prompt and substantial curtailment
in inflation, was costly and largely inexcus-
able. I believe in the free enterprise system.
I am and always have been a strong advocate
of private ownership and private production
and vigorous competition. However, it is ir-
responsible to close one's eyes to the fact
that we have less than perfect competition
in wage and price determination with big
unions—big corporate enterprise—with di-
minished competition in many areas of our
economy, I guess we call it oligopoly—price
competition is at a minimum-—administered
prices at a maximum.

This is the time when there is need to
exercise leadership and confront the spiral
of inflation head-on. This is when positive
efforts can bring results. If ever there was a
time for pursuing an incomes policy and for
jawboning 1t is now and it should have been
thus for the past 18 months. Instead of
minimal efforts to use leadership and moral
persuasion and to mobilize the Natlon’s deep
concern about infiation, the Administration
spent most of its time telling us that things
would soon be better.

The President on January 27, 1989, issued
his carte blanche for wage and price gouges,
The President said: "I do not go along with
the suggestion that inflation can effectively
be controlled by exhorting labor and manage-
ment and industry to follow certain guide-
lines.”” I suggest to you that this was and
remains an invitation to highly inflationary
wage settlements and price increases. The
President has said to the private sector: “Do
it to them, before they do it to you.” We all
know the results.

When on June 17, 1970 President Nixon be-
latedly made some comnmitments with respect
to labor-management arrangements to Im-
prove productivity, to issulng what Walter
Heller called “infilation inerts,” and to the
use of Government purchasing authority to
slow down the rate of inflation, the President
still emphasized more strongly what he
would not do than what he would do. Once
again the green light was given to private
determinations that were not in the national
interest, with no threat of any restraint
whatsoever. I recommend that you re-read
that speech.

I hope the Administration may be coming
around to using its influence and its au-
thority somewhat more aggressively than by
just issuing “inflation inerts,” as Walter Hel-
ler calls them, or by suspending Davis-Bacon
in a relatively meaningless, uninformed and
posturing move. There have been rumblings
of semi-enlightenment leaking from the
White House, But many people are not con-
vinced that a new pattern of economic man-
agement will emerge. I hope they are wrong.

It is imperative that the President estab-
lish a National Economic Stabilization
Board—a Wage-Price Profits Board as a part
of a total national incomes policy. This Board
can add extra strength to the powers of
Presidential persuasion and jawboning which
have been in the past and ean be helpful.
Such a Board can help implement a national
incomes policy that will be fair to the worker,
the consumer, and business enterprise. The
actions of the Wage Price Board can be
greatly enhanced by establishing regional
and local productivity councils. Manage-
ment and labor cooperating in such councils
can help implement reasonable and econom-
ically sound wage and price policies and
guidelines. We have got to quit danecing
around the fires of inflation and attack it
head on. We have wasted preclous months
and, in fact, have alded and abetted the
“inflation enemy"” by weak-kneed, half-
hearted, ineffective policles. With a real full
employment budget designed to stimulate
an economy, it 1s all the more imperative
that there be a comprehensive national in-
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comes policy coupled with an anti-infla-
tionary monetary and fiscal poliey.

Other things are needed. The Congress
should renew the emergency wage and price
control authority, including the power to
impose if needed a temporary Ireeze on
wages, prices, and profits. Two, renewal of
authority for imposition of credit controls.
These powers must receive periodic Congres-
sional review. They should be used only in
dire emergency, but the power should he
there to be used when and if needed.

The President should establish a National
Economic Policy Board within the govern-
ment. The membership should include the
Secretary of the Treasury, Secretary of Labor,
Secretary of Commerce, Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, Director of the
Bureau of Management and Budget, and the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board. This
board should meet regularly with Congres-
sional leadership, Majority and Minority, to
review the state of the economy. The board
should be buttressed by a national economic
advisory council consisting of representatives
of labor, management, agriculture, and con-
sumer.

The national economic policy board should
maintain a continuous review of the state of
the economy, including the international as
well as the domestic economic scene, and
present its report to the President and the
Congress at least quarterly.

The President and the Council must be
prepared to use persuasion and the pressure
of public concern and opinion In securing
the voluntary cooperation of labor and man-
agement in moderating the wage-price spiral.

A determined effort must be made by gov-
ernment and industry to step up our exports
in manufacturing, processing, and agricul-
tural products. In some areas this may call
for much broader lending authority and ex-
port assistance in order to meet foreign
competition,

I do hope President Nixon will accept and
implement most of Chairman Arthur Burns’
catalog of steps appropriate for an “in-
comes policy.” By the way, Dr. Burns' ac-
tions gratifyingly coincide very closely with
the report of my Inflation Task Force In
1968, chaired by Otto Eckstein.

Most serious Is the fact that past fallures
have put us In a very unsatisfactory posi-
tion to reverse the economic downtrend rap-
idly and markedly. Had the rise in unem-
ployment been assoclated with a very sharp
reduction in the rate of inflation, we could
stimulate demand and reasonably expect that
relatively full employment could be restored
with a reasonable time—without rekindling
the fires of inflation.

But the Nixon Administration's perform-
ance in 18970—when unemployment increased
by more than 2 million persons and prices
continued to rise at peak rates—leaves us
with grave problems and limited prospects
for the near future.

Unless the Administration’s direct attack
on inflation s far more aggressive and far
more effective in the future than in the past
we will not soon reach satisfactory levels of
employment without again fanning the
flames of inflation.

As we look at the individual sectors for
1971 it is hard to find evidence of the kind
of growth which will get us back to 5 per
cent unemployment at the end of 1971 and
a 4.5 per cent zone at the middle of 1972.
These targets are fine, but they will not be
achieved by wishing. I agree with Arthur
Burns that confidence is important, but the
big question is how one instills confidence,
I do not think it comes through rhetoric or
exhortation. Government policles and actions
are more important than just talk. There
may be some economists somewhere who will
bet on the $1065 billion dollar level for 1971,
but I have not found them, even in the finan-
cial or business community. For my taste, the
target is not too high. But, It is the Nixon
policies or lack of policies that makes the tar-
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get lack credibility. Dr. Burns himself has
indicated the $1065 billlon figure is ‘“very
optimistic.”

Nor do I belleve that the programs set
forth by the President in the past month
include the inherent ingredients for a rapid
rise In real output. GNP will rise but the
expansion indicated in the Economic Report
does not seem to be in the cards. Excessive
unemployment will likely prove to be much
more stubborn than is anticipated. With the
labor force and productivity expanding
briskly and with the war in Vietnam con-
tinuing to wind down, the GNP will have to
grow far above the normal rate of expan-
slon just to prevent a rise in unemployment.

I reiterate, the high goal—if that is what
the $1065 billicn really was intended to be—
is commendable.

I personally believe in the power of posi-
tive thinking I believe that falth can move
mountains. But, sad to say, the economy
lately has proven to be, at best, an agnostic.

By the way, let me for a moment resume
my recent role as Professor and give you an-
other reading assignment. It is a very short
assignment. You must read all of page B4
and the top part of page B5 of the Annual
Report of the Council of Economic Advisers
published just three weeks ago. If you can
then tell me whether the 1065 is a “high
target” or an “intermediate target” or a
“possible development' or a “feasible target”
or a “reasonable expectation,” I will be deep-
1y grateful for the clarification.

We should. alm for a high rate of real
growth in order to restore relatively full em-
ployment at the earliest possible date, This
is desirable not only to remove the tragic
consequences of unemployment, but also to
overcome the horrible waste in a soclety
which has great unfilled needs. Further, the
movement toward full employment would
yield substantial improvement in produe-
tivity and could yield more favorable pros-
pects for improved price stability. Vigorous
movement toward full employment can har-
monize with the objective of greater price
stability. This depends, of course, on what
the Administration does on the price front.
If no efforts are made to restrain cost and
price increases and if there continues to be
excessive reliance on the aggregate demand
approach, then rapld growth can bring about
& rekindling rather than a slowdown In the
rate of inflation. So we are back to question-
ing Administration policy.

Maybe the Administration will behave dif-
ferently in 1971 and 1972 than In 1969 and
1870. For the sake of the people in this coun-
try, let us hope so. Certainly the political
developments of 1970 should have dictated a
major change in policy, but it is hard to see
a budget balancer really becoming an ex-
pansionist budget unbalancer to the degree
needed to get the economy moving forward
again, Nor is it easy to envisage the Pres-
ident pursuing a determined incomes policy
after reading his emphatic statements of
what he will not do and his mild statements
of what he will do.

We must relate politics and economics and
soclal needs in meaningful and realistic pat-
terns,

Administration spokesmen have insisted
that much of the rise in unemployment is
due to moving from a war economy to a
peace economy. What irony that a Republi-
can Administration should try to prove that
Karl Marx was right. Are we to believe that
the same specialists, techniclans, sclentists
that were called upon to develop weapon
systems under government contract are not
needed to develop new cities, new systems
of transportation, advance technology in
pollution control, and to meet a host of
other unmet social needs? Are we to be told
that men who know how to bulld supersonic
planes and space vehicles can't be helpful
in designing modern methods of housing
construction?

I suggest that we set ourselves to the task
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of maintaining full employment and steady
economic growth in peace. This should be
our national goal, and here ls where the men
of learning and the men of public affairs
should come together,

What we need is a combination of ambi-
tlous goals and firm policles that will give
all of us confldence that these goals can be
achieved. Then we need implementation
which will help us strike & better and more
effective balance between output on the one
hand and price stability on the other,

There is a dreadful lack of planning, goals,
and priorities in both the public and pri-
vate sectors. We have long needed some
mechanism that represents both public and
private Interests to give us a sense of direc-
tion In the use of our resources, giving some
guldance as to what should come first and
what it will take to achieve our goals, A free
scciety will not long survive If it wastes its
talent, time, and resources. National plan-
ning is not something to be frightened about.
It is something to be desired. Wealth and
power are no substitute for intelligence and
judgment.

In returning to public office after two
years and to the Senate after six years, I am
overwhelmed with the feellng that “here is
just where I left things."” Our unsatisfied
needs—not desires—are boundless, This
affluent society is littered with poverty,
hunger, discrimination, slums, filthy air,
dirty water, inadequate housing, frusirated
youth and a divided people. Yes, we have
made progress but we have more to do than
we have done. When I see our unfinished
business I have a better understanding of the
rebellion of our young people. Much of our
traditional wisdom still has relevance but
much of it has no place In a world of true
and meaningful values.

The economlcs profession has moved far
ahead In the past generation, but like the
innovative sclentists in health, In nueclear
energy, in space, you have so very much
more to do. Leaving partisanship entirely
aslde, I ask your profession to find the
better ways to reconcile full employment and
price stability, dynamic growth and equitable
distribution of the resulting benefits, eco-
nomic security and incentives for superior
performance, peaceful international relations
and narrowing the gaps between the "haves’
and the “have-nots,” and proper balance
between private initiative and private re-
sponsibility on the one hand and public
responsiblility for economic and social justice
on the other hand, We must develop an
economy of the humanist.

We should, each one of us, burn in our
zeal to see this great productive blending
of the minds, hearts and muscle of Amer-
icans continue its growth. The economy’s
growth is our growth. Its growth is a meas-
ure of our ability, as a Nation and as indi-
viduals, to accomplish what we know we
can and must accomplish, Its faillure to grow
is our fallure. Its fallure to grow also leaves
undone those deeds that enhance the qual-
ity of life for all Americans.

And those deprived are those who can
least afford further deprivation of mind,
body and soul—deprivation that long ago
became instead, a depredation.

When times are lean those volceless ones:
the poor, the disadvantaged, the unedu-
cated, the handicapped—are the first to suf-
fer—to have their part of the American
Dream disappear in a “ash—only a bitter
after-taste lingering on. A “Present hope—
(their) future sorrow.”

STUMBLING TO GREATNESS

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, there are
times when I am humbled by the shining
example of courage and dedicatior ex-
hibited by those whose strong spirit is
housed in a fragile physical home.

Such a man was my good friend Her-
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man Robinson, who despite his own
handicaps spent his life and energies
helping others who faced physical hand-
icaps and encouraging them to overcome
such barriers in order to live a vital and
useful life.

Because I would like to share this in-
spiration with others I ask unanimous
consent to insert the following editorial
from the Elizabethton Star for Febru-
ary 28, 1971, in the RECORD.

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

A Maxw WHo STUMBLEp TO GREATNESS

Most everyone strives to live a useful life.
Herman Robinson did more than that.

His hometown community, which he cher-
ished, others in the State of Tennessee, the
Nation, and those who knew him throughout
the World, have lost a man whom they all
admired. He would not give up. From birth,
he fought to do the things other healthy chil-
dren do and which are taken for granted by
their parents.

His mother, Mrs. E. E. Robinson of Eliza-
bethton, did not keep a protective shield
surrounding him, even though he was a vic-
tim of cerebral palsy and could not walk
until age 10. Words did not come from his
open mouth . .. just gutteral sounds.

Herman Robinson was a guiding example
of how one could overcome such great ob-
stacles. He finished high school, several years
behind others of his age, went on to East
Tennessee State University and received his
degree. He served diligently, too, in the Ten-
nessee Legislature for many years.

His love for others and his devotion to
help the forgotten was carried out through
his newspaper profession. He also, with Allen
Taylor, organized the first baseball team in
Elizabethton in his teenage days.

Herman Robinson would not be stopped.
At the age of 58 when he finished his journey
for his fellowman, Herman made sure before
he left this World that everything, as much
as possible, would be readily accessible to
those who attempt to follow his footsteps and
carry on his work.

His devotion to help the handicapped was
felt by everyone who knew him. His service
as chalrman of the Governor's Committee on
Employment of the Handicapped is an ex-
ample, During the administration of two
governors, the late Frank G. Clement and
Buford G. Ellington, he gave of his time and
his body to promote the handicapped.

Gov. Winfield Dunn re-appointed Herman
chairman last Thursday in a State Capitol
press conference., This was the final time
all of his immediate family would be to-
gether with him before death took its toll.
He wanted others to know that the handi-
capped could live a “productive and useful"
life at work and at home.

He traveled extensively throughout the
the state and nation, and also abroad while
in this capacity, a shining example of what
mankind can do to overcome affliction. He
did this without being pald for hiz work
as chairman of the Governor's Committee . . .
only receiving travel allowances.

In 196565 Herman Robinson celebrated his
birthday in the Soviet Union, while on a
People to People sponsored tour promoting
the United States. Everyone with him
watched as he sliced the first piece of a
Russian birthday cake. On top, in lieu of
candles were the American Flag and the flag
of the US.B.R.

Herman Robinson was attempting to bridge
the gap between men of the World, through
his work for the handlcapped. He was & mem-
ber of the President’s Committee on Employ=
ment of the Handicapped.

His day was long, But he did his other job
as Elizabethton bureau chief of the Johnson
City Press Chronicle, too. He shouldered awe-
some responsibilities without hesitancy. He
loved what he was doing and the pace he had
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set for himself seemed to make him work
harder.

He knew how to get to the right person
in state government in order to help those
who sought his help. He was respected by
those he worked with.

He was a Christian who rededicated his life
at First Baptist Church along side his scn,
Robert H. Robinson, Jr., who came forward
to follow Christ.

Herman Robinson loved his children. He
looked forward to seeing his daughter, Jac-
quelyn Robinson, graduate from Carson-
Newman College in June. Everywhere he went
he talked about his grandchildren, Robert
III and Busan.

Those who visited his office. would see a
variety of family pictures of these grand-
children, his children and his wife, Marjorie.
Marjorle helped Herman mount the insur-
mountable.

The void of his passing will be felt by
many. But he was happy to the very end, a
fallen servant the victim of a heart attack.
His “BIG"” heart to help everyone, his par-
ental guldance as a father, and his love for
the job he was doing was above reproach.

As all of us who pick up pieces of the heart
will not forget this great man, He somehow
knew that “his" work was coming to an end.

After summoning help from his wife via
telephone to take him to the hospltal after
suffering pains in his right shoulder, among
other things, he removed & blographical
sketeh on himself from his office desk and
placed it by his telephone.

He finished his report for travel allowance
reimbursement too. And then after lylng on
his hospital bed, gave instructions to his wife
to complete other unfinished details. After
Marjorie returned to his bedside and reported
these detalls were complete, Herman Robin-
son rested his mind. He died three hours
later.

His typewriter is silent. His office and home
telephone 18 not ringing for the purposes of
others seeking help. Others are now showing
their appreciation for what he did.

His pipe rests In his ashtray. His paper work
is neatly plled on his desk.

He would want the tears spared from
mourners.

His work will continue, but a man of his
stature and caliber will be difficult to find.
The echo of his footsteps will linger in the
halls of the Tennessee Capltol and other
state government buildings.

His family will sorely miss him too, Their
sufferings were already shared by Herman
Robinson even before he died, He was so
strong that this made him stand above
others in a crowd. But you would never hear
him say this.

I know that Herman Robinson was all of
this and more. I am glad his family shared
the generosity of his heart with others. This
is the way he wanted it. I know. I am his son.
Robert H. Robinson, Jr.

SENATOR HUMPHREY ON “MEET
THE PRESS”

Mr. MONDALE. My very distinguished
colleague from Minnesota (Sensator
HumrHREY) appeared this past Sunday
on NBC's “Meet the Press.”

His remarks on the fateful issues fac-
ing this country were both wise and
candid—at a moment when we need wis-
dom and candor as seldom before from
our public leaders.

Recommending Senator HUMPHREY'S
statements to all my fellow Members of
Congress, I ask unanimous consent that
the following transcript be printed at
this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the trans-
cript was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:
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MeeT THE PRESS

Guest: Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (D.
Minn).

Moderator: Bill Monroe, NBC News.

Panel: Max Frankel, The New York Times;
Clark Mollenhoff, Des Moines Register &
Tribune; Charles Quinn, NBC News; and
Lawrence E. Spivak, Regular Panel Member.

Mr. MownroE. Our guest today on Meet the
press is the titular head of the Democratic
Party, Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota.
Senator Humphrey was the Democratic
Presidential candidate in 1068. He served
in the U.S. Benate from 1948 to '64 when he
was elected Vice President. He was reelected
to the Senate last November.

Mr. Spivax. Senator Humphrey, the Senate
Democratic Caucus adopted a resolution the
other day for which you voted calling for the
withdrawal of all U.8. forces in & time certain
from Vietnam. Since that resolution has no
power over the President, can you tell us
what you hope to accomplish with 1t?

Benator HumMpPHREY. It is a resolution that
states a purpose on the part of the majority
of the Democrats. It expresses what I believe
to be the predominant will not only of the
Democratic majority but the American peo-
ple. It encourages the President, as Is said, to
take meaningful steps to bring about a
prempt withdrawal of American forces from
Indo-China, and it discourages the President
from any Incursions or any diversions of mil-
itary activity into neighboring states such as
Laos and Cambodia.

Mr. Spivax. Senator, during the Johnson
Administration you said you didn't believe
the Democratic Platform Committee ought
to be engaged in the business of being the
general staff for the war in Vietnam. Why
do you think the Senate Democratic Caucus
should play that role?

Senator HumMPHREY. Because the Senate of
the United States has powers of advise and
consent. The forelgn policy of this country
is in part made up by the Congress of the
United States, and national security policy
should surely be one of the prerogatives of
the Congress of the United States.

There is a great deal of difference between
& committee of a Democratic Convention
that assembles once every four years as com-
pared to Senators and Congressmen that are
the elected representatives of the American
people.

I believe the Congress has a role to play
in foreign policy and national security policy.

Mr. Spivax. Well, what about in running
the war though?

Senator HUMPHREY. The Congress of the
United States appropriates the money; the
Congress of the United States is supposed to
have the power to declare war. The Congress
of the United States shares in national secu-
rity policy and there is no way that you can
interpret it any other way.

Mr. SrivAE. Senator, you were reported as
saylng recently that if you had been elected
President we would have been well on our
way out of Vietnam by now. Can you tell
us what you would have done that President
Nixon hasn't done to speed our withdrawal?

Senator HumpHREY, I belleve that report
came from & book or a statement by the dis-
tinguished statesman Averell Harriman, and
he is absolutely right. We would have been
well on our way out of Vietnam by now, and
I would have made the policy decision to
have an accelerated systematic withdrawal
of American forces, notifying the govern-
ment of Salgon of our intention, of our
schedule of time of withdrawal and pro-
ceeding without ever permitting that gov-
ernment to exercise a veto over American
policy or permitting any actions on the part
of the North to deter us from that policy.

Mr, Serivax. Would you have notified North
Vietnam also?

Benator HoMPHREY. I would certainly have
notified our allles and that was the impor-
tant thing.

(Announcements.)
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Mr. FRanker, Mr. Humphrey, we haven't
heard a public deadline, but isn't the Presi-
dent doing most of the things you sald?_
Aren't we well on the way out of Vietnam?

Senator HuMpHREY. Well, as you know, Mr.
Frankel, I have given the President through
the early days of his administration my sup-
port on the withdrawal program but I do
not agree with the policy of extending the
war into Laos and Cambodia. I think it is
wrong. I think it is a policy which will lead
to our further involvement and 1t has many
possibilities of serious danger.

Mr. FrankeL. Does it matter to you, as It
seems to, to the President, as to what we
leave behind? That is, what seems to be
holding him from total and quick withdraw-
al is that he wants to be sure that a non-
Communist South Vietnam survives. Is that
important to you, sir?

Senator HoMpPHREY. I think it is important
to all of us that South Vietnam be able to
maintain its national identity and its na-
tional independence, but those decisions are
ultimately in the hands of the people of
South Vietnam.

Now, we have been there a long time, since
1864. We have poured in a treasury of money,
of men; we have poured in our manpower,
our resources, our technical assistance.

South Vietnam today has an army of 1,200,-
000 regulars, equipped by the American gov-
ernment and the American taxpayer. It has
500,000 regional and local forces. It has had
years—ten years, since 1961—to develop a
viable regime.

I think we have more than fulfilled any
obligation we have ever had under any
treaty or any commitment that we may have
ever made.

Mr. Franxer. And if it is the military
judgment that all those forces still couldn’t
hold their own without our help, you would
nonetheless withdraw that help now?

Senator HuMpHREY. Mr. Frankel, I am not
an anti-military man. I believe in national
security and national defense and I do not
like to see people ridicule our military, but
four presidents have been accepting the ad-
vice and counsel of the military since 1954
and each time we have poured In more men,
more money, more bombers, more bombs,
always to buy time, as we say, for the
regime in South Vietnam.

Now, we are not committed to any one
regime. It seems to me that after that pe-
riod of time we ought to have learned some
lessons. That merely going on further doesn't
repalr the situation.

Our effort should have always been with
the ple, with the economic and the so-
cial fabric. I think there has been far too
much emphasis upon the military; I felt so
in the Johnson Administration; I sald so
and I feel so now.

Mr. FRANKEL, When did you decide that
we really ought to give up this battle and
get out?

Senator HuMpHREY. In 1968 when I out-
lined a program of accelerated systematic
withdrawal in my address, first at some
commentary in Philadelphia, later on at
Houston and more completely at Salt Lake
City.

lgow. you know and I know that there
were prominent people in our government
that didn’t agree with that analysis and
I felt then that we ought to be on the way
out, that the military solution was not possi-
ble; not a cop-out, not a bug-out, but a sys-
tematic, sensible program of phased with-
drawal. And now I believe that this must be
accomplished. I think the needs at home are
so Imperative that we have to put our own
national priorities at the head of the list.

Mr. MoLLENHOFF. Senator Humphrey, you
were one of the authors of the Food for
Peace Program way back in the fifties and
in the last week or so you have put in some
legislation that would bar use of this for
weapons of Wwar.

Senator HUMPHREY. Yes, sir.
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Mr, MoLLENHOFF. Could you tell us how
you would accomplish this without putting
too many strings on it, seeming to meddle
in the affairs of other countries?

Senator HuMPHREY. Well, first of all, Mr,
Mollenhoff, the monies that are accrued
from the sale of surplus agricultural com-
modities into the Food for Peace Program
belong to the Government of the United
States. Now, to be sure those monies are
worked—as to the use of them—are worked
out in relationship to other governments,
that is part of the program, but Food for
Peace is food for peace, not food for weap-
ons, not food for guns, not food for bullets,
and I belleve that these other countries
need things much more than they need
bullets and weapons.

Mr. MoLLENHOFF. Senator, from the stand-
point of the mechanics of going about this,
what kind of legislation—Senator Alken has
sald in the last week that this would be
completely unrealistic because it would put
us in the position of dictating the internal
affairs, budgetary affairs of another coun-
try.

Now, what is your response to that and
how would you work it out in legislation?

Senator HumMpPHREY. There are always hon-
est differences of opinion. You know of my
very high regard for Senator Alken. I con-
sider him one of our most able men, but
this money that we are talking about, these
rupees, for example, or whatever it may be,
the zlotys or whatever they may be, they
belong to the government of the United
States. We are not dictating how they put
their budget together in another country.
We are simply saying that “We will not loan
you our money out of the sale of commodi-
ties known as ‘agricultural commodities’
for weapons systems,” and just put it in the
legislation,

We have a right, I think, to tell people
what we are going to do with our money.

Mr, MoLLENHOFF. But do you put our Gen-
eral Accounting Office Into the position of
going into the financial affairs of another
country in this respect, and in effect dictate
how that country will handle its budgetary
matters? Can you keep them from shifting
funds from one area over into another and
really

Senator HuMpPHREY. Yes, we can. As a mat-
ter of fact every dollar under Food for Peace
is a negotiated arrangement with the other
country. There is no money under Food for
Peace that is not a negotiated arrangement
when it is released from our Treasury so to
speak to another country. It is a negotiated
arrangement and I say let's not negotlate
the use of those dollars for weapons pur-
poses.

Mr. MoLLENHOFF, Can you legislate on this?

Senator HumpHREY, Yes, we can legislate
on it. I would hope we didn't need to. I
would hope the Administration could take
care of it, but if they won't, we will legis-
late it just exactly as we legislated other uses
of Food for Peace money, for schools, for
health, for the American businessman to be
able to buy or purchase some of that money.

Mr. QuinnN. Senator, the 1972 Presidential
campaign appears to be under way already
and the New Hampshire Democrats have [n-
vited all potential Democratic candidates
to come to New Hampshire for a visit. Have
they Invited you?

Senator HumPHREY. I can't recall, but I be-
lieve there was a letter that came to my of-
fice, but as you know, I have just been re-
elected to the United States Senate and I
have no present plans to be a Presidential
candidate. I may very well want to look this
situation over a year from now and at that
time I will make whatever decision I feel is
necessary one way or another, and you will
be the first to know, by the way, if you want
it that way.

Mr. QuinN. Senator, Senator Kennedy has
declined the invitation and I think some
others have accepted—Senator McCarthy, Are
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you golng to accept or decline the invitation?

Senator HvMPHREY. T haven't really looked
at It. I imagine if it is important for Presi-
dential candidates I would decline it but I
would love to go to New Hampshire. I have
been there before. It 1s a wonderful state.
But I would like to come in under the
auspices, let me say, of just a friendly invi-
tation to go to a group that might want to
hear any of my views. I am not a candidate.

Mr. QuiNN. Senator, what will some of the
factors be In reaching your decision later
this year?

Senator HumrHREY. Well, I am going to
base my decislion on what the situation is in
the country, what the issues are, and how the
Democratic Party and its spokesmen respond
to that situation and those issues. In other
words, I want to base it on the realities of
what the economic and social issues will be
and how they are being handled by 1
party, my party.

