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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 11, 1971

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

I must work the works of Him that
sent Me, while it is day: the night com-
eth, when no man can work.—John 9: 4.

O God, from whom all great desires,
all good counsels, and all genuine works
proceed, grant unto us the peace which
the world cannot give and cannot take
away, that our hearts may be set to obey
Thy commandments and to walk more
worthily in Thy most wholesome ways.
Open our eyes that we may see Thee,
open our minds that we may know Thee,
and open our hearts that we may receive
Thee. Then may we make the great ad-
venture of faith and discover the secret
of peace in Thee who art the companion
of our souls.

Endue with Thy wisdom those en-
trusted with the authority of govern-
ment that there may be justice at home
and peace among the nations of the
world.

In the spirit of the Master of Men
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a joint res-
olution of the following title, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
guested:

S.J. Res. 7. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States extending the right to vote
to citizens eighteen years of age or older.

The message also announced that pur-

suant to Public Law 301, 78th Congress,
the Vice President appointed Mr. GRAVEL
as a member of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy; and
Mr. MacnUsoN, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, appointed Mr. LoNG
and Mr. STEVENS as members of the same
Board of Visitors.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant fo Public Law
85874, appointed Mr. TUNNEY as a mem-
ber, on the part of the Senate, of the Na-
tional Cultural Center Board.

The message also announced that pur-
suant to Public Law 207, 81st Congress,
the Vice President appointed Mr. Risi-
corF as a member of the Board of Visi-
tors to the U.S. Coast Guard Academy;
and Mr. MacNusoN, chairman of the
Commitfee on Commerce, appointed Mr.
Horrmves and Mr. HATFIELD a5 members
of the same Board of Visitors.

ELECTION TO COMMITIEE ON
AGRICULTURE

Mr. MILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 291) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 201

Resolved, That Sparx M. MATSUNAGA, of
Hawail, be, and he is hereby, elected to the
standing committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives on Agriculture.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

NATION’S CREDIT UNIONS REACH
ANOTHER MILESTONE

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN, Mr, Speaker, on March
9 the credit unions of the United States,
in general, and Federal credit unions, in
particular, will have reached another
milestone. For on that day, Mr. James
W. Dodd, of Houston, Tex., will be sworn

in as a member of the first National
Credit Union Board. The swearing in of
Mr. Dodd will complete the makeup of
the seven-member board, which includes
a representative from each Federal cred-
it union region plus a chairman chosen
at large.

The National Credit Union Board will
work in cooperation with the Adminis-
trator of the National Credit Union Ad-
ministration to oversee the regulation
and supervision of Federa] credit unions.
The Board was authorized under H.R. 2,
legislation that I was pleased to have in-
troduced, along with a bipartisan group
of members of the House Banking and
Currency Committee. The other mem-
bers of the committee who cosponsored
the legislation are Mr. BARReTT, MIs.
SuvLLivaN, Mr. Reuss, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr.
MooRHEAD, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. St GEr-
MAIN, Mr. GonzaLez, Mr. MiNIsH, Mr.
Hanwna, Mr. GeTTYS, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr.
REES, Mr. GALIFIANAKIS, Mr. BEVILL, Mr.
GrrFFIN, Mr. HanLEY, Mr. Brasco, Mr.
CHAPPELL, Mr. WIDNALL, Mrs. DWYER,
Mr. HarLPERN, and Mr. COWGER.

The Board will complement the out-
standing staff and officials of the Na-
tional Credit Union Administration,
headed by Gen. Herman Nickerson, Jr.,
who was selected by President Nixon to
be the first Administrator of the new
agency. Although General Nickerson has
been with the agency only a few months,
he has quickly shown his dedication to
the credit union movement and has been
an effective Administrator. General Nick-
erson's deputy assistant is Mr. Deane
Gannon, who had been with the Bureau
of Pederal Credit Unions from its incep-
tion. Mr. Gannon has distinguished him-
self in credit union fields and is admired
by the whole credit union movement. In
short, the Bureau of Federal Credit Un-
ions was a stepchild in the Federal bu-
reaucracy. Now, however, the credit un-
ions have their own independent agency
and their own Board. The members of
that Board and the date of their oaths
of office are as follows, including the per-
son administering the oath of office:

Name Address

Date

Administering official

Mr. DuBois McGee
Mr. John J. H.ulchmsan S i

-. Nation at large (at Concord,
Mrs. Lorena Matthews.
Mr. James W. Dodd

- San Francisco region (at El Centro, Calif.)
Mr. Marion F. Gtegory Vice Chairman_ Chicago region (at Miami, Fla.).

Boston region (at Hartford, Conn. )
Harrisburg region (in Senator Scott’s S

-~ Atlanta reglon (at Oak Ridne Ten
Austin region (at Houston, Tex.)....

Fab. 24

Feb. 25 J
----- Feb. 26
-- Mar, 1

- Mar, 2

- Mar, 8

-- Mar, 9

Judge George R. Kirk SSU
udge F. B. Dowling ( s{
Judge M. J, Blumenfeld (U.S. di nci ludge)‘
Senator Hugh Scott (R., Pa.).

Judge Hugh Bownes %U .S, district judge).

Jud e Frank Wilson (Federal judge).