Mr. SpIvak. Senator, If we get all our troops
out of Vietnam but the war is still on, would
you be for or against military ald of any
kind for the South Vietnamese and help-
ing to train their soldiers?

Senator HuMpPHREY. I belleve that a form
of economic assistance, technical assist-
ance—

Mr. Sewvax. I am talking about military
assistance.

Senator HumMpHREY. Not actlive troop de-
ployment in the area.

Mr. Spvax. Military equipment.

Senator HuMPHREY. Military equipment.

Mr. Spivax. We have all our troops out.
Would you send millitary equipment? Would
you help train their soldiers?

Senator HumpHREY. If there was a threat
to their national security, sir. I would freat
the South Vietnamese as we do other friend-
ly countries and other friendly powers. I
surely do not want American forces there,
but as, for example, as for technical assist-
ance, as to military assistance, we would
Judge that on the basis of their need just
as we have with other countries such as
Cambodia, Israel and so forth.

Mr. MoxnroE. No alr support?

Senator HumrHREY. No troops. The time is
at hand to get our forces out of Indochina.

Mr, Spivax. Senator, the Democratic Pol-
icy Committee of the Senate the other day
passed another resolution which you ap-
proved, saying that the Senate majority
should work to stop the inflation and reverse
the recession. Now what do you think you
can do about inflation In the Senate, and if
you can do something, why hasn't the Sen-
ate done something before.

Senator HuMmMpPHREY. Mr. Spivak, the Ad-
ministration’s policies on the economic front
have been unbelievably inadequate and they
continue to be that way. Filled with con-
fusion, filled with controversy of testimony.
Omne Cabinet officer, in a sense, rebutting an-
other. Filled with all sorts of platitudes and
promises, and there are answers.

This Administration in the very beginning
in 1969 opened up the Pandora's box of in-
flatlonary trouble, or extended it, I might
add, but when the President—

Mr. Spvax. They didn't open it, did they,
Senator?

Senator HumpHREY, I sald "and extended
it.” When the President sald that the Ad-
ministration would not interfere in -wage-
price decisions. Now what are some of the
remedies? Not merely to rely on the Fed-
eral Reserve Board and tight money and high
interest, which was the early rellance. One,
establish a national economic stabilization
board, a wage-price board, with the power
of public opinion behind the decisions of that
board and the use of Presidential influence
in what we call “jawboning.”

Two, establish within the Administration
an economic council to synchronize and co-
ordinate all economic policies of the Admin-
istration. Three, to establish advisory coun-
cils to the wage-price board and to the ad-
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ministration of business and labor, to es-
tablish productivity councils at a regional
and local basls to increase productivity. To
have a national incomes policy, which this
Administration hasn’t. This Administration
has a disastrous economic policy. It 1s its
great area of vulnerability.

Mr, Spivax. But, Senator, weren't we in
trouble economically under Johnson when
you were Vice President? Didn't we have a
roaring inflation and didn’t we have unem-
ployment? Didn’t we have all these problems
with us?

Senator HumpHREY. Mr. Spivak, we had
some inflation, The inflation rate was about
four and a half percent at the end of the
Johnson Administration. I think any fair
man has to admit that the Nixon Adminis-
tration Inherited a degree of Inflation. We
had relatively full employment, but I must
add that the budget for Fiscal 1969 was a sur-
plus budget. I must add that the special tax,
the surtax had been put on. I also must add
the Nixon Administration taking a look at
those facts never once called together the
leaders of the Congress, the spokesmen of the
economlic policy of the government in one
concerted move to try to find ways and means
to dampen down the fires of inflation. Instead
of that it fueled those fires of infiation and
now it finds itself in a serious critical posi-
tion.

Mr, Spivax. But Senator, isn't the Nixon
Administration now doing what you Demo-
crats started and that is deficit spending, in
the interests of what they call full employ-
ment? Aren't they doing that? Are they satis-
fied with that?

Senator HuMPHREY. They have certainly
given some legitimacy to what they have al-
ways told us was a mortal sin. They have
moralized deficit spending but, Mr. Spivak,
deficit spending is not the total answer to our
problem, This may be helpful in making the
economy—getting the economy on the move
again. It is In serlous trouble with six per
cent unemployment; over five million people
without work; with the wholesale price index
going up this last month the highest it ever
has in the past 15 years. It is in serious trou-
ble. The economy farm parity at 68 per cent
of parity.

But, what you need more than just a full
employment budget 1s a national incomes
policy. You need a wage-price stabilization
board, not with compulsory powers, but
bringing to bear public opinion and public
pressure, the moral power of the White
House. You need a concerted effort by Con-
gress and the Executive Branch to do some-
thing about these fires of inflatlon that are
eroding purchasing power, that work cruel
havoe upon people that have fixed income
like our pensioners, that are just taking—
after all, even if you increase the gross na-
tional product, If you do not stop inflation
it is meaningless. And I submit the Adminis-
tration vacillates. Its policy has been weak
kneed and Ineffective and it has been con-
stantly contradictory.

Mr. FrankEL. The two things, I gather, that
trouble you most, Mr. Humphrey—Vietnam
and the economy, and Inflatlon, are nonethe-
less things Mr. Nixon really Inherited from
the Democrats.

Why do you think the country should, af-
ter a quick two years of Mr. Nixon's efforts
to cope with problems that were handed him
by the Democrats, why should the country
listen to many of those same Democrats now
when they criticize his performance?

Senator HuMPHREY. Well, Mr. Frankel, we
had an election in 1968 and you are looking
at one of the men that was In it. The people
made a judgment. In that election the Presi-
dent said he had a secret plan for peace In
Vietnam. I sald I had a proposal too and I
outlined my proposal to the American public
and I think it would make some Interesting
re-reading to read the address that I de-
livered at Salt Lake City in the latter part
of September, 1968.
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Mr. FrankEL. Do you think the President
had no plan at all?

Senator HumpHREY. I don't accuse him of
that. I just want him, if he has a plan, to
make it work.

Secondly, the President of the United
States sald as a candidate in 1968 that he
would check the fires of inflation without a
rise in unemployment.,

Now, we did not have unemployment in
1968. We had begun to reverse the tide of in-
flation. We were In a surplus position in the
budget in fiscal 1969 and I submit that an
administration that comes in new ought to
learn—if we made mistakes, surely they
ought to have learned from our mistakes,
and more importantly, there are things they
ought to do when they are new and when
they come in, particularly on the basis of
campaign promises, which were not fulfilled.

This Administration did not present a tax
program to the 91st Congress. This Admin-
istration did not put a national incomes
policy before the American people. This
Administration opened up the floodgates of
inflation rather than trylng to put a brake
upon them.

Mr. FRANKEL. Are there any significant sub-
Jects on which you would give the President
good marks? His efforts at arms control, the
new tone on China? Anything in the domestic
area with which you are pleased?

Senator HuMpHREY. I am pleased with some
of the reversals of positions the President is
now taking.

For example, I notice this morning the
President has changed his attitude on Model
Cities and will now release the funds on
Model Citles.

I notice now the President feels we do have
a national health crisis and has come forth
with at least some form of health measure.

I am sure the President tries. There is an
honest disagreement between us as to what
is the better method.

It is my view that the President’s message
on the state of the world had many con-
structive features to it, even though I think
it was much more hard line, much more in-
flexible than his previous messages. He surely
has had some forward position on our rela-
tionship with China.

I was dismayed though, I must say, in two
aspects of his state of the world message. The
manner in which he dealt with Indo-China
and the manner in which he discussed the
arms control situation. I wasn’t pleased with
that.

Mr. MonroE. We have less than four min-
utes.

Mr. MoLLENHOFF. Senator, in the area of
labor legislation, you have been a leader
over a period of years. In 1949 you were talk-
ing about Taft-Hartley as some kind of a
burr under the saddle of labor, and when you
were Vice President you sald you were going
to get rid of that burr. Why didn’t you get
something done on that?

Senator HumpPHREY. We didn't have the
votes, Mr. Mollenhoff, and in this country
that is what it takes.

Mr. MoLrLExNHOFF, Well, you have sald also
that the Landrum-Griffin legislation went too
far with its restrictions on labor unions.
Now, In the last few weeks and months here
we have seen the United Mineworkers under
Landrum-Grifin and we have seen what
Tony Boyle and others of the United Mine-
workers did under that.

Do you feel there should be some change
in Landrum-Grifin and should it be maide
tighter, or more loose?

Senator HumpHREY. Mr. Mollenhoff, I am
not familiar with all the detalls, but wher-
ever there is a mis-use of the funds that
belong to the workers and their pension
funds, their trust funds; their union funds,
there ought to be strict and stern legisla-
tive restraints and there ought to be ade-
quate enforcement. It 18 just that simple.

I think that we now know that there are

dificulties in some of the—not only in
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unions, but in banks and in business, and we
can't condone it.

Mr. MoLLENHOFF. In fact, hadn't we seen
enough through this area through the labor
racket investigations in the late fifties and
some of the problems of the early sixties, to
arrive at some conclusions on this, and you
were suggesting a few years ago that you
loosen these things up.

Senator HuMpPHREY. Oh, no, I voted for all
the restraints and the controls on pension
and welfare funds. Mr. Mollenhoff,

Mr. MOLLENHOFF. But in 1960 you said if you
had it to do over again, you would not have
voted for Landrum-Grifiin.

Benator HuMpHREY. For Landrum-Griffin,
but that 1s not all the legislation, sir, that
we have upon the books relating to health
and welfare funds.

Mr. MorrENHOFF. Isn't that the one that
puts the restrainte upon the books them-
selves and the financial accounting and so
forth that we are involved in?

Senator HumpPHREY. Part of it, sir, but
Landrum-Griffin does much more than that
and you know it and I know it, so let's not
argue about it here.

Mr. MoLLENHOFF. But it does that.

Mr. QuiNN, Senator, how many fewer
Americans would be in Vietnam now, today,
if you were President? There are about
330,000——

Senator HumPHREY. How many are left?

Mr, QuinNnN. Around 330,000,

Benator HvMPHREY. About 330,000 fewer,

Mr. Quiny. You'd be completely out?

Senator HoMPHREY. I would.

Mr. QUuINN. What about the argument that
moving too rapidly will endanger the Amer-
ican troops?

Senator HumpHREY. You know, we have
heard this argument all during the years. I
Just said a while ago if the South Vietnamese
have a million two hundred thousand men
that we consider to be well tralned—we
thought some of them were well enough
trained to send them barging across the
frontier Into Laos, others into Cambodia—
of course, they go with American support,
American airpower, but it seems to me that
the first responsibility of those forces in
South Vietnam is to be a force to defend
their own frontiers within the country.

Our effort today is not to leave Vietnam
alone, but to help it to bulld a viable econ-
omy, to help promote regional security in
that area, to help these people defend them-
selves and to encourage the Government of
South Vietnam to broaden its political base
because surely there will be another election
over there or some form of political change
and 1t ought to be on & much broader base
than it presently is.

Mr. MongroE. Our fime is up. Thank you
very much, Senator Humphrey, for being
with us on Meet the Press,

WORKSHOP OF THE WORLD

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the city
of Pittsburgh has long been a major in-
dustrial area. From our early days the
excellent waterways of the Ohio, Alle-
gheny, and Monongahela Rivers have
contributed to this excellent climate.
Pittsburgh is the major trading center
for the 56 countywide marketing area
in Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia,
and Maryland, providing foods and sery-
ing over 7 million persons. It is estimated
that 756 percent of the Nation’s buying
power is within a 500-mile radius of the
city of Pittsburgh. The Pittsburgh Press
business editor, William H. Wylie, re-
cently provided his readers with an ex-
cellent capsule of the might of this great
city, Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article, ‘“Workshop of the
World” be printed in the REecorb.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

“WorxsHOP OF WoORLD” STILL HAS PLENTY OF
MuscLE
(By Willlam H. Wylie)

For years motorists approaching Allegheny
County were told they were entering the
“workshop of the world.”

Bigns near the county llne touting Pitts-
burgh’s industrial might were particularly
meaningful during World War II when a big
chunk of democray’s survival was staked on
district mines and it’s doubtful if the civic
boast would have made Axis leaders raise
their hands in surrender. But it is known that
Pittsburgh's steel-making ability was re-
spected in Berlin and Tokyo.

Of course, the Axis powers plummeted
down the sewer of defeat. But Allegheny
County is still open for business as usual.

In fact, when the county flexes its indus-
trial muscles, 256 states are overshadowed.
That's the word from Lewis E. Conman, di-
rector of the U.S. Commerce Department
field office here.

Conman, whose people keep track of such
things, sald the county packs a bigger in-
dustrial wallop than 25 of the 50 states.
Only 19 other industrialized counties have
more manufacturing plants than Allegheny,
he revealed in a smattering of fresh business
statistics.

In applying its yardstick to the County,
Commerce came up with these additional
findings:

There are approximately 170 industrial
research and testing labs in the Pittsburgh
area, making R&D the third largest industry
here. More than 20,000 sclentists, engineers
and techniclians earn $175 million annually.

Pittsburgh is the nation’s busiest inland
river port, moving more than 60 million tons
of cargo annually. Approximately 35,100
people are employed by all forms of trans-
portation in movement of goods in and out
of the area.

Although the four-county Pittsburgh area
ranks as the ninth major market, it is 13th
in the number of production workers, ranks
12th in net consumer buying power, 1llth
in retail sales and ninth in population.

Pittsburgh is the major trading center for
a 56-county marketing area in Pennsylvania,
Ohio, West Virgina and Maryland, providing
food and services to seven million people.

During 1969 an estimated $320 million in
goods were exported by Pittsburgh-area
firms. The four major categories were elec-
trical machinery, transportation equipment,
instruments and controls and non-electric
machinery.

THE CIVIL DISTURBANCE INFORMA-
TION COLLECTION PLAN

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, on Saturday
I obtained a copy of the “Civil Disturb-
ance Information Collection Plan,” is-
sued by the Department of the Army on
May 2, 1968, and unclassified for the first
time on February 24, 1971. While this
plan has since been superseded, I be-
lieve that this comprehensive, 36-page,
minutely detailed plan of operation for
collecting information about potential
civil disturbances would be of interest to
every Member of this body.

When I first looked at this document I
was saddened and alarmed by the scope
and depth of snooping on peaceful civil-
ians which this plan dictates. It is aston-
ishing to me that the Army would in-
clude the NAACP and the SCLC, two of
the leading organizations in this coun-
try urging peaceful reconcilation among
the races, and imploring minority groups
to following nonviolent ways, in a list of
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“groups attempting to create, prolong, or

aggravate racial tensions.”

Moreover, I was also deeply disturbed
at the threat to freedom of the press cre-
ated by suggested Army informlion
gathering concerning the mass media,
including questions such as the “iden-
tity of newspapers, radio, or television
stations and prominent persons who are
friendly with the leaders of the dis-
turbances and are sympathetic to their
plans,” “the use of mass media to influ-
ence civil disturbance elements,” and the
“presence” and “effect of news media
representatives in the disturbed areas.”

We need a strong Armed Force to pro-
tect this country, and we must be pre-
pared to meet the possibility of civil vio-
lence as well as threats from outside our
shores. But I am convinced that we can
adequately protect ourselves without sac-
rificing the most fundamental of free-
doms of all Americans—freedom of
speech, freedom of the press, the free-
dom peacefully to petition the Govern-
ment and to protest its policies, and the
basic right of privacy.

Each of us must remain vigilant
against those benevolent souls, those well
intontioned people, who woula protect
our freedom by employing instruments
that can destroy it. Police-state tactics of
any kind have no place in these United
States of America. We can make our
streets safe and our homes secure with-
out tapping telephones or photographing
peaceful demonstrations or spying on
public officials.

The distribution list attached to the
plan, to my mind, conclusively rebuts any
suggestion by the Army that its intelli-
gence gathering operation has been a
limited one, This operation was clearly
nationwide in scope and was broadened
to include the whole range of national
intelligence gathering agencies. The dis-
tribution lists shows in excess of 300
copies distributed across the country, in-
cluding one to each continental U.S.
Army command, and one copy to each
of the Adjutant Generals of the Na-
tional Guards in the 50 States.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this civilian disturbance in-
formation collection plan be printed in
full in the RECORD.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY CIviL DISTURB-
ANCE INFORMATION COLLECTION PLAN
(ACDP) (U)

1. (U) References:

(a) JCS SM 695-63, May 25, 1963.

(b) JCS Publication 2, paragraph 40505,
40506, and 40507.

{c) DA Civil Disturbance Plan (U), Febru-
ary 1, 1968.

2. (C) General:

(a) The Department of the Army Civil
Disturbance Information Collection Plan
(ACDP) provides basic guldance and direc-
tion for the planning, coordination, and em-
ployment of DA intelligence and counterin-
telligence resources in the collection and re-
porting of information pertinent to civil
disturbances,

(b) Tt is recognized that Army asslstance
to local or State authorities in peacetl.me. as
well as in wartime emergency, is a long
standing tradition in our country. In most
instances in the past, such assistance was
rendered with a minimum of advance infor-
mation concerning the situation. The cur-
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rent civil disturbance situation dictates a
change in the degree to which the Army
must seek advance information concerning
potential and probable trouble areas and
trouble makers.

(¢) The Army is well aware that the over-
whelming majority in both the antl-war and
the racial movements are sincere Americans,
It also realizes that in both groups there is
a small but virulent number who are out to
tear America apart. During demonstrations
and disturbances these are the activists that
control the violent action. These are people
who deliberately exploit the unrest and seek
to generate viclence and terror for selfish

. If the Army must be used to queil
violence it wants to restore law and order
as quickly as possible and return to its nor-
mal protective role—to do this it must know
in advance as much as possible about the
well springs of violence and the heart and
nerve causes of chaos, To do less means the
professional violence purveyors will have a
better chance to achieve their end alms—
law breaking, social disintegration, chaos,
violence, destruction, insurrection, revolu-
tion,

(d) In obtaining the information called
for in this plan the Army seeks only to
collect that needed to exercise honest and
sound judgment of the measures to be taken
in suppressing rampant violence and restor-
ing order—to assure that only the mildest
effective measures are exercised—to Iinsure
that no overstepping of the degree of force
or circumscription needed is applied—to
conserve military resources and to avoid In-
fringment on the responsibility and author-
ity of civil government agencies—to insure
pervasive vigilance for the fundamental
rights of private citizens by the selective and
enlightened use of force in restraint against
those who are truly violating the rights of
their fellow cltizens,

3. (C) Mission: To procure, evaluate, In-
terpret, and disseminate as expeditiously as
possible Information and intelligence relat-
ing to any actual, potential or planned
demonstrations or other actlivities related
to clvil disturbances within the Continental
United States (CONUS) which threaten
civil order or military security or which may
adversely affect the capabllity of the De-
partment of the Army to perform 1ts mission.

4, (C) Situation:

(a) Possible military action required of
the Army may include the commitment of
federal forces to restore and maintain law
and order, to enforce the laws of the United
States, or to protect the rights of citizens
within a State. Information required to ful-
fill assigned missions is obtalned through
liaison conducted with federal, state, and
local agencies by US Army Intelligence
Command (USAINTC) personnel and by the
collection sources designated in Appendix
B, USAINTC personnel will not be directly
used to obtain civil disturbance Informa-
tlon unless specific direction to do so has
been received from Headquarters, DA. Pre-
disturbance information to satisfy Army
requirements will be obtained by drawing
on other Federal as well as State and local
sources which secure such data in the course
of carrying out their primary duties and re-
sponsibilities.

(b) When need for military intervention
in a civil disturbance situation appears im-
minent, the Personal Lialson Officer of the
Chief of Staff, US Army (PLOCofS) will be
dispatched in advance of the task force to
the objective area to coordinate with mu-
nicipal and state officials, make an estimate
of the situation, and report directly to the
Chief of Staff, US Army. To fulfill his re-
sponsibilities, it s necessary that the
PLOCofS have up-to-date and detalled in-
formation on the current situation in the
designated area.

(1) The officer directing the USAINTC
operations In the objective area will provide
maximum assistance to the PLOCofS in mat-
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ters of llaison, coordination, information,
and other needs of the PLOCofS in accom-
plishing his responsibilities,

(2) Upon commitment of Army forces
and/or arrival of the Personal Liaison Officer
of the Chief of Staff, US Army (PLOCofS)
in the objective area, US Army Intelligence
Command (USAINTC) personnel are au-
thorized to operate more actively to fulfill
intelligence requirements; specifically, in-
tensify or initiate contact with loeal police
and government officials, civil leaders, mem-
bers of private organizations, and observe
demonstrations, riots, and other activities
which have a bearing on the situation.

(8) USAINTC personnel will not engage
in covert operations pertinent to civil dis-
turbances without prior approval and direc-
tion of this Headguarters.

(4) During the execution of civil disturb-
ance control operations, the UBAINTC unit
covering the civil disturbance responds to
the EETI and other support requirements of
the Task Force Commander and PLOCofS
until they depart the objective area.

(c) Dissemination. Information and intel-
ligence will be disseminated without delay to
higher, parallel, and subordinate headquar-
ters in accordance with their requirements
by the most expeditious means consistent
:nlfith its importance and security classifica-

on.

5. (C) Execution: This plan is directive
to DA elements only and is furnished to
other agencles for information and coordi-
nation purposes.

{(a) DA Agencles: Those DA agencies indi-
cated are requested to respond to require-
ments listed in Appendix B, Designated agen-
cles may publish supplemental guidance and
procedural instructions consistent with this
plan. In the event such supplemental in-
structions are prepared, request that two
coples be forwarded to the Assistant Chief of
Staffl for Intelligence (ACSI), DA, ATTN:
ACSI-DSCD, Washington, 20310, within 30
days after publication.

(b) Mutual Support Arrangements, Agen-
cies, offices, and commands from whom mu-
tual support arrangements will be requested
are listed in Appendix B. Details of mutual
support arrangements, when required, will be
outlined in separate correspondence with
each agency concerned and will not be made
& part of this collection plan.

(¢) Comments and Recommendations:
Users of this plan are invited and encour-
aged to submit recommended changes or
comments to improve it. Comments should
be keyed to the specific page, paragraph, and
line of the text in which the change is recom-
mended. Reasons should be provided for each
comment to insure understanding and com-
plete evaluation. Comments should be for-
warded directly to the Assistant Chief of
Staff for Intelligence (ACBI), DA, ATTN:
ACSI-DSCD, Washington, D.C. 20310.

6. (U) Priorities: Civil disturbance infor-
mation collection priorities are contained in
Appendix C.

7. (U) Distribution:

(a) Distribution list is contained in Ap-
pendix D.

(b) Addressees are requested to make dls-
tribution of this plan within their respective
agencies and commands. Reproduction of
this document in whole or in part is author-
ized to meet the requirements of individual
addressees.

APPENDIX A: REPORTING ON ‘“THRESHOLDS OF
CONTROL" FACTORS

1. (FOUO) Viclence which is beyond the
control of local authorities does mot exist
solely as a function of the number of inci-
dents. Rather it exists as a function of the
commitment of those reserves avallable to
local civil commanders, the capabilities of
their personnel, the rate at which the re-
serves are being used up, compared to the
“staying power” of the disturbance causers,




March 2, 1971

the trends in the character of the disorder,
and the interpretations of those specific
incidents which reflect on the moods and
possible courses of future action by the
groups involved in both sides of the dis-
turbance. For example, an outbreak of
incidents far in excess of normal leveis
may not constitute an emergency if local
authorities have not committed all of their
reserves. In most large cities, with many
reserves such as off-duty personnel and
personnel from unaffected areas, and a well
ordered system of commitment and shift-
ing of resources, this type of situation
could perhaps be handled routinely, Con-
versely, an outbreak of Incidents not great-
1y above normal levels which was sustained
for a prolonged period could prove to be
an emergency, if the reserves available to
civil commanders were committed and ex-
hausted at a rate greater than that at
which they could be relleved and rested.
A large outbreak of fires may be handled
routinely by a fire department that can
draw on the reserves of surrounding areas,
but a small outbreak may be disastrous if
other factors are considered: for example,
in the event firemen refused to answer
alarms in areas where snipers were active
it could result in the spraading of fires
which under normal circumstances could
have been easily controlled. The point at
which control by civil authorities can no
longer be maintained is considered to be
the “threshold of control.”

2. (FOUO) Thus, the best collectors and
analysts are the civil commanders and ex-
perts on the scene: the fire and police
chiefs, the city managers and like officials.
Such individuals will not be expert at pre-
dicting the exact course of future events,
as has been proved in past riots, but they
will be the authorities on the commitment
and capabilities of their reserves, the char-
acter of the disorder, and the moods of the
hostile minority groups. They will differ-
entiate between normal incidents and inci-
dent levels, and disturbance incidents and
incident levels, without resorting to numer-
ical manlpulation. They will make judg-
ments based on consideravion of all of
these important numeric and non-numeric
factors, and their past experience with all
elements involved. A police commissioner
may not be able to cite the statistics on
arrests, fires, false alarms, or lootings in
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his area on an hour-to-hour basis, But he
may be able to report with reliability, that
“if these incidents continue at this level
for six more hours, my men just will not
be able to handle it without help.”

3. (C) The Counterintelligence Spot Re-
port System concentrates on incident re-
porting. Such information is needed in or-
der to chart the course and tempo of an
ongoing civil disturbance and keep the re-
sponsible military authorities advised of
the scale and character of the disorder. How-
ever, in addition to the spot reports, infor-
mation is needed regarding the capablilities
of local civil officials to maintain control.
Such information will be of great assistance
to federal authorities in anticipating the
point at which local and state agencles are
no longer able to cope with a violent civil
disturbance.

4, (C) Liaison with those individuals and
agencles who can be expected to have in-
depth pletures of the situation, the prob-
lems, and the maintenance of order is, in
most cases, already established., If these
sources are used to provide Information re-
garding advance planning, reserves, commit-
ments, personnel capabilities and limita-
tions, trends in the character of the dis-
order, and the ability to contain continuing
viclent disturbances, the picture of future
developments and requirements will become
clearer than would be the case with incident-
by-incident reporting alone.

5. (C) The types of information contained
in Appendix B, Section II, Activities During
Civil Disturbance, will provide the Federal
authorities with the information necessary
to welgh the capacity of the civil officials to
maintain control of the disturbance.

APPENDIX B TO DA CIVIL DISTURBANCE INFORMA-
TION COLLECTION PLAN (ACDP) COLLECTION
REQUIREMENTS
1. (U) Headquarters, Department of the

Army civil disturbance information collec-

tion requirements are stated In this ap-

pendix. These requirements reflect the infor-
mation which DA requires for the effective
discharge of its mission.

2. (C) DA collection agencles who are re-
quested to respond to specific requirements
are indlcated by the symbols listed below
and as annotated on pages B-3 thru B-18.
DA collectors are also requested to report
information pertinent to other requirements
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that may be obtained as a by-product of
thelr other activities:

A. Continental Army Command (CON-
ARC).

B. US Army
(USAINTIO).

C. The Provost Marshal General (TPMG).

D. Commander-in-Chief, US Army Forces,
Btrike (CINCARSTRIKE).

E. The National Guard Bureau (NGB).

F. US Army Security Agency (USASA).

G. Other DA Agencies in COUNS.

H. Major US Army Oversea Commands,

3. (C) Other Department of Defense Agen-
cies, as indlcated by symbols below, are re-
quested to report to DA, as soon as obtalned,
any relevant Information which they obtain
pertinent to these collection requirements:

I. Department of the Navy.

J. Department of the Alr Force.

K. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA).

L. Other Department of Defense Agencies.

4. (C) The Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion (FBI) is requested to provide informa-
tlon and reports which are relevant to those
collection requirements annotated with the
symbol “M.”

5. (C) Requests to cooperating agencies
for information: The following US Govern-
ment agencies are requested to furnish to the
Department of the Army, as soon as obtained,
any information which is pertinent to the
collection requirements stated herein:

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Subversive Activities Control Board.

Department of Transportation, U.S. Coast
Guard,

Department of the Treasury:

(a) Office of the Special Assistant (En-
forcement).

(b) US Customs.

(c) Bureau of Narcotlcs.

(d) US Secret Service.

(e) Internal Revenue Service. Alcohol and
Tobacco Tax Division.

Department of Justice:

(a) Community Relations Service.

(b) Civil Rights Division.

(c) Internal Security Division.

(d) Federal Bureau of Investigation.

(e) Inter-division Information Unit.

(f) Immigration and Naturallzation Serv-
ice, U.S5. Border Patrol.

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC).

General Bervices Administration (GSA).

Intelligence Command

Requirement

Milita
District of

1st
U.S. Army
Washington

Area

3d
U.S, Army
Area

Other areas

1. Predisturbance activities.
a. Indicators of threateni iolence in

populace

ities having a discontented

()] Presence of militant agitators from within a d;smntenled minority

wmmunlty or presence of *

" militant agi

(2) Increase in thefts, sales of arms and ammunition (mr.ludlnﬁ Molotov
cocktail in emenis) especially to militant minority groups.
(£)] Increase i m e orts ol extremist mlitﬂﬂljf groups to instigate violence

either written or verbal.

(4) Increase in number of I,ncidenls which refiect minority group rebel-

lion against authority, such as false alarms and vandalism.

ABCM...... ABCM

(5) Reports and rumors of g or

related to civil disturbances.

(6) Increase in activity, such as rabble-rousing meetings and fiery

ABCM__.___ ABCM

agitation speeches of extremist :mt rights Eroups.

rate of disc

minority groups. ABCM______

(7) Sharp increase in

(8) Increase in incidents of resisting arrest; the gathering of crowds A,B,C,M

when arrests aré made.

(9) Increase in charges of police brutality; increased resentment of law

enforcement.

(10) Stepptehd up activity by gangs, :harar.terlxad by anti-social activity

part of minority q,ruup members.
(11) Increase m assaults on police/fire perscanel
b. Activities preceding planned civil disturbance

(1) Probable causes, ohjective, locations, and nature of disturbance_ _
tion of persons and groups who A,B.C, A,B.CM

(2) Probable categories and i
@ E r\ullcrea!a or pamr.lpate in disturbance.
y As observers.

Leaders identity.
6) Activities, organization, and other
(a) How will they exert wntrnl?f

ggg Probable assembly areas and routes. Method of travel_._...___.._.

7 Where, when, how?

who will be involved. As participants.

vert and behind the scenes. .
lans prepared b
b) Will weapons be used? What

AB.CM AB,C.M
ABCM ABCM
ABCM.__..._ ABCM
ABCM AB,C,M

- AB,CM ABCM

e ABCM_

CM_._._.. ABCM

/ the leaders. ABCM_ 1

type
(7) \dentity of newspapers, radio, or television stations, and prominent A
persons who are mmula with the leaders of the disturbance and

are s]rmpathelic with t
pating? How?

eir plans. Will any be present? Partici-

ABCM. . ... ABCM ____.  ABCM...... ABCM

ABCM._..... ABCM
ABCM___... ABCM__..... ABCM
ABCM. ... ABCM......

- ABCM.....

A.B
iE.C,M...-._ ABCM _____  ABCM. ... R.B.C.H
ABCM.__._.. ABCM

ABCM
ABCM
ABCM....
ABCM
ABCM.. .. ABCM
ABCM ABCM

ABCM GIJLKL

ABCM._ ... GLLKL

.- ABCM_ - ABCM. - GILLKL
ABCM. ... ABCM...... GLLKL
ABCM.. ... GILJLKL
GIJKL

G.1,1,K.),
i GLIK

ABCM_.._.. GIJKL
ABCM.._... GlJKL
ABCM...... ABCM G, )KL

ABCM.._... ABCM__.... ABCM
& M ABCM.....

ABCM..._.. ABCM._.....
A.B,C.M_._...

AB.C,M
AB,C,M

BCM.__...

ABCM
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AREAS OF COVERAGE AND COLLECTION AGENCIES—Continued

Military
District of
Washinglon

Requirement

1. Predisturbance activities—Continued
b- Activities preceding planned civil disturbanco—Continued

(8) Location, kKind, and amount of arms, equipment, and supplies ABCM
available to the disturbers. 3 y

(9) Location of other arms, equipment, and supplies which, if insuffi- ABCM.._...
ciently guarded, may be seized by the disturbers in event rioting
occurs. Are safeguards against seizure sound?

(10) Location and mame of imporlant buildings/facilities that may be AB.CM
threatened. What makes the building/facilities important? Who
is owner/responsible for building/Taciiities? How can he be con-

tacted?
(11} Location and description of communications systems, public utilities, AB.C,M
and stores of volatile fuel. Responsible person? How contacted?

12) Possible threat to Federal property. What? Where? When? By whom?. A,B,C.M

13) Do the facilities in (10), (11), and (12) above have their own physical ABCM______
security? How adeguate?

(14) Identification of Department of the Army personnel (military or AB,.C,M
civilian) who are or may become involved on the side of the
disturbers.

¢. Indicators of potential violence: :

(1) High unemployment or menial work rate among discontented ABCGLM..
minority groups.

(2) High crime rates for discontented minority groups_.__......_..... ABCGLM__

(3) Wide disﬂariw of average income bet white and discontented A,3,C.GLM._.
non-white.

(4) Poor relations between law enforcement officials and discontented AB.CG,LM..
minority groups.

(5) Migration of large numbers of persons from discontented minority A,B,C.GLM_.
groups into cities.

(6) Lack of means for minority g;ou%s
of meaningiul communications bel
and the minority community. \

{7) Protests of minority community to conditions in slum areas, suchas: ABCGLM__
de facto segregation in unions, housing, and schools; lack of jobs;
lack of recreational facilities; local merchants and landlords
overchaiging for housing, goods, or services; police brutality;
substandaid education facilities and teaching staff.

(8) Efforts by minority groups to upset the balance of power and the ABCGLM.__
political system,

(9) Failure of law enforcement agencies to properly respond due to A,B.CGLM__
indecision, lack of manpower, or fear of public reaction.

(10) Inequitable law enforcement, real or imagined, towards minority ABCG,L,

o redress grievances and lack A,B,C.G,.L.M__
tween law enforcementage ncies

groups.
(11) Public apathy or negative reaction lo issues of civil rights and ABCGL,
impartial faw enforcement. M
d. Evidence of Subversion t:
(1) Formation of a covert subversive organization directed against legally All.._.......
constituted government.
(2) Evidence of or attempts by subversive organizations to penetrate All_..._......
and control civil rights or militant organizations composed
rimarily of non-whites.
@) Cuﬁahmaﬁon between subversive groups and non-white organiza-
tions and groups.

All

(4) Assistance to non-white militant groups from outside the US.A., All.._..._.._.

especially from Cuba and Communist China.

(5) Indications of movement into extremist, integrationist, and segrega- All
tionist gmuﬁs by the Communist Parly of the US.A., American
Nazi Party, Nation of Islam, Knights of the Ku Klux Klan, and the
Progressive Labor Movement.

(6) Aims and activities of groups attempting to create, prolong, or All.........

ageravate racial tensions, such as CORE, NAACP, SNCC, National
States Rights Party, Southern Christian Leadership Conference,
and Council of Federated Organizations.

e, Purposes and objectives of dissident groups: )

(1) Overall purpose and objectives. Long-term and short-term objectives A,B,
and relationship to problems of minority groups and the country. K
Estimates of plans and objectives; capabilities, resources to be
employed,

(2) Specific aims and roles. Coordination with other minority groups A,

nd dissident izations. Support oblained from other agencies.

f. Capabilities and vulnerabilities of dissident groups: Evidence of strengths A,
and weaknesses in terms of ability to create civil disturbance situations,
to expand activities to meel emergencies, to enlarge potential for dis-
turbance, and to maintain own internal security.

g Funds: Source and extent of funds, how are they distributed. General pur- A,B,C.G,1JK,
pose for which funds are used. Lm

h. Organization of dissident Emups:

(1) High Command. Composition and structure of headquarters, Rela-
tionship to other agencies. Exact titles, location of functions and
responsibilities, lines of authority, organizational charts, rosters
of key personnel.

(2) Subordinate elements. Administration, organization, functions, re-
sponsibilities, principal and alternate locations, strengths, facili-
ties, lines of authority, organization and key personnel.

i. Tactics and strategy of dissident organizations: How do these elements plan A,B.C.G.1.J,
and execute thewr civil disturbances and related actions. The nature and K,.LM
scope of their tactics and strategy. Proposed or planned deviations from
usual or accepted tactics. Internal factionalism and protagonists. Cause
themes and appeals,

J. Personnel:

(1) Number of active bers; b
gloup, age, ec ic status,
graphic data on key numbers.

(2) Potential for increasing membership. Numbers of persons, source
of members,

(3) Women members. Age, position within group, authority, biographic
dat

6.1,
LM

ABLCGLLK,
LM

AB.C.GLIK,
LM

kdown of

bership by ethnic A,B,C.G..J,
iminal record. Bio- LM
C

=0

AB

=

.C.G

KL,
.C,

oL

KL,

: 5y

ata,

@) Pay'. }'\I‘hx:lt ?membe:s reseive pay? Are expenses reimbursed? Source
of tunds’

k. Administration. How is organization supervised and controlled? Who is re- A,B,C,
sponsible for correspondence and related actions? Does organization f 2
produce publications? Identify.

I. Training. Are skills useful in creating disturbances and doing violence AB.C,
tavght, e.g., fabrication of Mol cocktails, h de bombs, firearms, Lm
booby traps, and other devices? Judo, marl h icati
training, countersurveillance, infrared photography. Training areas,
source of support, instructors.

m. Logistics. Source of supplies, pons,
of stockpiles. Methods of resupply.

Footnote at end of table.
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k still p

roment buildings,
public utilities.
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All available dvmlls.
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what form? To what degree?
To what extent do they still exist?
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or while under fire
(20) The presence of news media representatives in the disturbed area.. A
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other systematic destruction.
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(6) Expected duration of disturbance. Is it likely to recur? When can it
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(4) What is attitude of minority gi

(3) Arefactors that precipitated the

(1) Location,
{5 Exploi?

b. Exploitation of U.S. prisoners-of-war and internees b

(15) The reactions of authority to attacks; whether withdrawing or A

(19) The refusal of local agency personnel to respond in disturbed areas A
(21) The effect of news media representatives in the disburbed areas___ A

(25) The indication of organization and central direction of rioters. ..
(27) The efforts to instigate or perpetuate violence. ... ...

(18) The use of mass media to influence civil disturbance elements. ... A
(22) The extent of reporting from the disturbed area, and its sources_ ..

(24) The emergence of spokesmen for the minarity element___
(26) The presence of militant leaders and their activities.__..

(17) The riot control equipment presently in use. ... ... _.._.

(14) The types of altacks on authorities; rock throwing, sniping___.._... A
(16) The authorization for use of riot control equipment. ________....__._ A

(11) The ability of the forces currently on the scene to contain the area
(12) The direction of the disturbance; whether anti-authority, anti-white,

(10) The projected effects of reserves that have been requested but not
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APPENDIX C! CIVIL DISTURBANCE INFORMATION
COLLECTION PRIORITIES

1. (C) Priority Assignment Base, The Pri-
ority Assignment Base (PAB) consists of
numerical priorities from 1 through 3. With-
in each priority, three subpriorities (A, B,
C) are established to indicate further the
relative degree of urgency for satisfying a
requirement. The criteria on which priorities
and subpriorities have been determined are
shown below:

(a) Priorities:

(1) Priority 1: Information concerning
the existing civil disturbance/subversion
threat against U.S. national interests, the
realization of which could result in large-
scale riots involving U.S. forces. This cate-
gory of information is of such Importance as
to warrant maximum increased effort.

(2) Priority 2: Information concerning a
potential civil disturbance/subversion threat
agalnst U.S. national interests, resulting from
nationwide local raclal incldents, deliberate
provocations or regional difficulties which
could result in limited involvement of U.S.
forces. This category of information is of
such importance as to warrant moderate in-
creased effort.

(3) Priority 3: Information concerning
natural phenomena and human adaptations,
their interrelationships and effects on the
civil disturbance situation in the nation.
Collection of this iInformation warrants rou-
tine effort.

(b) Subpriorities:

(1) A—Items requiring action before sub-
priority B or C items.

(2) B—Items requiring action after sub-
priority A but before subpriority C items.

(3) C—Items requiring action after sub-
priority A and B items.

2. (C) Priority Intelligence Objectives. De-
partment of the Army priority civil disturb-
ance Intelligence objectives to be supported
by this plan are stated below:

(a) Priority 1:

(1) Maximum prior warning of an im-
pending major civil disturbance outbreak in
the United States.

(2) Major developments in the composi-
tion, disposition, and capabilities of dissi-
dent/subversive groups in the United States.

(b) Priority 2:

(1) Plans, activities and capabilities of
dissident/subversive organizations to create
disturbances and eflect arson, demolition,
vandalismm and other disruptive activities
against property and persons of particular
interest to the U.S. Government.

(2) Present and prospective dissident/sub-
versive capabilities to initiate or support
civil disturbances, subversive and paramili-
tary operations in the United Btates,

(a) Contact with dissident and subversive
elements in target areas and support of
such elements’ activities.

(b) Logistic support to anti-Government
elements.

(3) Major developments in the composi-
tion, disposition and capabilities of subver-
sive/dissident groups.

TABLE OF COLLECTION PRIORITIES
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(a) Organization.

(b) Strength, location.

(e) Support.

(4) Vulnerabilities of local and state gov=
ernments to penetration, internal subversion
and overthrow, through viclence or other il-
legal means, by subversive/dissident groups
and blographic data on current, key leaders
of such groups.

(5) Nature and extent of insurgency poten=-
tial in low Income, racially troubled areas.

(6) Extent and nature of Communist aid
to dissldent/subversive groups.

(7) Intra-group relations and schisms; ex-
tent and nature of internal resistance and
disagreement within subversive/dissident or-
ganizations.

(8) Clrcumstances, trends and occurrences
that substantially affect capabilities of sub-
versive/dissident groups to create civil dis-
turbances, including acquisition of arms and
enactment of new legislation.

(c) Priority 3:

(1) Routine developments in the composi-
tion, disposition and capabilities of subver-
slve/dissident groups.

{2) Circumstances, trends and occurrences
that routinely affect capabilities of subver-
slve/dissident groups to create civil disturb-
ances,

(3) Routine data on personnel, funds, re=-
sources, organization, and location of dissi-
dent/subversive groups.

(4) Other information concerning civil
disturbances that requires routine collection
effort.

Subject

Other
areas,
United
States

Other
areas,

foreign Subject

Other
areas,
United
States

Other
areas,
foreign

(1) PREDISTURBANCE ACTIVITIES

(a) Indicators of lhrealenlng violenca in community having a
discontented populace:
El) Presence of militant cutside agitators
2) Increase in thefts and sales of arms and ammunition. .
(3) Increase in efforts of minority extremist groups to
lnmgatu \ﬂolel'lce
(4) Sharp increa
as thefls. mndnw breaking, false alarms, MUggings,
arson.
5) Repons and rurnnrs of nlsnned uiolence
6) Increase in activity of extremist groups
7) Sharp increase in absentee rate of discontented
minority workers
(8) Increase in
gathering crowds at scenes of arrest
(9) Increase in charges ol police brutality, resentment of
law enforcement
(10) Increase in gang activity; antisocial amvlty “of
minority group members. .
(i1) lncfease:n assauus on pnln:e. hramen
(b) Activities p civild
(l) Prubshle causes, locations, and objectives of disturb-

(2) Prohahle types of persons who will create or partici-
pate in disturbances.
(3) Probable numbers of persons who will create or par-
ticipate in disturbances
4) Probable assembly areas or routes.______
5; Known leaders, overt and behind-the-scenes_
6) Plans, activities, and organization prepared by e
(7) Friends and sympathlnrs of pamcnuants m:ludmg
papers, radio, , and pr
leaders..___. -
(sg Location of arms and supplies av e to riote
() I.touhan of arms and supplies liable to seizure hr
rioters
(10) lmpurtant ‘buildings that may be threatened.
(11) Location of communications srsiems puhhc util
and stores of volatile fuel . 5=y
El:».‘) Threat to Federal proper J
13) Identity of DA ‘personnel (civilian or mulitsry) who
may be involved on side of disturbers__....._...
(c) Indicators of potentlal violence:
) High yment rate for disc
groups.
22; High crime rates for mmon!y graups
Bw#liitspanly of average income between white and non-
e

tented minnrity

4) Poor relations betwaen law and minorities.

5) Migrations of minorities into cities

6) Lack of means to redress grievances i

7 of to conditions_. ...

8 El'nms by minorlty groups to upset balance of power
and political system .__..__.

(¢)] FaiIu re of law enforcement agencies to propsrly

ond
(IUJS? q
Footnote at end of table.

e Iaw

@ Eiédencs of subversion: !
organizations_ .. _ ...

3
white organizations

the United States

prolong or a

ity groups and di

Formation of covert subversive organizations_ . _____
Evidence of or attempts b
tions to penetrate and control civil rights or militant

(3) Indications of movement into extremist, int
and segregationist groups by the Communist
other subversive organizations

(6) Aims and activities of groups altempting to cfea!e

ravate tensions. . 2

(&) Purposes and objectives of dissident groups

(1) Overall purpose and objectives. Long-term and short-
term objectives and relatiofiship to pro
groups and the country. Estimates of plans and objec-
tives; :apabllmes resources to be employ =

(2) Specific aims and r:}fes Coordination with other l‘PI!‘mt-

(11} Public apathy or negative reaction to civil rights s

issyes and impartial law enforcement

- 1€
subversive organiza-

ollaboration between subversive groups and non-

(4) Assistance to non-white militant groups from outside

rationist
arty and

oblems of minority
.=

Support

from agencies_______

meet emer

B

() Capabilities and vulnerabilities of dissident groups: Evi-
dence of strengths and weaknesses in terms of effectiveness
to create civil dtsturhance situations, to expand activities to

to

ial for disturbance, and

Dalatinrneh

quarters.

to maintain own internal secunty... =
(g) Funds: Source and extent of funds, how are funds distrib-
uted, and general purposes for which funds are used
(h) Organization of dissident groups:
(1) High Command. CQm?Os:l::n and structure of head-
0 other

Exact titles,

location of functions and responsibilities, lines of au-

Personnel:
@ 1‘s of active

b

thority, nrgarnz%tmn chart'., Rostels of key per&annal... ZA
(2) S

ation, or

functions, responsibilities, principal and alternate loca-
tions, strengths, facilities, lines of authority, organiza-
tion, and key personnel__.._____ Y
(0] Tactics and strategy of dissident urganiuljnns How are
civil disturbances and related actions
ecuted? Nature and scope of tactics and sttala:m Proposed
or planned deviation from usual or accepted facties. ... 2C

planned and ex-

of b

Identify. ... ...-.

ship by ethnic group, age, udumlnn economic status,

cnr%m?al record, and biographic data on key members._ 2B
(2) Potential for increasing membership, numbers of

persons, source of members ;
(3) Women members. Age, position, and autharity within

group. Biographic data_._._._.. ,
(4) Pay. Whal members. receive pay? “Are expens

bursed? Source of funds____ =
(k) Administration: How is organization supervised and con-
trolled? Who is responsible for correspondence and
reialad action? Does organization produce publications?
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TABLE OF COLLECTION PRIORITIES—Continued

Other

areas,
: United s,
Subject States foreign Subject States foreign

(1) PREDISTURBANCE ACTIVITIES—Continued

(0] Tramln? Are skills useful in civil disturbances taught,
abrication of Molotov cocktails, firearms? Com-
mumcatum training. counter;unelllnnce other counter-
es. Cl ine skills (inf photog, SW).
Training, areas, mslruclurs, Sources of 1ra|mnisupporl 2
(m) Logistics: S 3 ocation
stocks, c-apauhes of stock pil 'ide'lhod of r - fEF

(2? The prnsance of mews media representalives in the
isturbed area 1A 1A

. m "
(23) The communications with personnel in the disturbed :
(24) The emergence ol spokesmen for the mmnnty e i

(2-A) ACTIVITIES DURING A CIVIL DISTURBANCE
El) Location of violence. .

2) Identification of parhcnpanh and leaders....._..._.
(3? Targets or planned targets of violence, burnmg or

Expected duration of disturbance__

Ing. .
%#) Patterns of violence that suusst orgamzaunn

1
55 Indications of participation or instigation by subversives. 1A

6
?MMulé\;e for the disturbance. Anti-authority? Anti-white?
ixe
(%) The reserves committed by local agency commanders
in the curcent situation_. 1A
(9) The effects on the current situation of resarves that
have been committed .
(10) The projected effects of reserves that have been
equested but not yet committed. .
(11) The ability of he forces curreniy on the scene o
contain the area and intensity of the disturbance
(12) The direction of the disturbance; whether anti-
authority, anti-white, nr und!recled
(13) The trends of riot ted activity;
ing, bombing..
(l'l)iThn types of attacks on authorities: rock thromng.
sniping
(15) The reactions of authority to attacks; whether with-
drawing or counterattacking
Elﬁ) The authorization for use of riot control equipment.
17) The riot control equipment presently in use
(18) The use of mass media to influence civil disturbance
elements_. =
(19) The refusal of local agency {Jersonﬂel io rsspond in
disturbed areas or while under fire

The presence of militant leaders al'lld melr activities. . }i

The efforts to instigat

(&)

; S} The indication of urganlzallon ‘of the rioters.
or perpet
(3) POST-DISTURBANCE ACTIVITIES

(a) Activities following civil disturbances:
(1) |sdisturbance likely to recur?._. ..
(Z) When can it be expected to break out again? Where?
In what form? To what degree?_ .. __ ..
(3) Are factors that precipitated the outbreak still preseni?
What factors? To what extent do they still exist?
{4; What is attitude of minori
Have militant agitators a
of civil disturbance? Where are they currently located?.. 1B

(4) INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CIVIL
DISTURBANCES

(a) Manifestations of support hy

groups who participated?.
other leaders left the area

“peace” organizations or
: Ll 3

other orga in either C

countries. .
(2) Leaders..

(h;
All available details..

details__._.....

or non-

[¢}] Name of crgamza!lnn demnnslraung :uppnrt

3
0
§§ Salient features of protest, if any__
ploitation of U.S. pnisoners of war and Intarneas by
oreign countries in support of CONUS civil distrubances.

(e) Exploitation of U.S. deserters and defectors br lamlgn
countries in suppurtnf CONUS eivil dlstmbances Alla

vailable

1 As relates to civil disturbances only.

APPENDIX D (DISTRIBUTION) TO DEPARTMENT OF
THE ARMY CIVIL DISTURBANCE INFORMATION
COLLECTION PLAN (ACDP) (U)

1. DOD agencies:

Organization:

First. U.S. Army
Third U.S. Army
Fourth U.S. Army-__.-
Fifth U.S. Army
Bixth U.8. Army
Beventh U.8. Army
Eighth U.S. Army

Number
of copies

* {(One copy for each CONUS State
AG)

Directorate of Civil Disturbance
Planning & Operations

USACGSC
ASD(I&L)
Dir, Scty Policy, ASD (Admin)

2. Non-DOD agencies:

Organization:

Tp!
XVIII Airborne Corps
2D Armored Division
5TH Infantry Division (Mechanized) _
82D Airborne Division 2

The President’s Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board

National Security Council

United States Intelligence Board._._.

Central Intelligence Ageney (CIA)._._

Department of Transportation, U.S.

Department of the Treasury:
Office of the Special Assistant (En-
forcement)

United States Customs
Bureau of Narcotics....
U.S, Secret Service
Internal Revenue Service, Alcohol
& Tobacco Tax Div
Department of Justice
Community Relations Service....
Civil Rights Division
Internal Security Division
Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI)
Inter-division Information Unit__
Immigration and Naturalization
Service, U.S. Border Patrol
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) .-
Subversive Activities Control Board.-
General Services Administration.___

MINNESOTA SUPPORT FOR RURAL
JOB DEVELOPMENT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I was
delighted to give support to the Rural
Job Development Act sponsored by the
Senator from EKansas (Mr. PEARSON),

There has been a great deal of talk but
precious little action and even less re-
sources allocated to the renovation of our
rural areas and the restoration of some
balance in our population and our econ-
omy.

I think an editorial in the Marshall
Messenger written by Editor Don Olson
gives us an indication of the kind of sup-
port this measure has in many of our
smaller towns and rural areas.

I wish to call attention to Mr. Olson's
editorial as a representative of the kind
of understanding and support which
these and similar measures have, I be-
lieve, throughout our smaller -ecities,
towns, and countryside.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SENATOR MONDALE'S WELCOME SUPPORT

(By Don Olson)

Last week Sen. Walter F. Mondale an-
nounced his support of legislation aimed
at encouraging industry to locate in “job-
starved” rural communities, The specific bill
he is supporting is the Rural Job Develop-
ment Act, which was authored by Sen, James
B. Pearson, a Kansas Republican.

Sen. Mondale's support of a measure such
as this is not surprising because he always
has been a strong champion of the country-
side. But it should not go unnoticed by those
of us who share his concern and appreciate
his efforts.

Commenting on the Pearson bill, Sen.
Mondale sald, "“Because we have not effec-
tively used rural America’s excellent human
and natural resources, we have forced rural
Americans to migrate to metropolitan cen-
ters in their search for economic opportunity.

“The cities are busting at the seams,” he
added, “while much of rural Amerlca be-
comes more and more economically de-
pressed.”

The bill, which was introduced in the Sen-
ate last week, would make a series of tax
incentives avallable to new job-creating en-
terprises that locate in rural development
areas. It would be administered by the sec-
retary of agriculture,

These are the incentives:

A seven per cent tax credit on personal and
real property. The credit would be increased
to 10 per cent in areas having a population
density of 25 persons per square mile. (Lyon
county has a density of almost 35.)

An accelerated depreclation of two-thirds
the normal, useful or class life of machinery,
equipment and bulldings.

A tax deduction equal to 50 per cent of the
wages pald to workers for whom the enter-
prise must provide on-the-job training, an
encouragement to hire and train local people
who lack required skills,

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution (S.
Res. 9) amending rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re-
spect to the limitation of debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpEREY). Pursuant to the previous
order, the next hour will be controlled
respectively by the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CaurcH) and the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. ErviN), and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN).
Which Senator now yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized for 2 min-
utes.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, we have
talked and talked about the merits of a
rules change. We have given historical
arguments; we have given arguments re-
lating to the wisdom of minorities and
majorities.

But I want to add one further ob-
servation.

In my judgment, an intransigent in-
sistence upon retaining the cloture rule in
its present form is a way of informing
the American people that we in the Sen-
ate regard ourselves as being under siege.
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We are saying that we 100 Senators are
gathered in this Chamber primarily for
the purpose of saying “No."”

To proceed under the present cloture
rule is to insist that the Senate, part of
the supreme legislative assembly in our
Nation, remain insulated, in the maxi-
mum degree, from the most pressing
problems of the American people. We
are saying that we want to resist, insofar
as possible, the resolution of our most
bruising domestic and international
problems. It is as if we covet the thick
masonry walls that surround us.

I insist, Mr. President, that such an
attitude reflects a negatively charged
vision of our duties and responsibilities
as legislators for our Nation. I think such
an attitude is unfortunate; I think it
bodes ill for the future reputation of the
Senate; I fervently hope we do not in-
sist on such a position. These reflections,
Mr. President, are not merely my own.
They are shared by the American people.

Only this week, the results of the
Harris poll, published in the Washington
Post 2 days ago, show that the American
citizens queried gave the Congress an ex-
tremely low grade.

Interestingly enough, the Harris poll
shows that the American people gave the
Congress high marks in 1965 and 19686,
years during which we acted positively
and constructively—in the fields of en-
vironment, medical care, education, and
consumer protection.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the results of the Harris
poll printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the Harris
poll was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 1, 1871]

CoNGRESS GETS POOR RATINGS
(By Louls Harris)

By 63 to 26 percent, the American people
give the 91st Congress negative marks on the
job it did in 1970—a new low,

President Nixon recelves scarcely better
treatment: by 58 to 28 percent, he is given
low marks in dealing with Congress.

Yet when the public is asked whether it is
better for the country to have the executive
branch and C-ongresa in control of the same
party or different parties, people opt for con-
tinuing the present arrangement by 49 to 36
percent. Their reason: at a time when politi-
cians and politics are held in low esteem,
most Americans feel “it 1s good and healthy
to have Congress and the executive branch
keeping each other on their toes.”

A cross section of 1,627 households was
recently asked: “Do you llke the idea of
having a Congress of a different party from
the President as a check on him, or do you
think having different parties running Con-
gress and the White House makes it difficult
to malntain proper government in Washing-
ton?"”

|In percent]

Good idea Bad idea Not sure

Nationwide_....__.... 36
Republicans.. s 49
Democrats. _ = 29
Independents_ _____.. 35

The cross section was asked, as comparable
cross sections had been asked In previous

years: “How would you rate the job Congress
did in 1970—excellent, pretty good, only fair
or poor?”
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|in percent]

Negalive

Puositive Not sure

People were asked: “How would you rate
the job Congress has done in the past year
on the following—excellent, pretty good, only
fair, or poor?"

[In percent]

Positive Negative Not sure

Requiring pollution-

free car engine. _.__ 76 15
Banning cigarette

advertising on TV... 64 26
Extending Federal

_aid to education. ... 59 26
Giving vote to 18-

year-olds 55 36
Rejecting SST

subsidy.__ . . ... 38 28
Passing expanded

ABM. ... 37 34
Passing anti-crime

1| SR el 36 33
Turning down

Haynsworth and

26 35

Overriding Nixon

veto on hospital bill_ 26 35
Not passing Nixon

welfare reform bill . 25 48
Mot increasing social

securify- ______ ... 13 7l
Not passing revenue-

sharing bill 10 46

Congress recelves its highest marks for its
measures in the consumer area, as well as
aid to education and granting the vote to
the 18-year-olds. It is criticized, however,
where it did not go along with the major
elements of President Nixon's legislative pro-
gram.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, today’s will
be the third vote on the question of
cloture to end debate with respect to
Senate Resolution 9. I do not believe that
there has been a great deal of change in
the sentiment of the Senate since the
first two votes were taken, resulting in
37 votes against cloture on the first vote
and 36 against cloture on the second vote.

Senate Resolution 9 does not represent
an idea whose time has come. The junior
Senator from Alabama submits that if
the idea, the thought, of a change in the
Senate rule with respect to cutting off
debate in the Senate were being sup-
ported at this time by two-thirds of Sen-
ators, we would see more Senators on
the floor at this time to take part in the
“kill,” No, the idea of a change in the
Senate rules on debate limitation is not
an idea whose time has come.

Mr. President, it has been suggested,
and the distinguished Senator from
Idaho, in one of his speeches the other
day pointed out, according to the com-
mittee print on the Senate cloture rule,
that prior to the cloture votes on the
pending question, there had been, since
1917, 49 cloture votes taken in the Sen-
ate. Only eight cloture motions received
the required two-thirds vote, which on
the face of it would indicate that 41 is-
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sues were defeated in the Senate by use
of extended debate. That is far from be-
ing correct because actually, in many
cases, several cloture votes were taken on
a single issue,
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In the statistics, there are references
to 49 separate cloture votes, not sepa-
rate issues before the Senate. There is a
table appearing on page 43 of the com-
mittee print, Mr. President, which I ask

LATER ACTION ON 63 FILIBUSTERED MEASURES

Bills Filibustered
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unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Not
passed

Passed Bills

Filibustered Passed

Reconstruction of LOUiSlﬁna
Election faws__ 3
Force bill

River and harbor bills (3)___
Tristate bill

Colombian Treaty

Ship subsidy hl!Fs (2)
Canadian reciprocity bill
Arizona-New Mexico statehood
Ship purchase bill

Armed ship bill

Mineral lands leasms bill
Anti-Lynch bills (3)._.

Migratory bird conservation bill
Campaign investigation resolution
Colorado River bills (2)..
Ernergency officers retuemenl bill

ton public b sy

Resolution to postpone national-origins pro-
visions of immigration laws

Oil industry investigation

Supplemental deficiency bill. _

Pr;v?llmg wage amendment to work refief

i
Flood control bill . :
Coal conservation bill
Aati-poll-tax bills (4)

FEPODRISIAG, AL Al ing Ly ) e

FEPC bill..
| Slot machine bill ..
Tidelands ofl bill. .

Civil rights bill__
Do

Senate rules, adoption of .
Literacy test for voting_ _
Communications satalilte il
Amend Rule XXII

Curll nghts bill

Right-to-work

Civil rights {open housing).....
| District of Columbia home rule.
Amend Rule XXI1. %
Campaign fund fi financing. .

Open housing

Fortas nomination . .

Amend Rule XXI1_ _
Haynsworth nominati

Carswell nomination
Cooper-Church amendment. .
Abalishment of electoral l:o!lese
Family assistance plan
Shoe-textile import quotas

Atomic Energy Act, a_rnendment i

Votings rlghts__._______
196

X

XXX X X X

XXX XXXX

Funds for supersonic transport. ...

1 In special or subsequent sessions.

the Senate, hearings. 81st Cong., 1st sess. Washington, D.C., GPO, 42. Addenda compiled by the

authors.

Source: U.S. Congress. Senate. Committe on Rules and Administration, Limitation on debate in

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the table
points out that of the issues which were
defeated by the use of extended debate,
28 of those bills were subsequently
passed in the Senate.

The proponents of this measure have
been challenged on many occasions to
point out one single piece of legislation
necessary for the public good that was
defeated in the Senate by resort to ex-
tended debate. Either the measure was
subsequently passed or a compromise
was reached. No one has been hurt by the
use of extended debate in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Alabama has ex-
pired.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 1
additional minute.

Mr, ALLEN. The best way to stop this
filibuster—and I would like to see it
come to a close—not that there is any
pressing business before the Senate, be-
cause I call attention to the fact that on
the calendar of the Senate at this time
there are only two measures, Senate
Joint Resolution 17, a joint resolution to
establish a joint committee on the en-
vironment, which was placed on the cal-
endar by unanimous consent. That is
pending. It could pass at any time.

Another measure concerns another
change in the rules. So, we are holding
up nothing. The best way to stop the
filibuster, if it can be called that, is to
vote against stopping the filibuster, be-
cause if we have another vote today
showing no gain or showing no changes,
I believe that the distinguished majority
leader would be loath to bring this mat-
ter up again.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, we can feel in the air
that there is no additional sentiment in
the Senate for changing the rules of the
Senate. At this point, if there are going
to be any changes at all, it locks as
though there will probably be some
changes the other way.

This matter of bringing extended de-
bate to a close applies only with respect
to the motion of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. PearsonN) to pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate Res-
olution 9. Even if debate is cut off, we
likely will go into another extended de-
Late on Senate Resolution 9. That would
not end the matter. We could have sev-
eral days of debate after cloture had
been invoked. If the motion to proceed
to the consideration of Senate Resolu-
tion 9 were agreed to, we would then go
into a debate of the resolution on its
merits.

I submit, Mr. President, that the senti-
ment in favor of the resolution itself is
much less strong than the sentiment in
favor of the motion to proceed to the
consideration of the resolution.

If we defeat this motion to close debate
by 36 to 37 votes against cloture, the
junior Senator from Alabama feels there
is very little chance that the distin-
guished majority leader would permit
another cloture motion to be filed.

Mr. President, the best way to stop this
filibuster is to vote today not to stop the
filibuster.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I rise to
support the efforts of the distinguished
Senator from Idaho, the distinguished
Senator from Kansas, and others who
once again are leading the Senate in a
valiant fight, which is the people's fight
in this country, to strike down at long
last, or at least to relax one of the most
archaic and undemocratic barriers to the
public will which exists in our country.
I refer to the outmoded and undemo-
cratic filibuster in the Senate, rule XXII.

I would support a rules change which
would allow a majority to cut off debate
in the Senate. I think the fact that ev-
ery State has two Senators, regardless
of its population and that we have other
procedura] rules and laws which govern
the operations of the Senate are safe-
guards enough for the minority.

Mr. President, despite my own feelings
which I have come to have about the
need to change to a bare majority, I
would support the efforts of the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho, the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas, and oth-
ers to change the rule to three-fifths as
they propose, because I think that has
the best chance of adoption.

Mr. President, I think it ought to be
noted that whether or not this fight is
successful this year, it will be ultimately
successful. I have supported it in the
past, and will continue to support it, and
I believe additional Senators will in time
see the necessity of changing this rule.
I believe this debate will prove to be a
successful effort. It has been very help-
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ful, because among other things, in ad-
dition to the educational value it has
for the public generally and for the
newer Members of the Senate, it also
says to a great many people in the coun-
try, who really doubt whether the po-
litical process in this country will de-
liver, that there are people in the Senate
who feel that this barrier stands in the
way of the public will and that these
people will continue to stand and fight to
knock the restriction down.

I believe it is important to give people
hope after they have lost hope. I speak
not merely of black people and other mi-
norities, or young people who have show
scme disenchantment with the political
and electoral processes in the past. 1
trust that they are beginning to come
home again to the political process, and
I hope that will be accelerated in the
months ahead.

I worry about a great many of the
plain people in this country who have
legitimate complaints and who feel that
they are not being listened to. I think
it is in their interests that we speak for
them and make every effort to stream-
line the processes of the Senate and mod-
ernize the processes of the Senate and
msake it more possible for the majority
will to govern in this body and in the
country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield 1
additional minute to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama said
that measures which have been blocked
by filibusters in the past have later been
enacted or compromised. I think that is
an important point.

The distinguished occupant of the
Chair, the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY), has had
a role of tremendous and vital impor-
tance in the whole field of civil rights
when he served the country as Vice
President and as a Senator in the efforts
in the past to change rule XXII. Those
matters have been bound together in the
past.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota knows quite well, as do others,
that the race issue, which has been cen-
tral to all of our national life, has been
compromised and compromised and com-
promised throughout the years at great
cost to life, property, and self-esteem
in this country.

One reason it has been compromised
is because of the necessity in the past
in this body to get, not just a majority
vote for the passage of civil rights legis-
lation, but to get a two-thirds vote in
order to withstand a filibuster.

That is ample reason why we should
now cut off debate and allow the Senate
to vote on changing rule XXII, The pro-
posal offered by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Idaho, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kansas, and others, should be
adopted.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes- to the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS).
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
8 minutes.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Alabama for the time
he has yielded to me. I do not have to
reexpress my sentiments or my esteem
for my distinguished colleagues who pro-
pose a change in rule XXII. They have
been interested in this matter over the
years. The matter is of equal interest and
concern to those of us who oppose this
proposed change.

Again, with great deference to the
proponents of change, I believe that we
in the Senate are just killing time on this
matter under these circumstances.

The Senator from Alabama said there
is no wave or surge of sentiment and
there is not even any discernible interest
on behalf of the people throughout this
Nation for a change in rule XXII at this
time. In fact, there is evidence that a lot
of people are taking a second thought
and a “rethink” to the extent that, after
all, why change the rule now?

Our esteemed friend from Oklahoma,
in his great sincerity, suggested that the
rule should be changed so it would be
easier to pass a bill for the benefit of the
poor people, the minorities and other
groups. I respectfully submit that we are
passing bills here, that we passed bills
last year and the year before, that the
people are not able to pay for. We are
passing far more bills than we are willing
to impose taxes to pay for. I remember
last year we passed bills—and not mili-
tary matters—by the billions of dollars,
at a time when we are operating under a
deficit. It is something like the old man
down home said, “We will just appro-
priate the money.”

That is the standard we have adopfed
here. This is not the time to stop, but it
is time to slow down and get our bear-
ings.

Mr. President, we have a mighty good
rule now that will permit the cutting off
of debate in proper instances. I refer to
rule XXII as it is presently written.

I sense a realization among the minds
of many of the so-called liberals that,
“perhaps, after all, we have gotten a lot
of our bills passed, and there might be
a move to amend or substantially modify
the very items we have been fighting for
throughout the years, and we had better
not open the door to cutting off these
matters. We better not make it any easier
to modify these bills in the future than
can now be done under rule XXII as
it is written.”

Mr, President, I miss very greatly a
dear friend, a respected and admired
colleague who has recently left us. His
wise counsel, depth of knowledge of the
institutions of Government, and his solid
judgments in matters of controversy
guided our way for many years in this
Chamber. I refer of course to the former
Senator from Georgia, Richard B. Rus-
sell.

As in all matters, his comments on rule
XXII of the Senate reflected his wisdom
and depth of perception.

Ten years ago, on January 9, 1961, dur-
ing debate on the same issue that con-
fronts us today, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia said:
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Many years ago, a distinguished British
scientist and able author came to this coun-
try and studied our institutions of govern-
ment. After concluding his study, he said,
“I see nothing so remarkable about the Con-
stitution of the United States, because It
is all sall and no anchor.” He went on to
say that in the years to come, mobs would
arise and would take over this country on the
impulse of the moment, and that we would,
therefore, have our institutions of govern-
ment destroyed. He also sald that the Amer-
ican Republic would be as fearfully plun-
dered as the Roman Empire was in the sixth
and eighth centuries, but that the Huns and
Vandals would be generated within our own
institutions. But, Mr. President, he over-
looked the great anchor that has provided
stability to these United States through all
the years since the Constitution was adopted
in 1789; that anchor has been the Senate of
the United States, and the rules of the Senate
which permit the representatives of the sev-
eral States to stand upon this floor and
speak. That anchor has been the refusal of
the Senate to gag its Members as every other
parliamentary body has done. In my opinion,
the one great stabilizing factor that has
preserved our form of government through
all the years has been the right of discus-
sion In the Senate.

This is an eloquent and persuasive
statement from a great legislator, and a
lifetime student of American Govern-
ment. Are we to permit the Senate to
become “all sail and no anchor”? If the
Senate amends rule XXII to three-fifths,
we simply make it that much easier for
the next and inevitable step to be taken,
the acceptance of the majority vote in
cloture and all other matters. With it we
would destroy the sea anchor of our Con-
stitution, the stabilizer that keeps the
bow of the ship of state headed into the
gales that strike us so often in these
turbulent days.

Another early visitor to our country, in
its formative years, also had doubts re-
garding our constitutional government.
Alexis De Tocqueville, in his book, “De-
moeracy in America,” said:

If ever the free institutions of America are
destroyed, that even may be attributed to
the omnipotence of the majority . . . Of all
the political institutions, the legislature is
the one that is most easlly swayed by the
will of the majority . . . I am not so0 much
alarmed at the excessive liberty which reigns
in that country as at the inadequate securl-
ties which one finds there agalust tyranny.

Senator RusseLL had some very cogent
thoughts on the possible tyranny of the
majority, also. A little later in the de-
bate, on the same day 10 years ago,
January 9, 1961, he said:

In the course of the discussion we have
been assalled time and again with the argu-
ment that there is some great sanctity at-
tached to the sheer welght of numbers, and
particularly a majority of one. If there is
one body in our system of government which
is unique and distinctive it is the Senate
of the United States. The feature that makes
us such a distinctive body is the fact that
our composition is a constitutional refuta-
tion of the right of a majority of one to pro-
ceed to act in the Government.

Mr. President, I am not given to scare
stories or predictions about them. But
referring to the times of danger in our
country, just yesterday the news was
filled with stories about the nefarious act
of blowing up a part of the Capitol of
the United States. Presumably, that was
done by one of our own people;
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I watched the 30-minute television
news program last night. The President
of the United States was making an ap-
pearance before the State legislature of
one of our fine States. Later there was a
demonstration by different groups of
people. I mean every word when I say
they are fine people. Some were students,
some were workingmen, and some were
farmers. But there was a demonstration
there against the President of the United
States which included the throwing of
rocks and other missiles. One such mis-
sile hit his car.

This is proof that these are turbulent
times. It is time to quiet down. It is time
for leadership and for people to act
calmly.

I do not know of any bill concerning
the war, farmers, or the workingman
that is being held up or that has been
held up within recent history. Certainly
rule XXII did not create any of that tur-
bulence or uncertainty.

My plea is: Let us quiet down, let us
be calm, let us have solid leadership; let
us not surrender the distinctive quality
which I think is the great virtue of this

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, how
much time remains for the proponents?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty
minutes remsain to the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)
never speaks in this Chamber without
receiving the most serious consideration.
I have listened to his excellent address
in support of rule XXII, as it is now writ-
ten, and to his wise observation that any
vessel needs a good anchor. Certainly, I
concur that a wvessel featuring all sail
and no anchor is a dangerous one on
which to travel. But I submit that the
best ship is one which boasts both an
adequate sail and an adequate anchor.

When the record shows that of 49 at-
tempts to secure cloture over a period of
54 years, only eight have been successful,
then it is not unreasonable to conclude
that our anchor is too large, our sail too
small.

Again and again, it has been said in
this debate that rule XXII has never in-
terfered with the passage of any impor-
tant legislation. I submit that this as-
sertion is not so. Only last year, we had
a most important proposal before the
Senate to amend the Constitution of the
United States. Polls indicated that 80
percent of the American people favored
the amendment. There was a legitimate
basis for concern that, unless we elimi-
nated the anachronism of the electoral
college and permitted Americans to vote
directly for President and Vice President,
as the times require, we could easily face
an election when the candidate receiving
fewer popular votes than his opponent,
would, nevertheless, win the Presidency
in the electoral college.

Sixty percent of the Senate favored
proceeding to a vote on that amendment,
after a long, exhaustive, comprehensive
debate as to all its implications. But 60
percent of the Senators could not get a
vote, even though the Constitution itself
required a two-thirds vote in order for
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this body to give its approval to a con-
stitutional amendment. That great in-
built constitutional protection was not
sufficient to convince the opponents of
the amendment that they should permit
the debate to be closed and allow 60 per-
cent of the Senators to vote on the merits
of the proposition.

No, Mr. President, this vessel, the Sen-
ate of the United States, does not suffer
from too much sail; it suffers from too
much anchor. If we were to modify rule
XXII as proposed, we would remodel the
ship in such a way that the anchor and
the sail would come into better balance,
so that the ship would be rendered more
seaworthy for the stormy waters that lie
ahead. All of us could be better assured
that the ship would see us through.

I hope, after a full month's debate,
every part of which is already familiar to
the Senate, so frequently has it been re-
peated through the years, that we could
now come to a vote on the merits of this
very prudent suggestion for modifying
rule XXII.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Alabama.
How much time does the Senator yield
himself?

Mr. ALLEN., I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, there is no such thing
as unlimited debate in the U.S. Senate,
except in the sense that once a Senator
obtains the floor to speak on a debatable
issue, he can speak as long as he desires
and so long as his physical condition and
determination will allow him to speak.
Except for that, we have only the right
of extended debate in the U.S. Senate.

Rule XXI1I, far from being a delegation
of the power or right of unlimited debate,
or even extended debate, is a limitation
upon the right to extended debate. Th's
is a rule that has served the Senate and
the Nation well for 54 years. The rule
now is substantially the same as the rule
adopted in 1917. There have been some
minor changes. At one time the rule re-
quired a constitutional two-thirds, two-
thirds of sll the elected membership,
which today would be 67, to close debate.
Now the requirement is only two-thirds
of the Senators present. So if 51 Senators
are present, the Senate is empowered to
act to close debate; and if 34 Senators
voted in favor of invoking cloture, we
would have cloture.

The distinguished Senator from Idaho
pointed out that the constitutional
amendment providing for the direct elec-
tion of the President of the United States
with as little as a 40-percent plurality
failed to come to a vote in the Senate.
Mr, President, it takes two-thirds of the
Senators present to pass a constitutional
amendment. It takes two-thirds of the
Senators present to invoke cloture. If
two-thirds of the Senators had been in
favor of that constitutional amendment,
we know that they would have invoked
cloture and would have passed the con-
stitutional amendment.

Since 1917, the Senate has passed tens
of thousands of pieces of legislation. The
only kind of measure that has been
pointed out that was killed by a fili-
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buster—and I submit it was not a fili-
buster—was the constitutional amend-
ment providing for the direct election of
the President with a plurality of 40 per-
cent.

The figure of two-thirds is not reached
or grabbed out of thin air. The Consti-
tution itself provides for a two-thirds
vote on many issues of importance both
in this body and in the other body. It
takes two-thirds of the Senators present
to ratify a treaty. It takes two-thirds of
the Members of the House and two-
thirds of the Members of the Senate to
submit a constitutional amendment to
the States, and then the Constitution re-
quires ratification of the amendment by
three-fourths of the States. Two-thirds
of the membership present is the number
required to expel a Member, two-thirds
to convict on impeachment charges, and
two-thirds to override a Presidential
veto.

Talk about power and talk about fili-
bustering, because that, in effect, is what
it is, it takes two-thirds of the Members
of the House and two-thirds of the Mem-
bers of the Senate to override a Presi-
dential veto.

The distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri today spoke for an hour, and part
of the thrust of his remarks was that the
executive has taken over many of the
powers of the legislative branch of the
Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

He yields himself 2 additional minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. This is just another in-
stance where the Senate would be strip-
ping itself of power, where it would be
stripping itself of its prerogatives, where
it would be stripping itself of the very
attributes that have made it the greatest
deliberative body in the world.

Are we going to take away from the
Senate the power to discuss issues at
length? Over in the other body, Members
are permitted to speak for only 5 min-
utes. They may bind themselves in such
a way that they cannot even offer
amendments to a bill, so a bill can be
rammed through the House of Represent-
atives and come to the Senate, and if
we do away with rule XXII and make
it easier to stop debate in the Senate,
we are going to have legislation flying
through the Senate, just as it does
through the House.

Mr. President, every 2 years we have
a debate on this question. One purpose it
serves is that it allows many Senators
to extend their recess period for an ad-
ditional 30 days. I submit that if this
motion to close debate on the motion to
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Resolution 9, seeking to modify rule
XXII, is adopted, we are going to have
an extended debate, and therefore an
extended recess for some of our Mem-
bers.

Where are those seeking the adoption
of this resolution? Where is a Senator,
other than voting by rote, in favor of
any cloture motion? Mr. President, two-
thirds of the Members of the Senate
do not favor this cloture motion, as will
be ascertained when the vote is taken.

I do wish to commend, as the dis-
tinguished majority leader commended
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them, the principal proponents of this
measure, on their abiding by the rules of
the Senate in seeking to change the rules
of the Senate, in their tacit agreement,
by their actions, that it does take a two-
thirds vote of the Senate at the begin-
ning of a session or in the midst of a
session——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two more
minutes.

Mr. ALLEN (continuing). To break off
debate in the Senate.

On matters of substantive legislation,
you can get a two-thirds majority in the
Senate quite easily, as has been done
many times. But it is a source of great
comfort to realize that there are not two-
thirds of the Members of the Senate who
are willing to change the framework of
the Senate, to change the rules of the
Senate that have served this body and
this Nation in such good stead.

Yes, vote for cloture, if you want to,
on substantive legislation. Do not vote
for cloture on changing the rules of the
Senate, thereby making it easier to cut
off the right of extended debate.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
the remainder of my time to the distin-
guished majority leader,

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
shortly after 1 p.m., the Senate will be
asked to decide whether there has been
sufficient consideration of the motion to
proceed to consider Senate Resolution 9.
An affirmative vote simply means that
the Senate is willing to get on with its
business and debate and decide the mer-
its of the principle that three-fifths of
the Senate should be enough to impose
a limitation on debate in this Chamber.
It is a principle with which I have long
agreed though there is nothing magical
about the choice of a three-fifths rule.
It does provide a more equitable balance,
however, while still protecting sufficiently
a minority viewpoint.

I favor the substance of Senate Reso-
lution 9. I believe the Senate ought to be
permitted to proceed with the questions
involved and to decide them on the mer-
its. Chief among these questions is
whether by precluding a vote on the mer-
its of three-fifths, the Senate is not head-
ing down the road to majority cloture.
I cannot agree with those in this Cham-
ber who say a three-fifths rule is only
one step away from majority cloture, To
the contrary, I feel that three-fifths may
well be the barrier to majority cloture.
If that were not the case, I would not
favor the three-fifths resolution. I would
prefer to work with the present two-
thirds requirement that permit the Sen-
ate to move toward a position of major-
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ity cloture. Still, there must be a more
equitable balance.

Over the years, two-thirds has proven
too rigid a standard and too heavy a
burden on orderly procedure. In time,
this burden will have to be reduced, and
by then it could well be with a majority
cloture provision. Adoption of the three-
'fifths resolution now, in my judgment,
avoids taking later a path leading to the
destruction of the uniqueness of this in-
stitution and its vital importance in ocur
scheme of Government. Any path lead-
ing to majority cloture would do just
that.

To put it simply, I could never and will
never support an effort leading to ma-
jority cloture. To me the issue of limit-
ing debate in this body is one of such
monumental importance that it reaches
to the very essence of the Senate as an
institution. The protection of minorities,
as provided by the U.S. Senate ranks
with other fundamental issues framed
by our Founding Fathers. To say this is
not heretical or undemocratic, Our Con-
stitution itself specifies that nine distinct
issues be resolved by more than a ma-
jority. The Constitution of the United
States is not undemocratic.

To me, the issue of protecting mi-
norities is of transcendent importance.
How it is achieved in the U.S. Senate
distinguishes this institution as a legis-
lative body throughout the world. It is
absolutely vital that this unique charac-
teristic of the Senate be preserved.

To be sure, not always has the so-
called cloture rule as presently written
assisted the efficient disposition of leg-
islative business. Requiring two-thirds
on the great civil rights proposals was
an enormous burden. But the burden was
met. At the same time I believe the ac-
tion of the Senate at the close of the
91st Congress in December of 1970 dem-
onstrates that such a procedure does not
just benefit one particular minority; but
rather it benefits all. In question at that
time was the wisdom of the restrictions
on the use of ground combat troops in
Laos and Cambodia. As I recall, the
threat of a so-called filibuster by an ap-
parent minority played no small role in
assuring that the restrictions were re-
tained. I do not believe that many Mem-
bers of this body would today disagree
with that decision. Its success is attribu-
table in great part to the few in this body
who insisted that the Senate’s right on
combat restrictions become a part of the
law. It was a vigilant minority using the
protection of rule XXII that helped so
much to achieve this result.

It should be said also that issues arise
at times in an atmosphere charged with
deep emotions. While other institutions
of Government have no protection
against responding abruptly and with-
out ample consideration, the Senate
stands uniquely as the only forum where
calmness, coolness, and reflection may
be demanded of even a majority. It
should continue to be this way, and a
change to three-fifths would preserve
this indispensable quality. At the same
time, this modest change, in my judg-
ment, would answer the demands that
we instead go all the way and write a
majority cloture rule. Three-fifths is
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equitable. It is fair and just. With its
adoption, in my opinion, these biennial
exercises to change the rules of the Sen-
ate will be put to an end. Indeed, it is
the only way to stop the effort to gain
a majority cloture rule.

Allowing the retention of the two-
thirds rule and the inordinate burden
it imposes merely threatens the destruc-
tion of the very character that distin-
guishes the Senate and its unique func-
tion in our scheme of Government. So,
before dismissing the three-fifths propo-
sition so readily, we should ask if not
that action would contribute to a process
that will lead ultimately and inexorably
to majority cloture. The most important
aspect of this debate is the issue of mi-
nority protection. But the meaning of
minority protection should not be cloud-
ed by definitions arising in the past on
issues long since resolved.

Yes, two-thirds is an onerous burden.
It is onerous because there are many who
never vote to invoke cloture regardless
of the issue. It is thus an unreasonable
roadblock so long as Senators remain
rigid on rule XXII.

Three-fifths does strike the proper
balance, It is workable. It does overcome
the rigidity factor. And, most important,
it waters down considerably the threat
of moving toward a majority cloture
position. As will be recalled, 4 years ago
a motion to move the previous question
was attempted on this issue and failed.
The Senate may not be so fortunate in
the future. The adoption of three-fifths
will strengthen this institution and the
protection against majority cloture. To
that end, I hope for and I urge the
adoption of the pending cloture motion.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield the
remainder of my time to the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, the Senator from Mon-
tana has always given us much logic and
much sincere thought; and part of that
logic, I respectfully submit, sustains our
position here.

I want to read from a statement he
made 10 years ago on this identical
issue, on January 9, 1961. The Senator
from Mississippi had the floor and men-
tioned proposed legislation that had
passed the House but was defeated in the
Senate; and the Senator from Montana,
with his usual clarity and forthrightness,
rose and said this:

One of those pleces of proposed legislation
was the proposal—for which, unfortunately,
and to my sorrow, I voted in the House of

Representatives—called for drafting the rail-
way strikers.

He said, further:

Many times since, I have thanked God that
there was an institution such as the U.S.
Senate where a mistake which we made in
the House of Representatives, and to which I
contributed, could be corrected and was cor-
rected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, how
much time remains to the proponents?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Five
minutes.

Mr. CHURCH. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator.
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Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senaftor.

I was just going to read from the state-
ment of the former Senator from Ore-
gon, Mr. Morse, who responded at that
point in the debate, in part, by saying:

The Senator from Montana is correct on
the point that on that occasion it was the
Senate debate of substantial length which
prevented, I believe, the making of what
would have been a great mistake.

The Senator from Montanga then com-
plimented the Senator from Oregon for
his position.

Mr. President, this just shows that the
issue here today goes to the very vitals
of this great institution. After they are
here a while, Senators can see clearer
and better, and some entirely change
their view and their position, and some
change in part. We are dealing here with
the most delicate, sensitive, and vital
aquestion that I think could possibly come
before this body this year.

I trust that we will sustain our former
position and keep rule XXII as now
written.

I thank the Senator very much for the
time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
1 additional minute to the distinguished
majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi has said is correct. It is perfectly
consistent with my position against ma-
jority cloture in the U.S. Senate, In the
other body, circumstances are different
and there are occasions when issues are
decided too hastily and in an atmosphere
charged with emotion. It is true that I

was placed in the position of casting a
vote I have regretted ever since. I am
against majority cloture but I am will-
ing to move from two-thirds to three-

fifths. No further, however, because
three-fifths will preserve the uniqueness
of this body that is so vital in our scheme
of government.

On the occasion that has been referred
to I was indebted—and I think the coun-
try was indebted—to such men as Sena-
tor Morse of Oregon, Senator Taft of
Ohio, and Senator Wheeler of Montana,
who were in the forefront in preventing
hasty action on an obnoxious measure
which had passed through the House
abruptly and without a resolution even
having been printed. I am delighted that
the distinguished Senator has recalled
this incident.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
myself the remsainder of the time.

I cannot possibly add to the sagacious
words of the majority leader in summing
up the argument for Senate Resolution 9.
I can only echo what he said when he re-
minds us that the best way to safe-
guard the Senate against the uncertain-
ties of the future, the best way to pro-
tect the sanctity of Senate procedures
and assure that the right of extended
debate will be preserved, is to move from
a two-thirds cloture rule to a three-fifths
rule. I think the argument he made for
his proposition is quite beyond reason-
able rebuttal. The history of the Senate
itself bears him out.

For that reason, I hope that the Sen-
ate, following more than a month’s de-
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bate on this familiar issue, will now see
fit to invoke cloture, so that we can pro-
ceed to a determination on the merits.

Mr. President, finally, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
an editorial published in the March 1
issue of the New York Times under the
caption “Can the Senate Act?”

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

CAN THE SENATE AcT?

The pattern of voting in the Senate on the
recurrent attempts to break the existing fili-
buster makes clear the necessity for a change
in rules. The initial attempt last month
failed, 48 to 37, which was well short of
two-thirds, A later vote was 60 to 36, again
short.

A larger turnout is expected tomorrow be-
cause the party floor leaders are making a
maximum effort to round up absentees. But
unless President Nixon has done some re-
markable—and remarkably secret—mission-
ary work among conservative Republicans,
a bigger vote will make no difference. Two
who missed the last vote are seriously ill
and are not expected to vote. Of the re-
maining dozen, eight are for closure and
four are against it. In other words, the
absentees cancel one another out because
under the two-thirds rule it requires two
affirmative votes to offset one negative vote.

The arithmetic of this controversy is worth
rehearsing because it shows up the sham in
which the Senate has been engaged for the
past month. There is a majority in favor of a
rules change. There has been from the be-
ginning, as each vote has shown. All that
has been lacking is the willingness of Vice
President Agnew to rule that, a majority
having voted '‘aye,” debate is ended.

The losers would naturally appeal his rul-
ing; the majority would move to table this
appeal, and on this tabling motion an im-
mediate decisive vote could be obtained.
When a Vice President and a majority of the
members agree that a new Senate is its own
master and is not bound by the two-thirds
rule of the previous Senate, only then will
the filibuster rule be changed.

Why does it matter whether the two-thirds
rule is amended? It matters because this pro-
cedural question reaches to the heart of the
Senate's capacity to act, particularly on major
issues and particularly in the closing weeks of
a session. As the arithmetic of these closure
votes has demonstrated, it is almost impos-
sible to get two-thirds of the Senate to agree
on anything unless the ordinary public be-
comes aroused, as it did on the civil rights
bills of the mid-sixties. In ordinary circum-
stances, a filibuster or the mere threat of a
filibuster enables small voting blocs to get
exaggeratedly favorable terms in the legis-
lative bargaining which precedes the passage
of most bills.

A shift from a two-thirds to a three-fifths
rule would improve the majority’s bargain-
ing power in dealing with selfish or obstrep-
erous minorities. The question before the
Senate is not the right to free and full debate.
That is beyond dispute. The question is
whether the Senate can simplify its proce-
dures to permit the majority to conduct the
publie’s business in a reasonably democratic
and expeditious manner. The connivance of
the Vice President and of many Senators in
the cynical farce of recent weeks cannot con-
ceal that question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, if no
other Senator wishes to speak on the
side of the proponents, I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All
time has now expired.

Pursuant to rule XXIT and the hour of
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1 o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays
before the Senate the pending cloture
motion which will be stated by the clerk.
The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:
CLOTURE MOTION
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upcn the mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of the
Resolution (S. Res. 9) amending Rule XXIT
of the Standing Rules of the Senate with
respect to the limitation of debate.
RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER, FRANK CHURCH,
HucH Scorr, JAcoB JAviTs, GAYLORD
NELSON, ALAN CRANSTON, MIKE
MANSFIELD, HARRISON WILLIAMS, HAR-
oLp E. HuGHES, JOHN 0. PASTORE,
RoBerT GRIFFIN, EDWARD KENNEDY,
JOsEPH M. MonNTOYA, PHILIP A, HART,
JAMES B. PEArRsON, WiILrLiaM Prox-
MIRE, JENNINGS RANDOLPH, THOMAS
F. EacLETON, EDWARD W. BROOKE, Ep-
MUND MUSKIE.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
rule XXII, the Chair directs the clerk to
call the roll to ascertain the presence of
a guorum.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:
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Fannin
Fong
Gambrell
Goldwater
Gravel
Grifiin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska
Humphrey
Inouye
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
MecClellan
McGee
McGovern
Melntyre
Metcalfl
Miller
Mondale

Aiken
Allen
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Beall
Eellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick

Muskie
Nelscn
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Percy
Prouty
Froxmire
Randolph
Ribicofl
Roth
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Willlams
Young

Cannon
Case
Chiles
Church
Caok
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender Montoya
Ervin Moss

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) , the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
BrsLe), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FurericHT), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHES), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are nec-
essarily absent.

T also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Jorpan) is absent
because of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN, I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) is
absent on official business.

The Senators from Oregon (Mr. HAT-
FIELD and Mr. PACKwoOD) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MounpT) is absent because of illness.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
quorum is present.

Under the previous order, the Chair
directs the Sergeant at Arms to clear the
Senate Chamber and the lobby of all
aides to Senators during the rolleall vote.
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The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that the debate shall be brought
to a close? The yeas and nays are man-
datory, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. GRAVEL (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Packwoon) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KennNepy). If the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD) were
present and voting, he would vote “yea."”
If the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KenNEDY) were present and voting, he
would vote “yea.” I have already voted in
the negative. Therefore, I withdraw my
vote,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (after
having voted in the negative). On this
vote I have a pair with the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN). If the
Senator from Washington (Mr. JACKSON)
were present and voting, he would vote
“yea.” If the Senator from Texas, Mr.
BENTSEN) were present and voting, he
would vote “yea.” If permitted to vote, I
would vote “nay.” Having already voted
in the negative, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. RIBICOFF (after having voted in
the affirmative). On this vote I have a
pair with the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
BisrLe) and the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
Hucres). If the Senator from Nevada
(Mr, BisLE) were present and voting, he
would vote “nay.” If the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HuGHES) were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” Having al-
ready voted “vea,” I withdraw my vote.
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“yea.”

Mr. RANDOLPH (after having voted in
the affirmative). On this vote I have a
live pair with the distinguished junior
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) ,
and the distinguished majority leader,
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MaNs-
FIeLp). If the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT) were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “nay.” The Senator
from Montana (Mr. ManNsrFieLp), who is
involved in my request, has already voted
in the affirmative. I have already voted
in the affirmative. For purposes of ac-
commodation, which I have mentioned, I
withdraw my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I withdraw my vote
on that basis.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BenTsEN), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. BierLE), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLerIGHT) , the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHEes), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. JacksoN), and the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is ab-
sent because of illness.

As previously announced by the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF),
the Senator from Nevada (Mr, BisLE) is
paired with the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHES) and Mr. RisicoFF. If present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote “nay"” and the Senator from
Iowa would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North Car-
olina (Mr. JorpaN) would vote ‘“nay.”
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLoTT) is
absent on official business.

The Senators from Oregon (Mr, Hat-
FIELD and Mr. PACKWoOD) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The pair of the Senator for Oregon
(Mr. Packwoobn) has been previously an-
nounced.

On this vote, the Senator from Colora-
do (Mr. ArroTT) and the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) are paired with
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunoT) . If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Colorado and the Senator from
Oregon would each vote “yea” and the
Senator from South Dakota would vote
"nay."

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 48,
nays 36, as follows:

[No. 13 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Humphrey
Inouye
Javits
Magnuson
Mathias
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcall
Mondale

Montoya
Moss

Alken
Anderson
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Church
Cook
Cranston
Dominick
Eagleton
Fong
Griffin

Symington
Taft
Tunney
Willlams

Muskie
Nelson

NAYS—36

Eastland
Baker Ellender
Bennett Ervin

Brock Fannin
Buckley Gambrell

Byrd, Va, Goldwater
Cannon
Chiles
Cooper
Cotton

Allen McClellan
McGee
Miller

Roth
Bparkman
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond

Tower

Gurney
Hansen
Hollings
Hru

ska
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Welcker
Dole Long Young
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—5§

Gravel, against.

Byrd of West Virginia, against.

Ribicoff, for.

Randolph, for.

Mansfield, for.

NOT VOTING—11

Hatfleld Kennedy
Hughes Mundt
Bible Jackson Packwood
Fulbright Jordan, N.C.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this
vote, the yeas are 48, the nays are 36.
Two-thirds of the Senators present and
voting not having voted in the affirma-
tive, the motion is rejected.

Mr. CHURCH and Mr. JAVITS ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Idaho is recognized.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I had promised to yield
to the Senator from Iowa, but I yield
to the Senator from New York.

Allott
Bentsen

A RESERVATION

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to make a
reservation.

Mr. CHURCH. For the purpose of
making a reservation, I yield to the Sena-
tor from New York.
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Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. President, I have made this reser-
vation before; I make it again. I do not
admit the vote to be a waiver of the ques-
tion of order as to whether a majority
having voted in favor of cloture, as we
are operating under the Constitution, not
under the rules, for this purpose, cloture
should now be ordered. I believe that the
next impending vote will be the last one.
I shall make the point of order at the
end of that vote, assuming it will be the
last vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield to me for
the purpose of making an announce-
ment?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

ANTICIPATED VISIT TO THE SENATE
BY APOLLO 14 ASTRONAUTS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
anticipated that at about the hour of 2
o'clock the Senate will stand in recess
to receive the three distinguished as-
tronauts, Messrs. Shepard, Roosa, and
Mitchell.

It is requested by the joint leadership
that the distinguished Senators from
New Hampshire (Mr. Corron and Mr.
McINTYRE) be prepared to escort Captain
Shepard from the entrance of the Cham-
ber; that the distinguished Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DomMINICK) and—due to
the absence of the Senator's colleague—
the distinguished minority leader (Mr.
Scorr) escort Mr. Roosa; and that the
distinguished Senators from New Mexico
(Mr. ANpErsoN and Mr. MONTOYA) es-
cort Mr. Mitchell,

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution (S.
Res. 9) amending rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re-
spect to the limitation of debate.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I should
like to say, first of all, that it will take
a little sorting out of the pairs before
an accurate assessment of this vote can
really be made; but it is obvious that
there is no shift in evidence as between
the proponents and the opponents; at
least, none has occurred so far. I must
observe, to my sadness, that we continue
to be plagued by absences, more Sena-
tors being absent today, on the third
attempt to obtain cloture, than on either
of the previous attempts. This, of course,
has distorted the results.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I quite
agree with the Senator from Idaho that
we seem to be locked in concrete on the
votes. The Senator from Idaho and the
other proponents are striving for a prin-
ciple, and the principle is that there be
a little relaxation in the cloture rule so
that the Senate may, it is hoped, reflect
public opinion in this country in which
the Senate does. This is an important
principle. After all, I think we do want
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to have both Houses of Congress reflect
public opinion, possibly a little more than
we have in previous years.

But the Senator from Iowa has been
striving for another principle which I
think is not completely irreconcilable
with the first principle. That principle is
one of bipartisanship in what we do. I
must say that I simply cannot under-
stand some of my colleagues on this side
of the aisle who have been voting for
this proposition. Do they not understand
that this proposition, the way it stands,
could lay the foundation for a ruthless
majority to choke off the minority? 1
want to make progress, just as much as
anyone else, but when we make progress,
it ought to be bipartisan progress; and
by bipartisan I am not talking about 65
on one side and five on another side. I
am talking about a majority of the Mem-
bers of both parties. Then we would have
genuine bipartisanship toward the im-
plementation of public opinion as to what
we do.

I would hope that since we appear
to be locked in concrete, the proponents,
particularly the distinguished Senator
from Idaho, might see fit to sit down
to determine whether we want to estab-
lish these two principles in such a way
as to make progress, on the one hand,
and to assure bipartisanship, on the other
hand, in order to reconcile these two
prineiples. I think it is worth a try.

In my 10 years in the Senate—this is
my 1llth—we have gone through this
exercise every 2 years, and we have not
got off the ground. I do think the people
would like to see some progress made.
However, at the same time, I think the
people would like to see bipartisan prog-
ress. That is what happened in the debate
on the great Civil Rights Act of 1964.
Cloture was invoked by a majority of
Senators on both sides of the aisle. It
was genuine bipartisanship. That is why
the bill moved as it did.

So I would appeal to my friend from
Idaho to consider what I have just sug-
gested.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I am well
aware of the proposal of the distinguished
Senator from Iowa. I understand his
reasoning. He is concerned lest one party
in the Senate run roughshod over the
other. Accordingly, he has proposed a
modification of Senate Resolution 9 to
the effect that a three-fifths vote would
be sufficient, provided that a majority of
Republicans and Democrats favor the
limitation of debate.

I would say to the Senator that we
have researched the record to determine
how, in the past, those attempts at in-
voking cloture would have worked out
under his proposed amendment. It is in-
teresting to note that in the eight suc-
cessful attempts to secure a limitation of
debate during the past 54 years, in every
case a majority of Senators on both sides
of the aisle favored the limitation. I say
frankly to the Senator from Iowa that
if the balance between Republicans and
Democrats were reasonably even, as it is
today, I would have no difficulty with his
amendment. But, from time to time, with
the swinging of the political pendulum,
one party comes to dominate the Senate
with, say, two-thirds of the vote, or even
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more. So, the single weakness I see in
the Senator’s proposal is that if the pen-
dulum were to swing over to the point
where, let us say, 65 percent of the Senate
consisted of Republicans—difficult as
that is to conceive—then the Democrats,
having only 35 percent of the total,
might, under the Senator's amendment,
come to exercise an inordinately severe
veto power. That is the only problem, I
would say to the Senator.

If there is a way to work around that
problem and eliminate that possible dan-
ger, when the Senate is lopsided as be-
tween the two parties, then I should think
the Senator’s proposal would have defi-
nite merit, because it would assure that
neither party could run roughshod over
the other in a matter so important as
limiting Senate debate.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator will, of
course, recall that not too many years
ago we had 68 percent of the member-
ship on the Democratic side of the aisle
and 32 percent on the Republican side
of the aisle. I must say that because the
record shows that under the two-thirds
rule, every time cloture has been in-
voked, there have been a majority from
both sides of the aisle, the risk of a ruth-
less majority of 68 Democrats closing off
debate of 32 Republicans does seem
quite remote.

I think that the more important thing
to concern ourselves about is whether
there is genuine bipartisanship under
which what we do here will go forward,
in the minds of the public, to be imple-
mented the way we want it to be. I think
that the point the Senator from Idaho
has just brought out, that where you
have a better balance, such as we have
today, the most important thing is to
assure a majority from both sides of the
aisle, is the principle I am seeking, and
I do not believe it is irreconcilable with
what the Senator from Idaho is trying to
achieve. My point is, let us sit down and
see if we can reconcile them, so we can
make progress.

Mr. CHURCH. I ask the distinguished
Senator from Iowa if he knows of other
Senators who are favorably disposed
toward his suggested amendment of the
resolution.

Mr. MILLER. May I say I know of
some other Senators who are very much
concerned about the point that my
amendment brings up, which is the lack
of bipartisanship that is inherent in the
pending proposal.

I feel so strongly about it that, as I
said before, I cannot vote for the pending
proposition without some modification
to assure bipartisanship; but I do be-
lieve that we can, if we modify this res-
olution, reconcile the two principles we
are both fighting for, and obtain a ma-
jority, to make progress and assure bi-
partisanship in what we do.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I would
say that if there is a way to reconcile the
two proposals without prejudice to the
objectives we seek, if there is a way to
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circumvent the one possible hazard I see
in the Senator’s proposal, then I would
be most interested in looking at it, and
other Senators have expressed an inter-
est in this proposition also.

So I say to the Senator I would be
very happy to entertain his suggestions
along this line, and I think that s con-
sultation would be very much in order.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the Sena-
tor’s position. May I say, I think men of
good will who are striving for principles
that can be reconciled can make prog-
ress, and I stand ready to do the best
I can in that respect.

M:. CHURCH. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, it is the
opinion of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land that no matter how many gimmicks
we invent, we just have to be a little more
realistic and pragmatic than we are in
these discussions.

Here we are, faced with this incon-
gruity: We are invoking old rules—rules
that we say do not exist in order to bring
about a reparation of the rules to meet
our desires. So what do we do? We find
ourselves in the very difficult position
that we need a two-thirds vote in order
to create a three-fifths shutoff.

I do not think that is ever going to
happen. Unless we adopt the reservation
made by the Senator irom New York, I
think this is an impossible task.

My own feeling is that rather than
continue this charade, if we are going
to need two-thirds to cut off debate, then
I think the best thing to do is refer the
matter to the Rules Committee and let
the Rules Committee come out with a
recommendation, and then we can have
a real filibuster if you will.

As the matter stands now, I do not see
what all this adds up to. Here we are
today, knowing we need two-thirds in
order to bring it down to three-fifths. It
stands to reason that anyone who is
against the three-fifths rule is not going
to vote to shut off debate. So, unless we
get ourselves into the frame of mind
that at the beginning of every new Con-
gress we have the right to reform the
rules, I am afraid we are never going to
change the situation.

I am one who has always felt that it
would be dangerous to this body, and
would reduce the integrity and the per-
sonal influence of every Member, if we
went to a simple majority vote. I know
there are many who are voting against
cloture here who would be perfectly will-
ing to go for the three-fifths rule, but are
fearful that this is the first step toward
a majority cloture, and in that I agree
with them and oppose such mere major-
ity cloture.

So I think the best way, rather than
prolong this debate on the floor, is to
send the matter to the committee. Let us
make our presentations to that commit-
tee, and let the committee members come
out, as they have done several times, with
a recommendation that cloture be re-
duced to three-fifths, Then let us see if
we cannot do something about it. To date
the score has been the same on three or
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four votes. The score will always be the
same unless we get a ruling from the
Chair that a simple majority counts. I do
not think we can get that ruling, and I
do not think if we could get it we could
enforce it.

Mr. President, I repeat again, this
country is in trouble, not only at home
but we are involved all over the world.
We have been here since January 21, do-
ing what? Nothing but talk, talk, talk.
And if we stay here another 2 months
working on this rule change, we will still
talk, talk, talk. The time has come for
action. There are too many important
things that confront the American peo-
ple, and I think we ought to get down to
the substantive business of this body.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Idaho has the floor.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as al-
ways, there is great merit in the argu-
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island,
not only in regard to the substance of
the argument, but with respect to the
convincing way in which he delivers his
remarks.

However, I would point out that send-
ing this resolution to the Rules Commit-
tee is rather like sending a very sick per-
son to the morgue. We all know that. I
confess there is not much life left in this
proposition, but there is some, and in the
interests of doing what can be done to
administer to the ailing patient, I am
looking for a hospital, not a morgue.

Obviously, there has to be some move-
ment. The Senator from Rhode Island
quite properly points out that there is an
unresolved aspect to this question which
has yet to be faced, and if I understood
the distinguished Senator from New York
correctly, he said that on the next clo-
ture vote, if two-thirds of the Senators
are unwilling to permit the Senate to
proceed to a consideration of this ques-
tion on its merits, he would then pro-
pound those inquiries of the Vice Presi-
dent designed to solicit some ruling which
could permit the Senate to pass upon the
efficacy of altering the rule by majority
vote.

All right; we know such a test is in the
offing. Therefore, I do not stand here
this afternoon and suggest that we eon-
tinue to proceed down an endless road.
This constitutional question, a most im-
portant one, is evidently going to be
raised by the Senator from New York,
and the Senate will then—on Tuesday
nql:;t—have an opportunity to work its
will.

But let me say that, in my own efforts
to resuscitate the patient at hand, I do
think there is room for movement. The
Senator from Iowa has made a proposal
that he and others favor—he and others
who have been voting against Senate
Resolution 9. I do not know whether it
will be possible to reconcile our differ-
ences, but if it is, if it can be done with-
out prejudice, then I would want to try,
and I say to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land just give us a chance. There are 58
Members in this body who have indi-
cated to me that they favor a three-fifths
rule, that they would vote for Senate Res-
olution 9—not only a constitutional ma-
jority, Mr, President, but a very sub-
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stantial one. And there are other
Senators, in addition, who indicate that
if we give this proposition some added
dimension, they are prepared to consider
supporting it.

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

Mr. CHURCH. So I say, “Let us not
bury the patient yet.” Give us another
week. I ask the majority leader whether
he would accommodate that request. I
would propose that we file another clo-
ture motion on Friday of this week, that
we give the Senate notice, that the lead-
ership send out telegrams, that all of us
who care raise our voices to the wander-
ing Senators and tell them to come back
to this Chamber, come back to their
desks and responsibilities, and face up
to a decisive—and what could well be the
final—vote on this issue.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. First of all, I want it
clearly understood that the Senator from
Rhode Island has never been a toxicolo-
gist.. I have never performed an autopsy
in my life, and I am not suggesting that
anything be sent to a morgue.

I voted to reduce it to three-fifths. I
stood on this floor time and time again
and told the Members of the Senate how
I felt about cloture and how far we
should go and how far we should nof
gO.

Now will somebody answer this for me:
If a compromise is going to be made,
how is that compromise going to be
made on the floor of the Senate? We still
have to go to committee to make the
compromise, and that is what I am talk-
ing about.

All I said is this: Unless we can get a
favorable ruling on the reservation that
has been suggested by the Senator from
New York, the only way we are going to
work a compromise is to get it done in
committee. I am not suggesting in any
way that it be sent to a morgue instead
of a hospital. I do not know about what
patient is dying. But I want the Senate
to know that PasTore is just as alive as
he has ever been in his life,

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

Mr. CHURCH. Let me simply say that
no one has raised any doubts about the
good health or vigor of the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island.
thr. PASTORE. And let no one ever do

at.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have order in the Cham-
ber and in the galleries?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TUNNEY). The Senate will be in order.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, I can-
not agree that sending this matter to
the committee would be helpful. I think
the record is against it. Five times it has
been sent to the committee in the past,
Four times it never came back to the
Senate floor. Even if it were to come back
to the Senate floor, we would have the
same problem we are facing now—an-
other filibuster. Such a course would not
advance us one whit.

As to the Senator's point that com-
promises can be worked out only in com-
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mittee, it should be clear to all Senators
that this simply is not so. Compromises
are worked out all the time by Senators
striving to find a way to accommodate
the will of the Senate so that we can pro-
ceed with our legislative duties.

I yield now to the distinguished ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho has sug-
gested a reasonable proposal—and a final
proposal as I understand it. A cloture
motion will be filed on Friday and a final
vote—I emphasize the word “final"—will
be held on Tuesday next.

May Isay that I have some grave ques-
tions in my mind about the proposal if
it provides that a majority of both par-
ties would replace the three-fifths prin-
ciple. It is entirely conceivable that a
simple or a constitutional majority would
become the standard and I am on record
against that. I could not vote for a prop-
osition of that kind. If, however, it pro-
vides that three-fifths would be needed
it would be consistent with my position.

I only raise a warning signal at this
time, so that the Senate will know where
the Senator from Montana stands.

Mr. CHURCH. Let me say, in response,
that I agree with the Senator from
Montana, No accommodation that rests,
in any way, upon the principle of major-
ity cloture would be acceptable to me. As
I understand it, we are merely going to
explore the possibility of retaining the
three-fifths rule, but consider the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Iowa that, in
addition to the three-fifths rule, a ma-
jority on both sides of the aisle be re-
quired.

But, in searching out the possibilities, I
would not step back. I will look for a
compromise that would move us a step
forward, but not one that would open the
door to majority cloture,

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. This is our final vote. I
think it is important that it offer what-
ever forward movement by compromise
can be offered. This is a time to consider
compromise approaches.

So far as I am concerned, I am inter-
ested in and could support the sugges-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Iowa as a compromise, either standing
alone or possibly with some other pro-
posals that might be worked out.

I would be glad to offer the good offices
of my office, which is just down the cor-
ridor, to the Senator from Iowa and the
Senator from Idaho, if they wish to try
to work it out. The office is unencum-
bered by any damage.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. One thing has not been
said, and that is that the case—because
the country and the world are in trou-
ble—{or rules change is very strong. I do
not believe that it is desirable to leave
the argument solely to those who are op-
posed, who are engaging in what is
euphemistically called extended debate,
which is their right. I would hope that
Senators such as myself and others who
feel strongly about this matter, in the
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present state of the world, would take the
next week to make our case to the people.
I think we need to do it in dignity and
self-respect to ourselves.

So, for myself, I shall hope fo occupy
the floor for a reasonable period of time
during 1 or more days, so that this case
may be made for the country.

That is what makes movement as
much as what may be very difficult com-
promises, as Senator MaNsSFIELD has
pointed out, though I will join Senator
CHURCH in giving the utmost considera-
tion to Senator MILLER’s ideas.

But I do hope that other Senators will
feel it in their hearts and consciences to
speak up now. This is the last opportunity
to make the case for this Congress. The
world is in trouble, and the country is
in trouble, and this can only get us in
even more trouble; and we ought to
make clear to the people what is at stake
and why they ought to be urging their
Senators to vote for cloture and to get
these rules changed.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I think it is
about time that the Senate begins to act
in a more righteous manner. We had
96 Senators today who went on record
as to how they stood on this proposition.
The vote was 48 for cloture against 36
opposed to cloture. That made 84 Sena-
tors actually present and voting. In ad-
dition, 12 Senators paired, making 96
Senators who today expressed their opin-
ion with respect to the proposed change
of the rule.

Only four absent Senators have not
expressed themselves here today. I hap-
pen to know that one of them is my
colleague from North Carolina, Senator
JorpaN, who, unfortunately, is detained
in a hospital. The other is the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MunpT), wWho,
unfortunately, is detained in a hospital.
Both of them would vote against cloture
and against the rule change if they were
able to be here. That makes 42 of the
100 Members of the Senate—with the
great persuasive power on the part of
my good friend from Idaho and my good
friend from Kansas—who are opposed to
the rule change.

We have had three votes on this mat-
ter. These votes have been widely ad-
vertised throughout the country, and not
one Senator has changed his vote on any
of the three rollcalls.

On this vote here today, the propo-
nents of the rule change lacked 22 votes
of having enough to get cloture. Where
do they expect to get 22 votes to get clo-
ture? I admire the optimism of my good
friend from Idaho but I do not respect
his mathematical judgment in this par-
ticular case,

Now I do not think there is any dif-
ference in practical effect between a 60-
percent cloture rule and a majority of 51
percent cloture rule.

Any aggressive President can change
51 men into 60 men. They can do that, as
some Presidents have tried in the past.
They can try to get some of their folks to
change their position on an issue, or
they can get others to take a journey to
the far corners of the earth. That has
been done.

Mr. President, Presidents can do this
by contracts in States. There is no diffi-
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culty changing 51 percent into 60 per-
cent. That is the reason I stand for the
rule as it is now written.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE
APOLLO 14 ASTRONAUTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
shortly, the distinguished minority leader
and I will ask unanimous consent that
the Senate go into recess for the purpose
of honoring the three astronauts, Messrs.
Shepard, Roosa, and Mitchell. It has
been agreed to by the joint leadership
and the Senate that the astronauts will
be escorted to their seats of honor in
front of the President pro tempore by
the Senators from their States.

All I want to say at this time is that
we are delighted that these men of vision,
daring, and boldness, have seen fit to
come to the Senate.

We are honored that they will be with
us and we look forward to greeting them
very shortly.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, perhaps
the astronauts will find something famil-
iar about the Senate and being in the
Capitol Building, because we have man-
aged to scatter a few loose rocks of our
own around here recently.

Today we honor three men who, like
Wilbur and Orville Wright, have pio-
neered a new era in scientific advance-
ment. Any advancement in science brings
out a certain element who fail to ap-
preciate the importance of progress by
our great Nation to maintain its proper
role in the society of international
advancement.

But, Mr. President, the honors we
bestow today must extend beyond these
three outstanding astronauts. Each of
the thousands of men and women as-
sociated with the space program are to be
commended. They have worked against
time to make America the Ileader.
And, Mr. President, let us not forget
those great Americans, the taxpaying
public, who have supported the space
program from its inception and who,
during the short span of 9 years, made
it possible to put three teams of astro-
nauts on the moon, thus taking the lead-
ership in the congquest of space.

To Alan Shepard, to Stuart Roosa, to
Edgar Mitchell, congratulations for a job
well done and welcome to the Senate.

We are pleased to have you back on
earth where undoubtedly you find better
and more distinguishable signs to reach
one's destination.

To Alan Shepard, I offer this thought:
When he leaves the space program, he
should have little difficulty in becoming
the first golf pro at the Lunar Country
Club, but first, may I suggest you review
your golf future and credentials with
the Senate’s golfer in residence, the Vice
President.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the distinguished minority
leader and myself, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Chair make an announce-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock)., The Chair, on behalf of the
leadership, appoints Senators CorTonN,
MCcINTYRE, DOMINICK, SCOTT, ANDERSON,
MonTOoYA, and CURTIS as a committee to
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escort the astronauts into the Senate
Chamber.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, might I
have the privilege of the floor for one of
my assistants during the reception of
the astronauts in the Chamber?

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

RECESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess, to greet our distinguished
visitors and that the Senate will be called
back into session at the discretion of the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). Without objection, it is so or-
dered, and the Senate will now stand in
recess subject to the call of the Chair.

Whereupon, at 2:05 p.m., the Senate
took a recess, subject to the call of the
Chair.

The three astronauts entered the
Chamber. Alan B. Shepard, Jr., was es-
corted by Senators CorroN and McIN-
TYRE; Edgar D. Mitchell was escorted by
Senators ANpErsoN and MonToYa; and
Stuart A. Roosa was escorted by Senators
Dominick and Scorr; and they took
seats in front of the President pro tem-
pore.

[Applause, Senators rising.1

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock) . Mr. Shepard, if you have some
remarks to make at this time, the floor
is yours.

Mr. SHEPARD. Yes, I do. I would like
to use my position and prerogative as
the commander of the lunar mission, im-
mediately to delegate my responsibilities
to my subordinates. We have been spend-
ing a little time this morning on a rather
detailed report on the successful mis-
sion of Apollo 14, the third lunar land-
ing mission. We will not attempt to do
that here this afternoon, but will make
just a few remarks about why we are
s0 pleased with the flight. I believe the
remarks would be in order at this time.

I would like to call upon my two col-
leagues to make a short presentation to
you. First let me introduce my fellow
pilot in the Ilunar module, Capt. Ed
Mitchell.

Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you, Alan.

Mr. President, distinguished gentle-
men: I thought that I would take my
allotted 2 or 3 minutes to give you a brief
demonstration of efficiency in Govern-
ment and cite you an example of
National Aeronautical and Space Ad-
ministration efficiency.

Captain Shepard and I spent 9%
hours, approximately, on the Ilunar
surface. During that time, we set up a
nuclear power station. We set up a telem-
etry station that was powered by the
nuclear power station. We connected to
that telemetry station six different scien-
tific experiments which are now working
quite well and are relaying data back %o
the United States.

We operated the setup and reported
the results of five additional experiments
that we handled manually. We took
about 267 photographs on the lunar sur-
face and two magazines of movie camera
film.

‘We drove four tubes into the lunar sur-
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face to sample the material needed; dug
a trench, again to sample the material
beneath the surface; and traversed 2
miles of the lunar surface to sample the
surface as we saw it.

We evaluated a new lunar vehicle on
the lunar surface in an attempt to heip
understand the use of wheel vehicles on
the moon.

We set up a television station, broad-
cast for 9 hours on television, during
which we were the principal actors, in-
cluding the first lunar Olympies which
had two holes of golf and one pro.

We think that was a fine record for 9'%
hours.

[Applause.]

Mr. SHEPARD. While Ed and I were
busy doing all those things—and I did
not realize we had done all of that—
while we were busy during these two
separate excursions of the lunar surface,
Astronaut Roosa was orbiting around
the moon by himself. He claims that he
was working by himself, but I do not
know about that. He did a fantastic job
of recording, primarily photographically,
a tremendous wealth of material which
has a great deal of scientific value as well
as being pleasing to the eye.

He did a tremendous job on the mis-
sion. I would like to ask him te say a few
words. Lt. Col. Stu Roosa.

Mr. ROOSA. I thank you, Al. It is cer-
tainly a thrill for me to be able to ad-
dress this distinguished body today. You
know, a CMP, of course, on the mission
spends about 2 days in lunar orbit by
himself.

But, as you come around the moon and
you see the jewel of the earth sitting
down in the void of blackness, it makes
you feel many emotions.

One of these is humility. And that is
what I feel now as I sit on this podium
and address this body, as I think back of
the distinguished personalities that have
passed through this Chamber,

It is a tremendous thrill to me as a
citizen of this country to sit here. I look
upon Apollo 14 as a terrific privilege and
opportunity to serve this country.

I also want to thank each one of you
for making the mission possible, and the
success of Apollo 14 belongs to each one
of you just as much as it does to me.

I take great pride in being part of this
mission. I take great pride in being a
crew member. I take great pride in being
part of the NASA organization. But, most
of all, I take great pride in being a citizen
of the United States.

I think the space program personifies
the spirit of our forefathers that carved
this great Nation out of a wilderness.
I think this spirit is vital for this country.

I feel humble to be part of it, and
I thank you very much, [Applause.]

Mr. SHEPARD. As the commander of
Apollo 14, I recognize that there was a
great deal published in the press during
the preflight stage about the frailties
and limitations of a 47-year-old fighter
pilot. I must say that I am happy to re-
port that at the end of this mission, none
of these limitations was cbvious.

Having been in the space program
since 1959, it gives me a great deal of
pleasure to be able to look around and
see familiar faces here on the floor, faces
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that have been with us for that length
of time.

I enjoy the company of these familiar
faces, of course. But more than that, I
have enjoyed seeing the faces that have
been with us during the problems we
have experienced. We have not always
had spectacular successes, There have
been some problems. As you look out here
and see the faces of you gentlemen who
have been with us during that tougher
period, it gives me a great deal of pleas-
ure. It is very nice to be back with you
again and to say that we talked this
morning about some rather obvious bene-
fits of the efforts of Apollo 14, and the
direct scientific benefits that will accrue
as a resuit of the mission.

I think that is certainly the objective of
all of us who have familiarity with the
way the space effort has gone and the
splendid progress it has made. But per-
haps even more important than that, it
gives me pleasure to be able to report to
you today that we have had a fotally
successful mission, not only from the
areas of scientific and technical endeav-
ors achieved, but also in the areas of
international prestige and the tremen-
dous posture of this country.

We appreciate coming by here today
and being able to share these thoughts
with you.

Ithank you.

[Applause.]

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the distinguished minority
leader and myself and all Senators, I
think it is about time that we give a
little recognition to those who supported
the men in this venture.

I would like at this time to introduce
Mrs. Shepard, Mrs. Mitchell, and Mrs.
Roosa and their children.

[Applause.]

I would like to invite them onto the
floor of the Senate so that the rest
of us can meet them along with their
husbands.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The wives
and their children will be escorted to the
Chamber.

Thereupon, the astronauts and their
families were greeted by Senators in the
well of the Senate Chamber.

The Senate reconvened at 2:43 o’clock
p.m., when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr, BROCK).

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of section 2
(a), Public Law 91-354, the Speaker had
appointed Mr. Epwarps of California and
Mr., Wiccins as members of the commis-
sion on the Bankruptcy Laws of the
United States, on the part of the House.

The message also informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 3(a), Public Law 91-129, the Speaker
had appointed Mr. HoririeLp and Mr.
HorToN, and Hon. Joseph W. Barr of
Maryland, from outside the Federal Gov-
ernment, as members of the Commission
on Government Procurement, on the
part of the House.

The message further informed the
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Senate that, pursuant to the provisions
of section T12(a) (2) of the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1950, as amended, the
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency had appointed Mr, Part-
MAN, Mr. BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN, Mr.
WipnALL, and Mr. BrRown as members of
the Joint Committee on Defense Produc-
tion, on the part of the House.

The message also informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 7(a) (1) (B), Public Law 91-377, the
Speaker had appointed Mr. George E.
Leighty of Maryland, from private life,
as a public member of the Commission
on Railroad Retirement, on the part of
the House.

The message further informed the
Senate that, pursuant to the provisions
of section 301, Public Law 89-81, the
Speaker had appointed Mr. Jacoss, Mr.
Mazzorr, Mr. ConTE, and Mr. McCLURE
as members of the Joint Commission on
the Coinage, on the part of the House.

The message announced that the
House had passed the following bills in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R.460. An act to amend section 620 of
title 38, United States Code, to extend the
length of time communtty nursing home care

may be provided at the expense of the United
States;

HR. 481. An act to provide for the adjust-
ment by the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs, of the legislative jurisdiction over lands
belonging to the United States which are
under his supervision and control; and

HR.943. An act to provide mortgage pro-
tection life insurance for service-connected
disabled veterans who have received grants
for specially adapted housing.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs:

HR. 460. An act to amend section 620 of
title 38, United States Code, to extend the
length of time community nursing home
care may be provided at the expense of the
United States;

H.R. 481. An act to provide for the adjust-
ment by the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs, of the legislative jurisdiction over
lands belonging to the United States which
are under his supervision and control; and

H.R. 943. An act to provide mortgage pro-
tection life insurance for service-connected
disabled veterans who have recelved grants
for specially adapted housing.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On be-
half of the Vice President, the Chair ap-
points Senators Perr and Case to the
United Nations Committee for Peaceful
Uses of the Seabed.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING
RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, under
the Legislative Reorganization Act,
under which standing committees of the
Senate are required to place in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp as of March 1, 1971,
the rules that have been adopted by
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those committees, because of the lateness
in the organization of the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
and because of the pressing business of
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs have until March 15,
1971, to include its rules in the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

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

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr.
President, I rose when the Senator from
Alabama (Mr, SparkMAN) asked unani-
mous consent to defer the filing of the
rules for the Banking, Housing and Ur-
ban Affairs Committee, because I wished
to reserve the right to object. It is not
madterial, and I shall not press it. But I
do wish to call the attention of the Sen-
ate to the fact that this is a very desir-
able provision, and if committees loosely,
in a sense, can just get up and get unani-
mous consent to put it over, it can easily
mean nothing.

Therefore, while I realize that this
committee has a special problem, and I
have no objection to an extension for
them, I serve notice that I shall object to
any effort to extend that particular pro-
vision hereafter except for cause, and I
shall, as any Senator is entitled to, ask
for the cause. There may be good reason,
in that the committee cannot get to-
gether, or something like that. But I do
feel, in all honesty, since I was the au-
thor of this particular provision, that it
can be made meaningless by successive
unanimous consent extensions; so I shall

object unless extension is sought for
Pproper cause.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the motion to proceed to the
consideration of the resolution (S. Res.
9) amending rule XXII of the Standing
Rules of the Senate with respect to the
limitation of debate.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the experi-
ence we have had here today indicates
to us how much things change, and how
rapidly change can be brought about. It
is well, however, in the midst of change,
that some things should remain con-
stant.

In the future, I suppose the day will
come when we will be sending men to
distant planets far beyond the moon.
Some of those journeys may very well
take years. I suppose, if I am around, I
shall be praying for their safe return,
just as I did for the other astronauts on
previous trips.

I think we should all pray that this
may still be the land of the free when
they ‘have returned, because that is
basically why we have been debating here
in the Senate for the past several weeks—
the right of free speech, the right of free
dissent, the right of a minority to make
itself heard and to state its case.

We have already had enough votes to
have made it clear that this Senate is
not going to shut off debate under the
rules of the Senate. The only way to
achieve' that result is by rape of the
Senate and by rape of its rules. That
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kind of thing can be done whenever the
Senate of the United States feels that
the situation is so dire as to result in an
emergency that would require us to sef
aside all rights which Americans possess,
and engage in usurpation such as we
have seen the Supreme Court of the
United States engage in repeatedly, and
such as we have, on occasion, seen the
Executive engage in.

The Senate can do that whenever it
wants to do it. But I would submit this
question: What need is there, or what
problem exists or, what is today so es-
sential about prompt action in this body,
that we must dispense with, compromise,
or dispose of the right of free men to
stand here and fight for that in which
they believe?

Mr. President, in years gone by we
have heard it said that free speech could
not be so important that it should jeop-
ardize the passage of a civil rights bill.
Well, the civil rights issues have come
and gone. Everything that someone could
suggest in the name of civil rights has
been enacted. So far as I am able to de-
termine, there is nothing that can muster
a majority vote that would be entitled
“eivil rights” which anyone is now pro-
posing. No one now contends that free
speech must be discarded in order to
protect someone’s civil rights, or in order
to meaningfully guarantee the civil
rights of some citizen. That is behind us.

Quite to the contrary, so many bills
have been passed in the name of “eivil
rights” that it may well lead, some day,
to an effort to repeal some of those
measures. Those who have favored the
civil rights laws may very well themselves
want to claim this right of free speech
which impeded some of those civil rights
bills in years gone by, to protect the
rights they now enjoy. It may well be
that the shoe will be on the other foot.
That would not be at all unusual, in the
way this Government tends to work. The
weapons now available for one minority
may well be used by another completely
new minority which happens on the
scene. It works both ways, and it may
well be that the freedom of debate which
exists here in the Senate might some day
be the greatest bulwark of civil rights
that exists.

But the free speech we have here has
protected us against a lot of unwise deci-
sions, and it will do so again if we but
have the good judgment to preserve and
retain it. What were the measures, in the
previous Congress, that failed to come to
a vote? If I recall correctly, there was a
proposed constitutional amendment. It
had to do with equal rights for women,
and it presented a number of problems.
Eventually, these measures were voted
upon.

Then we had another proposal that
had to do with the direct election of a
President. As has been discussed in the
Senate by the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Curris), even the proponents of
that measure, at the time it was passed
by the House, could not foresee all the
problems that the measure would raise.
We did not vote on it. But if a two-
thirds majority had wanted to vote on
it, they could have brought that debate
to a close, and it would thus have taken
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a two-thirds majority to pass the meas-
ure.

Mr. President, we saw in the last Con=-
gress the first version of a guaranteed
annual income for not working, proposed
by the President and passed with only
token resistance by the House of Repre-
sentatives. After the bill passed, defects
were uncovered, shortcomings of the
measure were brought to the attention
of Senators, and we found that a great
number of problems were involved that
had never been pointed out before. We
found that it could lead to a kind of
welfare state that no one really wanted—
and I am not opposed to something just
because it has the word “welfare” in it.

This was a proposal which could
well have resulted in more than doubling
the welfare rolls immediately. In the
long run, with benefit increases, it could
have resulted in 50 percent of the entire
country drawing welfare payments. It
would have set precedents which would
have plagued this Nation for all time to
come,

This measure had been labeled “‘wel-
fare reform.” Yet, when we analyzed it,
we found that in fact there was prac-
tically no reform in it. We were told that
although 14 million welfare recipients
were going to be added to the welfare
rolls, there would be a strong work
requirement. Then we discovered that
there was no intention of putting any
substantial number of these people to
work, that the proponents of the plan,
themselves, had estimated that only
225,000—less than 1 percent of all the
new welfare recipients—would even re-
ceive work training,

So it was not really a ““workfare"” pro-
posal at all. It was just a guaranteed
income for not working. Having said that
welfare recipients should register for
“suitable” work, the bill, by its own
terms, then proceeded to define ‘suit-
able” in a way that would offer any
recipient who wanted to avoid a job a
multitude of excuses for not going to
work. It would seem to me that “reform”
would convey the idea that present
abuses and defects should be corrected.
Yet we saw that, far from welfare reform,
every mischief of the existing welfare
system would have remained in effect
under the bill and that new mischief
would be heaped on top of that.

All the dangers of this measure have
not yet been fully brought out. We
are still discovering new shortcom-
ings that had not been disclosed. Yet
those who would change the rules of the
Senate would deny those who have found
defects in these kinds of proposals, those
who bring out the shortcomings, the op-
portunity to hold the floor of the Sen-
ate and to freely explain and expose the
defects, and to insist on fighting such a
measure until they were confident that
the Senate had been adequately advised
of the dangers inherent in the proposal.

Mr. President, it is not just adequate
to guarantee that a Senator have the
right to make a speech. It is not a new
experience to this Senator to speak to an
empty Chamber. If one is right about
something and Senators are not present
to hear one make the speech, he has to
hope that they will read it in the REcorb.
If they do not read it in the Recorbp,
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and one is determined to prevail, then
he has to make his speech more than one
time,

Senator Burton Wheeler used to say,
that to be sure the Senate knew what you
were proposing, you had to make the
speech at least twice. After 23 years of
service in this body, I am constrained to
believe that one has to make his point
much more than twice to be sure Sen-
ators are aware of the dangers one is
pointing out. The speech has to be made
enough times so that people hear it, talk
about it, think about it, and become
aware of the fact that what is being pro-
posed in the nature of a reform is not a
reform at all but is a danger to the Re-
public; and when in due course they
learn the facts, learn what is right, learn
both sides of a problem, they will take
an entirely different point of view about
it.

As I have said, I doubt that even to
this day the President of the United
States, himself, even begins to realize all
the shortcomings and defects of the so-
called family assistance plan. Some of us
will have the duty of trying to enlighten
those who are trying to pass the meas-
ure, to show them what is involved, and
to offer amendments to improve upon it.
But that we cannot do if we are to be
rushed in such a fashion that the Senate
insists on voting, whether or not it knows
what it is doing.

I have seen what happens when the
Senate votes cloture. When it does so,
the Senate is in a completely unreason-
ing mood. I have seen situations on the
floor of the Senate in which the ma-
jority had the bit in its teeth, so to speak,
and was not disposed to accept any
amendments, was determined that it
would not accept any amendments, and
proceeded to beat down amendments
even though they obviously were con-
structive. I have seen situations in which
we have been under a unanimous con-
sent agreement to vote, or situations in
which the Senate first voted cloture,
when the Senate was not even willing
to correct a grammatical error. No—just
a majority determined to do something,
no matter what violence it did to our
institutions, and having made up its
mind that it was going to do it, pro-
ceeded to insist on the right to shut off
debate and to vote these measures
through, although some tried to point
out that such action was not wise.

Those kinds of things should not be
done, Mr. President. There is no emer-
gency anywhere to suggest that that
should be the case. Yes, I admit that free
debate, like free speech, like the freedom
of the press, can be a very vexatious
thing. It angers one to read something
with which he does not agree. It irritates
one to be compelled to hear an argument
with which he is familiar and with which
he does not agree. It is tiresome; it is
bothersome; it is irritating. But of such
things freedom is made. I do not agree
with many things I hear and read, but I
would be the first to say that the right
of the other person to speak is a neces-
sary counterpart of my right to be heard
and to explain why I think those people
are wrong or why I think I am right
in the position I take.
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Mr. President, one of the articles in the
Bill of Rights relates to the protection of
the individual in the freedom of religion.
No matter how humble he may be, the
Bill of Rights guarantees to every indi-
vidual the right to freedom of religion.
That right cannot be taken away by all
the minions of groups in the United
States. A majority vote cannot take away
from him his right to religious freedom.
A two-thirds vote cannot deprive him of
that sacred privilege. It is guaranteed by
the Constitution of the United States.
He does not require anyone to sponsor
him. He stands on his own feet, in his
own right, and says, “The Constitution
is my authority. I am entitled to free-
dom of religion; and if I do not get it I
shall go to a Federal court where that
right will be asserted, and I will be
protected.”

I cite these things to show that it is
the genius of the Constitution of the
United States to have prohibitions and
limitations, and to have al! these funda-
mental rights guaranteed by the Gov-
ernment of the United States.

Another clause in the Bill of Rights
relates to the right of every citizen to
bear arms. That is a right which cannot
be taken away by any majority. It can-
not be taken away by a two-thirds vote
of the Senate. It cannot be taken away
by a unanimous vote in the Hcuse of
Representatives. The rights of an indi-
vidual citizen of this Republic cannot be
taken away from him in any such man-
ner. He can wrap the Constitution about
him and say, “This is my protection; this
is my defense.”

No soldier can be billeted in the house
of any citizen of the United States ex-
cept in time of war, and then only upon
the payment of adequate compensation.

These are fundamental rights. I cite
them to show that there are some things
which ecannot be controlled by majorities,
which cannot be wiped out by a two-
thirds vote, which cannot be negated by
a group meeting in some caucus room or
by a policy committee in the chambers
of the Government of the United States.

The Bill of Rights protects citizens
against unreasonable searches or sei-
zures. I shall not elaborate upon that
question because Senators know what
that means. It means that all the king's
armies cannot put upon a citizen an un-
reasonable search of his private posses-
sions. It is done sometimes, but when it
occurs it is in violation of law, and in
defiance of the law.

Another right guaranteed by the Bill
of Rights is the right of freedom of ex-
pression. How are we to have freedom of
expression if we limit the representa-
tives of the people and tell them how
little they can say and how seldom they
can say it in this Chamber? There should
be more freedom of debate in the Senate
than in any other agency of the United
States. When we speak we are not speak-
ing for ourselves, We are speaking for
the people in the States whom we repre-
sent. When my colleague speaks in this
Chamber, it is the voice of my State. It
is the voice of Louisiana when the Sen-
ator from Louisiana speaks in this Cham-
ber. That right ought not to be limited.
Should we limit an entire State which
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wants to speak upon some public ques-
tion through its representative and ad-
vise other Senators what the position of
that State may be? Shall we say, “No;
you cannot do it, We have heard a great
deal of talk, and we are not going to hear
any more. We have already heard the
boss’ voice, that this bill must pass, and
that is the only voice we are going to
listen to.”

No, Mr. President; if we are to preserve
the freedom of a citizen's opinion, we
should also guarantee the freedom of
expression of his opinion. An opinion
locked within the privacy of a man’s
bosom does not do his fellow citizens any
good. But if he has convictions and views,
and speaks them through his representa-
tives, they will impress the world, and
leave their influence upon the action
which may be taken.

The Bill of Rights reguires a unani-
mous verdict of the jury in a Federal
court. A man cannot be sent to jail by a
majority vote. He cannot be sent to the
penitentiary by a two-thirds vote. There
must be a unanimous vote. The accused
has the right to be heard in his trial. He
has the right to be represented by coun-
sel. He has the right to face his accusers
and deny the charges brought against
him. Yet I suppose there are those who
would say, “That takes up too much
time. There is nothing involved but a
man's life. We cannot put up with this
tomfoolery. We are going to bring in a
cloture rule limiting the accused to one
witness and limiting his lawyer to 30
minutes. We want to get some action and
dispose of these cases.”

No, Mr. President. That is not the
genius of our country. That is not the
genius of our courts. That is not the
genius of our people, and ought not to
be the genius of any group in our Re-
public.

The Constitution requires that the ac-
cused be confrcnted by his accusers. I
am amazed that someone has not sug-
gested a rule limiting the accused to two
witnesses, and limiting their testimony
to 30 minutes. I am surprised that some-
one has not said, “We are going to cut
him off. We are going to have action, We
are not going to let the minority of a jury
keep us from executing the law. We were
elected last fall, and we have some
pledges to keep, and we must put them
into effect. We must find some shorteut
to fulfill our pledges.

Mr. President, the Senate of the United
States is a great institution which has
served this Nation well while operating
under essentially the existing rules for
over 170 years. Through crisis and war,
through peace and good times, the Sen-
ate has never failed the American people.
To be sure, things have not always run
smoothly in this body and often many
of us have felt the irritation of lengthy
debate by one or a few of our colleagues.

However, Mr. President, I have looked
back over my 22 years in the Senate and
even beyond that to find a single oceasion
when material damage has been done to
the interest of the Nation or to the people
through the operation of the rules as-
suring free and full discussion to every
Member of this body. I have found no
such occasion, Mr. President. To the
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contrary, the present rule has prevented
much more harm than it has worked.

It was under existing rules that the
Senate acaquired the proud title of the
world's greatest deliberative body. The
rules by which we have so long conducted
our business have, over time, marked the
Senate of the United States as the last
citadel of free and full discussion.

It is here in the Senate that the rights
of the minority can be fully heard and
fully protected. To my knowledge, only
in the Senate of the United States among
the parliamentary bodies of the earth,
may Members speak fully and freely to
bring to the attention of the people they
represent, vice in measures which are not
readily apparent and which the major-
ity are prone to gloss over.

I consider it a great honor to be a
Member of the Senate and I feel strongly
the great responsibility that member-
ship imposes on each of us. We have a
glorious heritage to carry forward and
none of us may escape the full aware-
ness of the responsibilities and many
burdens that are being thrust upon us.
The problems this country faces have
caused the duties of the U.S. Sen-
ator to be greatly increased over the
past few years. This Nation is growing
and changing rapidly from within and
the place it has taken in leadership
among the nations of the world, has
brought to the fore many vital and
complex problems which cry out for
solutions.

While I, in no way, wish to infer that
Senators in a prior time of our history
had little to do, certainly all of us must
agree that during the last half of this
century there has been a tremendous
increase in the work and responsibility
of the Senate and its Members. Most of
this has been of our own creation, as we
continually expanded the powers of the
Federal Government.

With Congress now in session most of
the year, as compared fto the shorter
sessions in past years, it requires no
elaboration to point out that the duties
of a U.S. Senator and of the entire mer:-
bership as a whole, has been vastly
increased.

Regzardless of these pressures, it would
be tragic beyond description if this body
were ever stampeded into adopting rules
of procedure which would deny to any
Senator a full opportunity to be heard on
any matter brought before the Senate.

I do not intend to be a party to any
such effort.

In no legislative body in the world is
the right to fully deliberate more care-
fully protected and guarded than in the
Senate of the United States. We must
keep in mind that the minority has
rights that are just as inviolable as *hose
of the majority.

The full truth and meaning of that
statement goes to the very form and sub-
stance of our republican system of gov-
ernment, A look at our history will bring
to light many instances to support that
statement. Great reforms or great steps
forward for our people often began
through the advocacy of small minori-
ties, minorities that gradually through
the years swell into majorities. In time,
ideas for advancement that were almost
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universally frowned upon in years past
come to be taken for granted as right
and proper. Anyone who has been a
Member of this body should be able to
cite notable instances in which waves
of enthusiasm for legislation or action
by the Senate have given way to equally
persistent waves of enthusiasm for their
rejection after the proposal had been
thoroughly debated, thoroughly discuss-
ed, and eventually understood by the
people. For this reason, clearly, we
should take no action for revision of the
ruies that would in any way foreclose
constructive and necessary debate and
thorough exploration of controversial is-
sues that come before us.

I hope I never see the day when the
Senate imposes upon itself rules to per-
mit erushing of the rights of minorities
to be heard and to be given no opportu-
nity to persuade others to conversion of
their views.

Some years ago this body lived through
a striking example of how the freedom
of debate and freedom of deliberation in
the Senate serve as a bulwark against
revolutionary changes in our Govern-
ment.

I refer to the so-called Supreme Court
packing proposal presented to this body
in 1937.

While I was not a Member of the body
at this time, that great moment in our
history remains fresh in my mind.

It is easily conceivable that similar
proposals, disastrous to our republican
way of life, may be made in the future.
Some of them are at our doorstep today
but I remind Senators that the most un-
fortunate Supreme Court packing pro-
posal never reached the stage in the Sen-
ate where resort to cloture was invoked.

The historic processes of the Senate
committee hearings and full publicity
worked so well that that threat to our
form of government was averted by utter
rout of the forces that had advocated the
proposal.

Yet, Mr. President, the committee pro-
cedure which is so much a part of our
process of legislating and guaranteeing
the wisdom of the legislation has been
bypassed. Every Senator, when he is con-
vinced he is right about a measure, is in-
clined to feel that a committee should be
bypassed. We have seen the procedure
used of taking a measure proposed by
the House, putting it at the desk, and in
due course calling it up from the calen-
dar,

We see a proposal now that the Senate
rules should be changed without per-
mitting the committee to consider it.

I am one of those who once served on
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration. It is my experience that that
committee does a very good job. It works
diligently and consciously. It contains
good men. Those men should be accorded
an opportunity to consider any proposed
change of our procedure in the Senate.

Yet we see here an effort not only to
do violence to the right of free debate in
the Senate, but also to bypass the appro-
priate committee and to deny the meas-
ure thorough study, the right of hearings
within the committee, the right of com-
promise which the committee tends to
develop, all in the effort of some to shut
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off debate. And for what? Where is their
bill? Where is their justification for re-
stricting and eliminating the right of
free debate in order to legislate more ef-
fectively?

As was pointed out by the very able
Senator from Arkansas in his speech the
other day, it is not our job to legislate
rapidly. Our job is to deliberate, to study,
to analyze the facts, and to consider the
alternatives in an effort to be sure that
we are right when we make a change in
the laws of our country.

If it is efficiency which is desired, I
point out that there is no greater waste
of tim= than that which has taken place
in the Senate for the last month. This
as been time and again with every new
Congress.

We have rules that say that it requires
a (wo-thirds majority to shut off debate
and force a measure to a vote. Those who
oppose the change in the two-thirds rule
do not desire to have debate shut off.

The sponsors of the measure have de-
nied us the right to committee hearings.
They seek to shut off debate and not
consider the arguments of all Senators
even though they mus* know that they
cannot bring the measure to a vote and
force this measure through. They knew
it on earlier occasions. They know it now.
But notwithstanding that, they insist on
a number of cloture votes. How many
votes have they changed? So far as I
know, they have changed none, But sup-
pose they do change some. They would
still be far from having their two-thirds
majority required to force the Senate to
restrict the right of free debate.

This is all for no good purpose. They
have no bill in mind.

They have yet to point out what meas-
ure they propose to enact under a gag
rule which could not be enacted under
free debate in the Senate. Where is it?
What is that measure?

There have also been efforts to bypass
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration and to do violence to Senate
tradition and Senate procedure.

They have wasted enough time with
this proposal and with this bum’s rush
approach to constitute an entire sessicn
of Congress, notwithstanding which, I
suppose at the beginning of the next
Congress and at the beginning of the
next Congress after that, we will see the
same bum's rush approach attempted in
an effort to try to deny Senators the
right of free speech.

This is at a time when they cannot
suggest any bill, any single bill that must
be the subject of shutting off debate.
As I say, I can understand how one or
two Senators who are zoncerned about
a proposed constitutional amendment
which did not become law would like to
bring their amendment to a vote. But
if they had the two-thirds majority need-
ed to pass this constitutional amend-
ment, I point out that it requires noth-
ing more than two-thirds of the Sena-
tors. If those two-thirds of the Senators
who would vote for the constitutional
amendment were to vote to limit debate,
it would be self-evident that if they had
a two-thirds majority they could obtain
the requirement to shut off debate. That
would be the end of it.
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The other measure that could well be
the subject of extended debate is the
Family Assistance Plan, which I referred
to briefly earlier. No one in the Senate
would contend that that measure had
been adequately debated.

From my point of view, I have no in-
tention of conducting a filibuster on that
measure. I have no knowledge of anyone
else who does. But I will say that if the
plan which is presented to the Senate is
as unsound and has as many defects in
it as the amendment offered to the Sen-
ate the last time, if it is fraught with
hazard and peril to the country as the
measure that was considered by the pre-
vious Congress, I would feel compelled
to oppose it and to debate that matter
at considerable length.

I will say that I have no intention of
conducting a filibuster against the meas-
ure. If the Senate by and large voted
to pass some measure that I believed
totally unsound in the welfare area, I
would be content that the Senate voted
to pass it, but only if this Senafor and
others who found grave shortcomings in
that measure had the opportunity to dis-
cuss it, only after we had had the op-
portunity to offer amendments and have
a vote on our amendments, and only af-
ter we had had an opportunity to expose
the shortcomings we found in such a
proposal.

Mr. President, just to point out one of
the defects that were so much a part of
the President’'s Family Assistance Plan
proposed in the last Congress, it was said
that under the existing law a father
was encouraged to leave his family so
that the family could go on welfare. Mr.
President, that same defect would exist
if the Family Assistance Plan were law.

The only difference would be that we
would be paying a lot more money to the
family on welfare when the father de-
parted than we are paying under the
existing law. If the family assistance plan
became law, a father making about $3,000
in income would be eligible for a small
family assistance payment. But if that
father simply left the family, and under
departmental regulations he would not
have to go very far and perhaps he could
stay with them and just pretend his in-
come is not available to them, they could
draw a much larger benefit in most States
by simply working out an arrangement
whereby it is made to appear that the
father was not present and not support-
ing his family.

Now, one of the worst things about the
existing welfare law, and the same thing
would be true under the family assistance
plan, is that there is an incentive to de-
stroy the institution of marriage. I will
explain how that works. It is an incen-
tive for people who have children not to
get married. If a man marries a woman
who has children by him, welfare law
assumes he will support the wife and
children with his income, and they are
not eligible for welfare. But if he declines
to marry that person, both under the
family assistance plan and under the
existing welfare program, the mother
and children immediately become eligible
for welfare if they have no income of
their own. So a man can have all of his
income without having to share any of
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it with the mother of his children, and
she can obtain the full benefits of wel-
fare or full benefits of the family assist-
ance plan, whatever it may be. The only
difference is that one pays more than the
other. In addition, they have food stamps,
medicaid, direct subsidies, and all those
things available to the mother of his
children provided the man does not
marry her.

As a matter of fact, the man can
spend the night in the same bed-
room and in the same bed with that
woman and as long as she contends he
is not making any of his income avail-
able to her or the children, that mother
and children can enjoy full welfare ben-
efits. It would be only a small increase
in the welfare payments to add the
father to the welfare rolls. But if the
father went on the rolls the benefits
could be reduced by about 80 cents for
every dollar he earns—if indeed the
family is eligible for benefits at all.

Under those circumstances, over a pe-
riod of time in a free capitalistic econ-
omy, it can be assumed that people will
be inclined to do what is to their advan-
tage in terms of dollars and cents. The
economics of welfare indicate that peo-
ple should not get married, and that
is what is happening.

Unfortunately, it is true. The latest
figures indicate that in white families
roughly 11 percent of the children live
with one parent, and the figure is about
39 percent in Negro families.

This is likely to become accepted
morals over a period of time when it is
to the cash advantage of a person not
to get married becausz that person
would lose $4,000 a year in income which
otherwise would be available. If they do
get married, the man will have to sup-
port a wife and children and if the man
does not get married, the wife and chil-
dren, will be supported by the taxpayers.

The family assistance plan is not the
end of these guaranteed income sugges-
tions. The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Harris) has very logically suggested
that if this proposal is to go into effect,
we should not stop at $1,600 plus food
stamps plus medicaid, but that the fam-
ily should be guaranteed enougzh money
to be lifted out of poverty; that if it
has to be done, how can there be justifi-
cation in providing income for people
and still have them living in poverty?
He suggests that the guaranteed income
figure should not be $1,600 plus food
stamps, but that it should be at least
$3,700 for a family of four. It makes a
lot more sense than the arbitrary $1,600
plus food stamps proposed by the Pres-
ident.

How much would this proposal cost?
We are told that when in full operation,
that proposal would cost us about $30
billion a year, and that under that pro-
gram, welfare benefits would be paid to 59
million people.

Mr. President, that would not be the
end of it. That is a very scant, meager
proposal, and it will make people look
like pikers when they hear what the Na-
tional Welfare Rights Organization
wants.

Former Senator MeCarthy of Minne-
sota thought enough of their plan to
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sponsor it and I am sure it will have
other sponsors when it comes up next
time. They say that every family of four
should be guaranteed at least $5,500. If
they do not get $5,500 they say the peo-
ple should fight about it and conduct
riots. We had some experience with that
over in the Committee on Finance where
they conducted a sit-in strike. Only last
year we were trying to do committee
business and their members were charg-
ing up and down the halls saying, “$5,500
or fight; kill, kill, kill.” They did not do
anything about it, such as occurred yes-
terday, but as far as we know that is a
forerunner of things to come: “$5,500 or
fight.”

There would be 59 million people
drawing welfare. Who would be prepared
to go before them and say that those 59
million people are not entitled to $5,500?
Cannot Senators hear what would be
said? “Who can live on $3,700? A man
and his wife need at least $5,500 to hold
hide and hair together.” Cannot Sena-
tors hear people standing there and
screaming for it? If Senators cannot
hear it I suggest they come to the Capi-
tol this year and they will hear it. One
can hear them a block away when they
shout “$5,500 or fight."

What would that proposal cost? There
would be approximately 98 million peo-
ple on welfare. That would not be the
end of it, once they got the $5,500. Any-
one who wanted to be elected to office
would be guaranteed the vote of 55 per-
cent of all the people by saying, “Let us
raise the $5,500 to $7,500.”

He would be assured of victory, because
that is half of the population right there,
on one issue, once they have proceeded to
help them organize that big bloc.

It is fine to pay benefits of $5,500 for
every family as a guaranteed income. But
who is going to pay for it? Nobody ex-
pects any of the 98 million who are
drawing $5,500 to pay for any of this.
Obviously, it has to be paid for by the
other 98 million who are not drawing
down $5,500. So when we try to figure
how to raise the money which would in-
crease the Federal revenue about 30 per-
cent for that one item alone through the
relatively small number of people who
would be left to pay all the taxes, it would
mean that we would have to levy taxes
that would leave some person something,
according to his needs, after taxes.

So there would be fwo welfare pro-
grams. One would be what would be left
to a workingman after taxes, and the
other would be what would be given a
family that does not work on the basis of
the guaranteed income. So the guaran-
teed income for not working would, over
a period of time, be almost as much as
the income left, after taxes, for a person
who was working, no matter how much
he made.

But that would not be the end of
spending. Whether we like it or not, we
are going to have to do something about
child care. I myself sponsored a measure
to set up a separate corporation, provide
it with initial working capital of $500
million to arrange to make available good
child care.

How much should we be spending on
this? About $500 million would be a very
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substantial step in the right direction to
provide good child care, so that mothers
could seek honorable, gainful employ-
ment. But we were confronted with other
proposals by those who say, “That is so
small, we should not even make a st.art.”,

Senators may recall how, last year,
the child care provisions of the Finance
Committee bill were defeated on a sepa-
rate vote, with the opponents being spon-
sors of child care measures which would
have cost from $2 billion to $6 billion.
Large as those figures were, they were
small compared with other proposals of
what should be spent by the Federal
Government for child care.

There was a White House conference
to discuss this subject. It was estimated
that it would cost at least $2,000 per
child to provide meaningful child care
with educational benefits for the chil-
dren. Projecting that figure and multi-
plying it by the number of children it was
felt should have such care, it was esti-
mated that we should spend about $10
billion a year for that purpose.

Estimates of welfare costs in the past
have tended to be too low. Welfare legis-
lation has cost more than the estimates.

The distinguished Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. Byrp), who is in the
Chamber, is well aware of why such pro-
grams tend to cost much more, It is be-
cause no one, so far, has mustered the
courage to keep off the welfare rolls peo-
ple who do not belong on them. I know
that the Senator from West Virginia has
tried to do something to correct that
condition. I am sure that he has had bad
days following the mornings when he
read in the newspapers articles vilifying
and chastising him for being the enemy
of the poor, merely because he had the
courage to contend that persons who
were not eligible for the programs should
not be in them, and that much more
could be done for people who really need
help if we declined to put on the rolls
the people who do not need the help.
The Senator from West Virginia investi-
gated and found that 59 percent of the
people on the AFDC rolls in the District
of Columbia did not belong on them at
all, and that many others, who were
eligible, were being overpaid.

Despite this background, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
proceeded to put into effect a require-
ment that all welfare applicants should
be put on the rolls on the basis of their
own cerfification. Can Senators imagine
that? Well over 50 percent were not eli-
gible or were drawing too much. Never-
theless, the Department of HEW sought
to require States to put people on welfare
on the basis of their own certification.

The Supreme Court came in behind
that regulation and undertook to sug-
gest that welfare is a constitutional right
and said that no one who was on the
rolls, even by fraud, can be taken off
the rolls without a hearing.

The Department came along behind
the Supreme Court and said that not
only were the applicants entitled to a
hearing, but also to an appeal and to
counsel, and that the Government must
not only advise the applicant of his right
to appeal but also pay for the costs of
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the appeal, if the applicant desires to
appeal.

Suppose a person goes on the rolls to-
tally by fraud and it takes 6 months after
the Supreme Court's decision to discover
the fraud. After showing that the per-
son is on the rolls by fraud, how much
can the Government get back? He might
have had plenty of income on the side,
all the time. How much money can the
Government get back? There is no men-
tion in the HEW regulations about the
Government getting back one penny of
what is paid by fraud.

Just the other day, in Louisiana, some-
one applied to go on welfare, and the per-
son who had put the applicant on the
rolls previously saw the woman leaving.
She inquired of the person who handled
the case why the woman had not been
satisfied with the generous treatment she
had received. It was found that the
woman was using a different name than
she had used the first time. This hap-
pened right in my hometown. A search
warrant was issued, and it was found
that the woman was on the welfare rolls
four times, under four different names,
and with four different social security
cards, and would have been on a fifth
time, except that by chance she met a
welfare worker who knew her and who
worked in the same office. The woman'’s
neighbor was on the rolls twice and was
planning to get on a third time. She
might have succeeded if the welfare peo-
ple had not met the first woman, So two
women were receiving welfare benefits
eight times.

I read an article suggesting that a
woman is mot going to have a child
merely for the purpose of going on wel-
fare and getting, maybe, $30, $40, or $50
a month extra; or that if she has two
children, she is not going to have another
child to get even a lesser amount. I
would be the first to say that in all prob-
ability that is not why any welfare
mother has a child. But we should keep
in mind that a child is not necessarily on
the rolls only one time.

There is no method presently available
to the Federal Government, other than
just catching these people by accident, to
know whether a person is on the welfare
rolls one time or 10 times.

Some State has suggested that we
should start taking pictures of the wel-
fare beneficiaries, so that if a person is
on the rolls five or six times, the pic-
tures could be compared—a totally im-
practical suggestion. No one has yet de-
vised a system whereby you can comput-
erize pictures and compare pictures one
to the other. If a person is on the wel-
fare rolls five different times, even if it
is in the same office, one would not know
but what the person depicted might be
the recipient’s cousin or sister. Everyone
has a look-alike. Everyone has a twin
somewhere. And since the Supreme
Court has declared residency require-
ments to violate the Constitution if im-
posed by a State government, there is no
area anywhere for anyone to deny a per-
son the right to go on the welfare rolls
in 50 different States as fast as he can
show up in those 50 States, and there is
no arrangement anywhere to check up
and see whether a person is or is not
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present at the place where he is drawing
his check.

The procedures that have been im-
posed, with the cooperation of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare and with the intervention of
these poverty lawyers, has been that if
we want to go to a place and see if the
person actually lives there, we have to
notify her to be there and show up at
that particular time. She could be six
States away, and get a ticket and come
back and be there with her children—or
the neighbor’s children—back there at
that particular address, when you show
up to see if that is her residence.

The only way you could positively
identify people would be by fingerprints.
But when you suggest that you can only
go on welfare once, you cannot be on
five times in one State or 50 times in 50
States, just watch the howl that goes up.
They will all be out here screaming that
it is eriminal to ask for fingerprints of
a person to insure that he is only draw-
ing welfare benefits once, instead of 50
times.

I am sure we shall have to face that
problem. I wish we could avoid it, be-
cause I would like to hope we could
bypass that argument. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, that is just one more of the many
facets of the welfare mess, which are
mostly created right here in Washing-
ton. That is a battle we have to fight.

I say, Mr. President, that if we are
to do justice to the people of this
country, we cannot fight that battle
and resolve it wisely under cloture, be-
cause if the Senate has voted to shut
off debate and limit every Senator to
but 1 hour, then whatever Senator
there is on this floor who understands
that measure best would have only 1
hour to speak. Frankly, Mr. President,
even that 1 hour would not do him
much good, because my experience
about limitation of debate is that once
the Senate has voted cloture, it does
not want to hear anyone'’s argument—
just to sit down and vote.

If the distinguished occupant of the
chair (Mr. Brock) does not recall, I
recall how it was when we had the
cloture vote on the space satellite pro-
gram. Some of the most logical amend-
ments the mind of man could suggest
were simply tabled, without a minute’s
debate in opposition fo the amend-
ment; just a motion to table. The ar-
gument was that the manager of the
bill was confronted with a great num-
ber of amendments, and if he tried to
explain the side against the amend-
ment, he would use up his 1 hour and
have no more time left to discuss the
measure; and so he had no alternative
but to move to table, and call on
everyone who voted for cloture to vote
to table all amendments, regardless of
the merits, on a matter as important
as a bill to control all future com-
munications in space.

Those kinds of outrages, Mr. President,
do a grave injustice to our Republic.
They should not be enacted under a
1-hour limitation of debate for each
Senator, where the minds of all are
closed. The Senate should permit every
Senator to speak and debate freely; and
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a measure of that sort, to be properly
enacted by this body, might well require
as much as 6 weeks of debate and vot-
ing on the amendments that would be
offered, and the marshaling of evidence
to show whether or not the Senate has
made a mistake, and for the effort to
change a mistake when made, and the
effort to disabuse people’s minds of the
propaganda that has been spread
throughout this Nation. The opportunity
should be available to every Senator, and
we should take whatever time is neces-
sary to do justice on that basis, to see
that we do not make the type of fatal
mistake that could be made, to send this
Nation down a path of bankruptey—
either moral or dollar bankruptecy—
which could have been avoided had we
saved for ourselves the protection of rea-
son, logic, the opportunity of a man to
marshal his arguments, and the oppor-
tunity to present the facts on his side of
the case.

Mr. President, I shall have more to
say on this subject later on. I am very
hopeful that we can pass a social se-
curity bill in short order. I hope that
the House of Representatives will send us
that bill, unencumbered by the family
assistance proposal or any other guar-
anteed income scheme for the time be-
ing, and offer us the opportunity to pass
a bill which we have debated, thorough-
ly considered, and passed in the Sen-
ate by a vote of 81 to 0. When that hill
has been sent to the President’s desk, I
recommend the House send us whatever
they want to send us in the way of a wel-
fare bill, and I assure those on the House
side that when that happens, I shall see
to it that the Senate conducts prompt
hearings, that we avail ourselves of the
best advice that can be obtained as well
as that which is volunteered to us, and
that, when the hearings have been com-
pleted, without more than 2 weeks’ de-
bate, we will undertake executive ses-
sions in which the Senate Committee on
Finance will work its will; and when we
have done that, we will report the mat-
ter to the Senate. Then this matter will
be in the hands of the leadership, to
determine when it wishes to call the mat-
ter before the Senate.

I have no idea how controversial or
noncontroversial that bill may be. I do
know that the Committee on Finance
brought before the Senate last year a
measure that was very controversial and
necessary. The parliamentary maneuver-
ing and the debate that occurred resulted
in compromises, in the interests of get-
ting something done, and we sent a very
good social security report on medicaid
and medicare, and public welfare im-
provement bills, to the House of Repre-
sentatives; and I regret very much that
the House did not see fit to meet with
us in conferences to iron out the differ-
ences, because the public interest would
have been served had they done so.

But I cite that just to show that some-
times a measure which starts out being
very controversial, through the forece of
debate, consideration, logic, compromise,
and amendments that can be offered to
improve it, and new ideas that can be
injected, sometimes resolves itself into a
a measure on which a unanimous vote
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with all Senators applauding the final
product, although they do not completely
agree with everything in it, can be had.

That is conceivable. It may be too
much to expect that we could work out
that type of a difficult, complicated ar-
rangement at this time, but, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is my hope that that might hap-
pen; because there is no doubf in my
mind that Chairman Mrimis and the
able members of his committee—JoHN
BYRNES, JoHN WaTTs, and the other fine
men who serve with him—are every bit
as dedicated to the best interests of this
Nation as is this Senator or any other
Senator. If they will do their best fo
move us along the line of real reform of
the welfare program, as I am sure they
would like to do, rather than just in-
creasing the size and multiplying the
problems, then I think there would be a
possibility that we could do an equally
good job, perhaps an even better job, on
this side, with the result that this matter
might be worked out in a manner that
best serves the national interest.

But I am confident that that will not
be done just by federalizing the so-called
welfare system. The only impediment
there is now to the cost of running
through the ceiling is the fact that the
States have limited funds with which
to match Federal matching. If it were
to be federalized, it would still require
reform amendments that would, among
other things, require a father to support
his wife and children and which would
encourage people to work for a living,
rather than simply living on welfare.
These are measures that we can and L
hope will work out.

Again I say that the best safeguard to
be sure that the answer is in the na-
tional interest, rather than to the con-
trary, is that we retain the right of free
debate in the Senate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I want to compliment the able
Senator on his speech. I want fo com-
pliment him on his work. He is dealing
with a snakepit when he deals with the
welfare problem. I think he has the
astuteness and the diligence and the
courage, however, to do the job.

I also want to compliment him on in-
sisting that an increase for the recipients
of social security should be in a separate
package from that of welfare reform,
and for urging that such a social security
increase be sent expeditiously from the
other body to this body, and his as-
surance that it will be acted upon in the
Senate hastily when it is so received.

Mr. LONG. I hope very much that we
can act upon it as soon as we are in a
position to act knowledgeably and re-
sponsibly. I would not like to see us act
upon it so rapidly that we fail completely
to protect the interests of all persons—
those who are paying for it as well as
those who would hope to be benefited by
it.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

GIVE US SOMETHING MORE THAN
HOPE

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 10 the Chairman of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, the Honorable Secor D.
Browne, appeared before the Subcom-
mittee on Aviation of our Commerce
Committee during hearings on the eco-
nomic state of our airline industry. I
took the opportunity on that occasion to
once again point ouf the plight of my
State of New Hampshire and New Eng-
land generally resulting from the lack of
adequate air service, I requested that Mr.
Browne and his fellow members on the
Commission give our problem a “‘sympa-
thetic look.”

I, therefore, was somewhat heartened
to read the address by the Honorable
Robert T. Murphy, member of the Civil
Aeronautics Board, before the 54th an-
nual banquet of the Traffic Club of New
England in Boston, Mass., on February
16. In that address, Mr. Murphy noted,
in part, the following:

But one thing I do know is that the recent
Apollo 14 flight vividly demonstrated that it
is much easler for a citizen of New Hamp-
shire to fiy to the moon than it is to iy from
any point in the Granite Ssate to anywhere
else.

Of special interest here in New Engiand is
the very critical need of Northern New Eng-
land, that is, Maine, New Hampshire and
Vermont. for adequate air service. This is a
subject to which we have devoted particular
attention over the years with very disap-
peointing results. Their basic need is for an
adequate local service which we have very
properly fostered and developed with modest
subsidy support in all other parts of the
United States including Alaska and Hawall.

Today, the only two states in the nation
for which no subsidy is being paid for air
service are Maine and Vermont and the
amount paid for service to New Hampshire is
negligible. As Senator Norris Cotton recently
pointed out, the economic welfare of this re-
gion demands that it not be shortchanged by
lack of air service. If we are to have a sound
national air transportation system then cer-
tainly Northern New England must be part
of that system. I belleve it is fair to say that
the Board intends to conduct an investiga-
tion of service needs there during the forth-
coming year with a view toward correcting
the intolerable situation which has been al-
lowed to drift too far and too long,

Mr. President, these words of Commis-
sioner Murphy warm the cockles of my
heart. For years this Senator has been
pointing to the same intolerable situa-
tion which has been allowed to drift too
far and too long, in the words of Com-
missioner Murphy. As the poet Robert
William Service once said, “A promise
made is a debt unpaid,” and I felt that
by virtue of Commissioner Murphy’s re-
marks a long outstanding debt of ade-
quate air service to New England was
about to be paid.

However, Mr. President, I was then re-
minded of my own words of earlier date,
warning my constituents not to be be-
guiled by then glittering promises of rea-
sonable and adequate air service in our
State. And I regret that this cynicism,
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developed on the basis of prior experi-
ence, was borne out after doing a little
research.

On an earlier occasion Mr. Murphy
noted, in part, the following:

I have an abiding interest in the preser-
vation and development of a sound air trans-
portation system geared to the present and
future requirements of this area . . ,

- - - - L]

I suggest that we could borrow as our
motto for the future development of air
transportation in New England the motto
which is found on the Great Seal of the State
of Rhode Island—the word, “hope.” * * *

Mr. President, those words were
spoken by the same Member when he
was Vice Chairman of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board at the Transportation
Session, 39th annual conference of the
New England Council in Boston, Mass.,
on November 22, 1963.

Mr. President, I appreciate Mr. Mur-
phy’'s sympathetic words of February
16. However, I do wish th-t he and his
colleagues at the Board would furnish us
in New England something more than
hope. It is, I assure you, an exceedingly
lean diet to have to subsist on hope alone
for almost 7 years.

Mr. President, my faltering faith and
growing cynicism is added to when I con-
sider Commissioner Murphy’s sympa-
thetic words 7 years ago, and his even
warmer words just 2 weeks ago only to
realize that he was one of three Board
members who cast a vote which resulted
in preventing the merger of Northwest
Orient Airlines and Northeast Airlines.
Such a merger could have provided the

only possible ray of tangible “hope”—in

Commissioner Murphy’'s words—for
northern New England to receive reason-
able and adequate air service from an
air carrier with the necessary financial
stability, equipment, and experience.
Thus, an opportunity was at hand for the
Civil Aeronautics Board to dispense with
rhetorie, hollow promises, and discharge
its long-standing debt to New Hampshire
and its sister New England States. Un-
fortunately, it has echosen not to so act.
Rather the Board once again has turned
its back on the needs of northern New
England for reasonable and adequate air
service.

Yesterday, March 1, the Board reaf-
firmed its decision of last December on
the proposed merger of Northwest and
Northeast Airlines withholding the Los
Angeles-Miami route. Truly, yesterday
carried forth the ill-boding of Shake-
speare's admonition, “Beware of the Ides
of March,” with respect to New Hamp-
shire and its sister States for the Board’s
action spells the death knell for the pro-
posed merger by dashing all hope upon
the rocks of despair.

In conelusion, Mr. President, I would
respectfully suggest that the next time
Commissioner Murphy speaks of hope, I
do wish he would recall the following
lines from “The Rovers” by the English
author, John Hookham Frere:

Despair in vain sits brooding over the
putrid eggs of hope.

For the benefit of my colleagues in the
Senate and Commissioner Murphy, I ask
unanimous consent that the full text of
his remarks of February 16, 1971, and
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November 22, 1963, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE RoBERT T.
MURPHY

It is a distinct honor and pleasure to par-
ticipate in this Fifty-fourth Annual Banquet
of the Traffic Club of New England which is
the largest and most distinguished transpor-
tation convocation in this whole region.

When your able and very personable Presi-
dent, Walter Ballou, asked me if I could
speak fo you on the thought-provoking topic
of, “Space Travel—Its Future for the Airline
Passenger” or something equally exciting
along those lines, I immediately knew that
You and I were in for trouble. Obviously, I
was dealing with a man who has silently
suffered through many a post prandial dis-
sertation on prosaic trafic subjects designed
to put all but the most literal-minded statis-
tician dozing over the coffee cup or squirm-
ing uneasily in his chair with & nervous eye
on the nearest exit. If he could help it, he
wished to spare his colleagues such a fate.
In fairness to him I thought that I would
make that very plain at the outset since
I am frank to confess that I haven't the
slightest notion at this moment of history
Just what the conquest of outer space can
potentially offer to the future generations
of travelers and shippers. Consequently, if
any indictment of the Dinner Committee is
drawn subsequent to this evening, Mr. Bal-
lou is entitled to all the Immunity granted
by the Constitution of the United States as
well as that of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts.

We are still close enough to the beginning
of 1971 to recall that with the advent of the
New Year come many things—swirling mem-
ories of things past, vistas of things new,
good wishes, good cheer, calendars and New
Year's resolutions. At the beginning of this
year, to my desk there came on a dark and
dreary January day, a modest little calendar
book—one of those neatly divided into small
blocks for every day of every month wherein
you methodically program your life, assum-
ing that one is that type of a methodical
person. On its black cover 1t bore the Imprint
of one of the world's largest airlines. Before
consigning it with those numerous items
gathering dust in a handy desk drawer I
thumbed it through and there, in the fore-
part, my eye fell upon a page bearing the
impressive legend, “Desiderata”—a page of
philosophical advice which seemed to merit
reading and rereading. The first sentence, in
particular, bore in on me with an unusual
impact. It read:

“Go placidly amid the noise & haste, & re-
member what peace there may be in silence.”

Here, I thought, was sound advice, particu-
larly emanating from such an exalted source
as one of the world's largest air carriers. Per-
haps, I thought, it would be well to take
these words of wisdom to heart and to adopt
them as my very own as & sound and advis-
able New Year's resolution. The more I pon-
dered the matter the more these sage words
were commended to me. I found them a
warning and an inspiration. At times such as
these with so many strident voices being
raised and so many conflicting statements
being issued as to just what is right and
what is wrong with the airline industry, it
seemed to me to be an advisable plank for a
1971 platform.

But, here only a few short weeks later, I
find myself constrained to publicly shatter
the firm resolution which I privately adopted
and which may have had some real public
interest benefits, at least insofar as the anti-
pollutionists are concerned. The fact that
Walter Ballou and my old friend, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from my native
State, Senator John O. Pastore, both called
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upon me to rise to the occaslon is perhaps
sufficlent justification for the early abandon-
ment of that plank in my 1971 platform.

I know that I am speaking to an audience
composed of people who have a keen knowl-
edge of, and famillarity with, all transporta-
tion modes. However, I trust that it will be
of Interest to you if I share some general
thoughts on the status of the air transporta-
tion industry in the seventies.

As you know, unlike some of the other
transportation modes the airline industry
has enjoyed a vibrant, surging growth dur-
ing the past decade. During the period 1959
through 1969, traffic jumped by 322 percent
and the total net assets grew by 320 percent
and employment shot up 90 percent. It has
surged to the forefront in trans-oceanic pas-
senger services. Likewise, it has become the
principal common carrier for intercity pas-
senger travel in this modern jet age. Meas-
ured by any terms or evaluated by any
economic index, we have built the world’s
finest domestic and International air trans-
portation system. At the same time we have
achieved preeminent status as the world's
leading air technology manufacturing source.
Travel almost any place in the world, as
many of vou do, and you will find the U.S.
flag proudly carried by one of our great in-
ternational air carriers and likewise you will
find at all the world’s great airports the
flags of almost every country of the world
emblazoned on the fuselage of U.S. avia-
tion equipment. We can take some pride in
these facts—justifiable pride, whether one
is in Government or in the industry. De-
spite what some may say, it is a fact that
the air transportation industry has been
nurtured and developed by a sound and
wise Federal policy in the promotion and
development of a domestic and international
route system designed to serve the public in-
terest needs, and the commercial and private
demands of U.S. citizens.

For most airlines, however, the year 1970
was a rough one, For the first time in a
decade traffic growth, both passenger and
freight, fell sharply from their annual aver-
age growth rate. Indeed, when the final fig-
ures are in, it may appear that passengar
alr traffic in the domestic United States for
the trunk carriers remained practically static.
This has led to an alarmist feeling in some
quarters that the future integrity and viabil-
ity of our air transportation system is im-
periled. Indeed, some have gone so far as
to endeavor to draw a general analogy he-
tween the disaster visited upon other trans-
portation modes in recent years and months
to that of the problems confronting the air-
lines. I do not seek to minimize those prob-
lems. However, let me say without qualifica-
tion that, in my own personal judgment,
such an analogy is neither relevant, war-
ranted or helpful. I think we must view some
aspecis of the future of air transportation
with informed concern but certainly not
with hysterical alarm which ecan only pro-
duce a crisis of confidence.

The cyclical financial problems confront-
ing some of our carriers today are essen-
tlally attributable to three basic causes, (1)
the downturn in the general economy which
has been deeper and more extensive than
most experts forecast, (2) rising costs—costs
of labor, materials, airport charges and, im-
portantly, capital, and (3) substantial, but
hopefully temporary, over-capacity due prin-
cipally to the introduction of the wide-
bodied, mammoth 747,

While it is true that business in general
has been eaught in the crossfire of simul-
taneous inflation and recession, the problem
for the airlines has been more acute because
of the equipment transition to the wide-
bodied jets occurring at the very same time
as the downturn in pur general economy. In
commenting on this unfortunate concur-
rence of adverse factors, Mr. Robert Six, the
most senior of trunkline presidents recently
noted:
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"“To further complicate matters, this pre-
cipitous drop in traffic growth occurred when
the carriers were bringing the first,of the
new wide-hodied jets into their fleets. Avail-
able seats thus increased Iaster than the
number of passengers. The new alrcraft have
resulted not only in excess capacity but also
in higher costs. Any new aircraft is much
more expensive to operate during the first
two years, and this is true of the T47. We in-
troduced this aireraft in mid-1970, and its
operational cost will remain higher than
conventional jets until near the end of 1971.
After 1971, experience and improvement of
reliablibity should lower costs to a level be-
low those of present jets.”

The decisions to buy those aircraft were
made three or four years ago at the very
height of airline prosperity and, because of
the long lead time required to manufacture
such equipment, declsions were required to
be made that far in advance. One must bear
in mind in appraising the present over-
abundance of capacity in relationship to
present traffic demand that you cannot buy
one-half an aircraft nor, indeed, buy them
off the shelf, and decisions to acquire them
must be made in terms of long-range judg-
ments. If there has been an over-purchase
of equipment the responsibility rests wholly
on alrline management which undoubtedly
will give serious consideration to curtailing
orders for future delivery of jumbo jets
wherever that is possible,

In looking at the trunkline Industry, it
is paradoxical that the bulk of the losses
this past year were incurred by the largest
carrlers—carriers that account for about 70
percent of the traffic and revenues and
which have access to the largest and most
lucrative markets both here and abroad,
possessing and enjoying route systems pro-
ductive of the longest range of nonstop
mileage. This has led some observers to

question whether there is not a dis-econ-
omy of scale which makes the largest air

transportation corporations more vulnerable
to the buffeting of adverse economic winds
of change. Likewise, in their view, there is
a serious question whether moves which
would make these companles even larger
would not serlously compound existing
economic problems of size,

In the smaller category of carriers, Delta
has reported a profit of $41,359,000, a near
record profit for this carrier which has a
consistent record of efficiency and profita-
bility over a long span of years. Northwest,
despite a crippling strike, and Continental
will both post a profit chowing. Western
will register a marked improvement over
1969 and will probably avold the red ink
side of the ledger. National, a victim of a
prolonged six-months' strike, will incur a
relatively small and understandable loss
while Northeast, although cutting its 1969
losses dramatically, will llkewise show a
loss. Collectively, however, this segment of
the trunk Industry, which is relegated to
about 30 percent of available traffic and
revenues, will show a net profit in the
range of $65 to $70 million. Thus, we find
a kindly and encouraging light emanating
from this segment of the industry in the
encirclement of darkening gloom from their
bigger brothers.

I belleve it is fair to expect an upturn
in the fortunes of the alrline Industry in
1971. Already, many alr carriers are taking
measures to economize and to adjust capacity
to demand, for which they deserve great
commendation. It is noteworthy that, in his
recent message to the Congress, the President
has predicted an improvement in the econ-
omy and the abatement of Inflationary
trends. I believe that traffic will grow this
year, but probably not to noticeable levels
until the second and third annual guarters,
An upsurge in traffic taken with a better tai-
loring of capacity to demand plus 8 more effi-
cient utilization of plant and equipment
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should, hopefully, eliminate red ink for most
of the Industry in 1971. But much depends,
of course, on the swing in the general econ-
omy, gver which the air transportation in-
dustry itself has no direct control. It is en-
couraging to observe the statement of the
President of National Airlines, Mr. Maytag,
who observed only a few days ago, "Airlines
have recently begun to see a bit of blue sky."

During the seventies it is also reasonable
to expect a gradual elimination of costly de-
lays in the air and on the ground at all of
the nation’s high-density airports. A great
step forward has been taken with the recent
enactment of the Airport and Airway Rev-
enue Act of 1970 which will provide the
means and the self-generated funds to close
the gap between the demand upon, and the
capacity of, airports and airways facilities.

Looking down the corridor of time it is
significant that, according to all industry and
Government forecasts, the end of the 1970's
will see U.S. airlines flying three times as
many passenger miles as they did in 1963.
Likewise, alr freight and cargo, which now
accounts for only a fraction of 1 percent of
cargo movements, is destined to grow ac-
cordingly. Consequently, this great growth
potential promises profitable utilization of
wide-bodied jets-—the Douglas DC-10, the
Boeing 747 and the Lockheed 1011 in the
foreseeable future. In this sense, the acqui-
sition represents the sound preparation for
predicted future demands.

I do not suggest the adoption of a Polly~
anna attitude toward the special problems
and plight of some of the carriers who have
been pretty hard hit, nor to the industry
viewed as a whole. Prudent administration of
the business affairs of every air carrier as well
as prudent administration of the regulatory
requirements must be forthcoming in order
to successfully meet special short-term needs.
This, I can assure you, is the desire and goal
of the entire Civil Aeronautics Board.

In this connection let me say that there
have been allegations leveled against the
Board which are not in accord with the real,
hard facts. For example, although it has been
sald by some critics that the Board has been
impervious to the need for increases in air
fares, the fact of the matter is that since
October 19620 we have authorized upward
adjustments of passenger fares estimated to
have a favorable revenue impact for the car-
riers of more than $523 million over a 12-
month period. Under the restrictions of a
court order obtained by 32 Members of Con-
gress (Moss, et al. v. Civil Aeronautics Board)
we are required to complete the giant and
complex Domestic Passenger Fare Investiga-
tion before further across-the-board fare in-
creases can lawfully be implemented. All par-
ties to that proceeding are agreed that some
measure of additional price adjustment is in
order. We are hopeful of completing the prin-
cipal part of this case during the next few
months, following which further remedial
actlon, as justified by the record, can be
taken.

Great care and restraint should be taken
in connection with the pricing of airline
services to avoid the potential effect of pric-
ing air travel out of the reach of any of our
cirizens except the afluent jet set or the
traveling businessman.

The important thing, as the President has
cautioned, is for each of us during this perfod
to lower our volices. Each segment of air
commerce, the airlines, large and small,
scheduled, and nonscheduled, the regu-
lators, the public press, the legislators,
and the travelers, must avold pointing the
finger of blame at the other. We gain noth-
ing by this and can only delay the time when
we can reach a solution to the problems faced
by all of us. Both management and Govern-
ment must avold taking Immovable and un-
changeable positions. There was an observa-
tion made by a television pundit the other
evening that I think is very apt. He said that

March 2, 1971

man was able to travel 250,000 miles through
space and land within 60 feet of his target
dn the moon because there were no people
in between. The challenges preszented by
nature we can overcome but the problems
which men create for one another seem at
times to be insoluble.

In conclusion let me say that I view this
period mueh like a frontal pattern in the
weather. While it is passing through, there
are storms and lightning and turmoil. But
it is not a permanent thing and like a storm
front I believe our economic storm is & sym-
bol and sign of growth and ferment and
progress Inside the industry. Unfortunately,
it appears that in order to reach new levels
of efficiency and public service, this industry
must periodically weather these storms. But
I believe that just as the crisis has been
more violent this time than it was a decade
ago, the weather to follow will be more galu-
bricus and prosperous for the airline Indus-
try.

STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE RoserrT T.
MURPHY, VICE CHAIRMAN, CIVIL AERONAU-
TICS BOARD, AT TRANSFORTATION SESSION,
30TH ANNUAL CONFERENCE, THE NEw ENG-
LAND CounNciL, STtaTLER-HIiLTON HoOTEL,
BosToN, Mass.,, NovEMBER 22, 1963

I am honored, indeed, to have this oppor-
tunity to participate with you of the New
England Counecil in this discussion today on
the transportation needs of my native New
England region.

I have an abiding interest in the preserva-
tion and development of a sound air trans-
portation system geared to the present and
future requirements of this area. Thus, I feel
& special duty to acqualnt myself with the
affairs and thinking of this organization
dedicated to the economic development of
New England so that I may better under-
stand the problems and their best solution
from a gress roots point of view.

No section of this great country is more
acutely dependent upon air transportation
for its economic and industrial well-being
than is New England. This is particularly true
of Northern New England—Maine, New
Hampshire and Vermont, where raill pas-
sencer service has so declined as to be prac-
tically nonexistent over much of the area
and where problems of terrain and climate
pose special problems for surface transporta-
tion during much of the year.

In analyzing and planning for a truly
regional alr transportation system for all of
the New England States, we must 100k beyond
the periphery of service to the major metro-
politan area of Boston. Adequate levels of
air service at Boston do not necessarily
accrue to the benefit or meet the needs of
other industrial areas of New England whose
economy is not irrevocably linked with this
great and important Hub City. We must
direct our attention to the eastern part of
this State, to the many cities and com-
munities north of the Massachusetts border
and to the south and southwestern part of
old New England. I suggest that we could
borrow as our motto for the future develop-
ment of air transportation in New England
the motto which is found on the Great Seal
of the State of Rhode Island—the word,
HOPE. It has been a speclal devotion to this
great virtue of hope which has kept the
sovereign State of Rhode Island very much
alive and quite progressive as the smallest
political entity in our great Republic despite
a trend toward bigness—a trend which has
ground under heel at times a tolerant respect
for the significant soctal and economic con-
tributions which can be made by small
entities in various phases of our political and
social strata.

What does New England need in the way
of adequate air service? Of course, no sin-
gle person can have all the wise answers to
such a challenging guestion. However, I
do know this: if New England is to retain
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its present industry and attract new indus-
try and to move .forward,, together with
other great areas of this country, toward bet-
ter days for its ecitizenry, it must hold on to
its present level of alr service. Present serv-
ice and carriers must be the base on which
we build for the future. To dissipate pres-
ent service would be a grave mistake and
to suggest that it can be radically reduced
would not, in my judgment, be wise coun-
sel at all.

We know that other parts of the country,
in recent years, have enjoyed a much more
impressive rate of industrial and economic
growth, A salient factor in arresting the
trend of Industry away from New England
is the preservation and betterment of all
of our transportation media—including air
transportation.

Keys to an adequate pattern of New Eng-
land air service are frequent and reliable
regular service. Northern New England
should have direct through service available
to points beyond Boston to New York and
south, for example. We need the assurance
of through trunk service as our traffic grows.

In any long-range planning for New Eng-
land, we must take a leaf from what is hap-
pening in New York and in Chicago. There
is no need to create air traffic problems at
Logan Airport by stopping through traffic
even though there is still room for expan-
sion and growth here without moving to-
ward satellite airports at this time. There
is no reason for people living in Rhode
Island to travel north to Boston for beyond
air service. In Connecticut, air commerce is
being squeezed down to the point of one
trunk airport in the entire State—an ir-
reducible minimum of trunk service for
this growing industrial State. All elements of
the New England business community and
of this corganization must actively support
the services now avallable If we are to see
the future improvements which are so vital
to the area.

Special attention must be focused on sea-
sonal air service to meet the vacation econ-
omy travel needs of Northern Vermont,
Maine and New Hampshire and the other
well-known vacation spots in New England,
The tourist industry depends on good trans-
port service to make the many attractive
vacation spots in New England accessible
to the ever-increasing East Coast popula-
tion. These needs will not be wholly met
through area airports which require ar-
rangements for long surface movements to
destination. This travel market, so impor-
tant to the local economy, can and should
be served and developed through the aegis
of New England’'s own carrler, Northeast.
With subsidy support now available for re-
glonal services, Northeast should be able to
better meet these needs.

Sound, reliable air service in many areas
of New England is not economically possible
without subsidy as is also the case in all
other parts of the United States, including
Alaska and Hawall. This subsidy represents
a sound Federal investment in the economic
well-being of this area. It is bread cast upon
the waters which will return many-fold in
terms of increased business, industry, em-
ployment, sales, etc. all to the benefit of
the national economy and, hence, our na-
tional Treasury. New England's subsidy
claim is a relatively modest requirement in
comparison with that allocated to other areas
of the United States and cannot be regarded
as improvident or unnecessary. If we are
considering spending 750 million to $1 bil-
lion to assist development of some 200 super-
sonic transport planes, primarlly useful in
coast-to-coast and forelgn travel, then we
ought not to balk at wise and provident
expenditures for transportation services in
New England which are vital not only to
the local economy, but which will in turn
contribute to our national economy.

Basic to reliable alr transportation service
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in New England is a system of adequate, safe
alrports. Many of the service complaints of
the past were attributable to lack of the
modern navigation systems and aids which
would assure all-weather seryice in many
areas of Maine, New Hampshire and Ver-
mont, Certain improvements must be in-
stalled if we are to bulld soundly for New
England’s future in the '80's and "70's. Fre-
quency and reliability of alr service are the
key to traffic growth. As one New Hampshire
aviation expert said recently, it is somewhat
ironic that we talk and plan for landing ve-
hicles on the moon with great confidence
when it is still impossible to land a plane in
inclement wedather in New Hampshire. Fur-
ther improvements are essential and your
state and community airport officials must
continue their efforts and press their case
with the FAA,

One final thought. New England is an
ideal area where a modern, economic small
aircraft could be laboratory tested, as it were,
to see if we can reverse the trend of trying
to adapt public service policy to technology,
rather than technology to policy. In short, I
fear we have been allowing the machine to
rule us, rather than building the machines to
best serve our multifaceted transportation
needs. We are told that the jet is too large
to serve small cities and that the DC-3 is
wearing out and is no longer acceptable.
Why should not the Government cooperate in
working out reasonably-priced rental ar-
rangements with selected carriers for experi-
mental use of some of the small aircraft
now available? No one can say how such a
program would work out but, in my view,
it is certainly worth further study and active
consideration. Congress has expressed in-
terest in such a proposal and although we
would probably require specific legislative
authorization, I am of the view that such
an experiment could be useful in developing
traffic and improving service over some of the
lighter traffic routes in this area. The local
service carriers and the Government have
expended considerable energy in attempting
to define criteria for a useable small plane
and significant progress is being made. We
also see favorable signs In the trunk carriers’
increasing interest in shorter-haul aircraft.
It would be anomalous indeed were we to
see a downgrading in service at middle and
smaller size clties as so-called technological
advances continue. We must not permit this
to happen.

ORDER OF EUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. HRUSKA on the
introduction of S. 1087, the Law Enforce-
ment Revenue Sharing Act of 1971, ap-
pear earlier in the ReEcorp under “State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint Res-
olutions.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. FANNIN on the
introduction of S. 1088, to create a U.S.
Court of Labor-Management Relations,
appear earlier in the REcorp under
“Statements on Introduced BRBills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR JAVITS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that to-
morrow, at the conclusion of the eolloquy
for which time has been allotted under
a previous order, the able Senator from
New York (Mr. JaviTs) be recognized for

4579

not to exceed 15 minutes just prior to the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business.

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

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, the program for tomorrow is as
follows: The Senate will convene at 11
o'clock am. following a recess. Follow-
ing the approval of the Journal, if
there is no objection, and the rec-
ognition of the two leaders, if they
desire, under the standing order,
the able Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY) and the able Senator from
Kansas (Mr. DorLe) will conduct a col-
loquy for a period of not to exceed 45
minutes. The colloquy will pertain to
the 50th anniversary of the Disabled
American Veterans.

Following the colloquy, the Senator
from New York (Mr. Javits) will be
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes,
following which there will be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business for 45 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes. Upon the
completion of the transaction of routine
morning business, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the further consideration of the
pending business.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF
THE STANDING RULES OF THE
SENATE

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution (S.
Res. 9) amending rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re-
spect to the limitation of debate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, what is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Alabamsa
(Mr. ALLeN) to postpone until the next
legislative day the motion of the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scort) to pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate Res-
olution 9,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Chair.

RECESS UNTIL 11 A M.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. M. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order that
the Senate stand in recess until 11 o’clock
tomorrow morning,

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 30 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, March 3, 1971, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate March 2 (legislative day of P'eb-
ruary 17), 1971:

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

James T, Lynn, of Ohlo, to be Under Secre-
tary of Commerce, vice Rocco C. Siclliano,
resigned.
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