. B. Lankford (regional director NCUA).

erior Court udge).
e Cou

The creation of the National Credit
Union Administration as an independent
agency is indeed a fitting reward for the
more than 24,000 credit unions with 24
million members in this country, which
are made up roughly on a 50-50 basis of
State and Federal charters. The National
Credit Union Administration is run
entirely from fees received by Fed-
eral credits unions and receives no
Government funds. It is therefore
very fitting that dedicated members
of the credit union movement should
serve on the National Credif Union
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Board. It was for this reason that I in-
sisted that the law provide that one of
the qualifications for membership on the
Board is that a Board member must be
a person of “tested credit union expe-
rience.” We wanted people who would
work to improve credit unions so that
they could provide even better service to
their members. I feel that President Nix-
on's selections for the first Board quite
clearly fulfill the requirements for mem-
bership and that they will work together
to build a better credit union system.
Mr. Speaker, in addition to a new, in-

dependent agency, credit unions, on Oc-
tober 1 of last year, were granted Federal
share insurance, a piece of legislation
which I was also pleased to sponsor in
the House. Since the enactment of that
legislation, which requires mandatory
share insurance for Federal credit unions
and voluntary share insurance for State-
chartered credit unions, 6,700 Federal
credit unions and 58 State-chartered
credit unions have been insured. As of
February 22, more than $6.3 billion in
share accounts has been insured under
the program.
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Share insurance was another reward
for credit unions. Their losses have been
minimal over the years and, in fact, they
have compiled a far greater record for
safeguarding members’ funds than any
other group of financial institutions. But
since they were the only federally char-
tered financial institution without Fed-
eral insurance, it was felt they deserved
equal treatment.

Every Member of this body can be
proud of the work of credit unions and
they can be especially proud of the sup-
port that they have given credit unions.
In a few days, I plan to introduce legis-
lation that would provide a national
capital bank for credit unions to provide
them with a discount and liguidity facil-
ity. It is my hope that that legislation
will reach the fioor during this session
of Congress so that Members once again
will have an opportunity tfo demonstrate
their unqualified support for credit
unions.

INTEREST RATES REMAIN HIGH IN
LONG-TERM MONEY MARKETS

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to inciude ex-
traneous madtter.)

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, last week,
many of us warned the House that it was
endangering the long-term money mar-
kets by removing the 4Y;~percent inter-
est rate ceiling on Govermment bonds.

In the past week, bond issues by cor-
porations have continued to sell at ex-
tremely high interest rates. The market
is crowded and when and if the Federal
Government enters this market, we are
going to see serious repercussions.

‘The Associated Press yesterday report-
ed “rates close to 8 percent are common
on corporate offerings in the past 3
weeks.” The analysis goes on to say that
the high interest rates are the result of
“tremendous demand for long-term
funds, for money that can be used for
the next 20, 30, or 40 years rather than
for a couple of years or less.”

This is the same kind of money that
the Federal Government would be seek-
ing if it is allowed to enter the long-term
market without regard to the 4%-per-
cent interest rate ceiling. Yields on Gov-
ernment bonds today are in excess of 6
percent and it is likely that this rate will
skyrocket if the Government reenters the
long-term money markets.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the REecorp
a copy of the article by John Cunniff, of
the Associated Press, which appeared in
the Wednesday afternoon editions of the
Washington Evening Star:

Some CORPORATIONS ARE PAYING MORE, Nor
Less ror FoNDSs
(By John Cunniff)

New Yorr.—While borrowing costs have
dropped generally and sharply during the
past weeks and months, some of the nation's
biggest corporations and soundest. govern-
mental units are paying more rather than
less for money. !

The sltuation is unique in money markets
today, although it could change almost over-
night. But until it does, those seeking to
raise money in bond markets are finding
their costs considerably higher than antici-
pated.
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In order to attract funds of investors, some
of the highest rated borrowers have had to
pay rates a full percentage point above those
of a month ago. Rates close to 8 percent are
common on corporate offerings in the past
three weeks,

LONG-TERM DEMAND

The main factor that produces the situa-
tion is a temporary but tremendous demand
for long-term funds, for money that can be
used for the next 20, 30 or 40 years rather
than for a couple of years or less,

The March “calendar” of issues to be sold
totals $4 Dbillion, for example, the highest
ever for any month and double the figure
for many months. It means that lenders have
power over borrowers in the bond markets.

Just when borrowers will achieve parity
with lenders is debatable, although many
securities dealers feel it could be momentary.
As rates rise, they reason, lenders will be
attracted to the market. They note that
some mutual funds have already jumped
over from the stock market,

SOMEWHAT UNFPREDICTABLE

Others feel the situation is rare and some-
what unpredictable,

As one bond dealer explained, it would be
easy to foresee lower rates if the borrowing
were for the usual reasons, to expand or im-
prove plants and facilities, as in the past.
But this money is rarely going to that use.

Instead, he sald, corporate treasurers now
are borrowing in the bond markets to pay off
bank loans. They are seeking to substitute
long-terms financing for short-term bank
loans.

“They had gone into the banks to the
extent they were able,” he sald. “When bond
costs began dropping they decided to restruc-
ture their balance sheets, get rid of pressing
debts and assure themselves of longer terms.”

LINING UP IN ADVANCE

Many of these treasurers had been stung in
the past year by tight money. The severe
credit squeeze of last year proved a harrowing
experience to many of them, one that they
vowed would never be repeated. They are,
therefore, now lining up money for years in
advance.

Moreover, the modern treasurer is said to be
a lot more sophisticated than those of just
five to elght years ago, Many of them no
longer feel that banks are their primary
source of funds.

Instead, they have learned that by going
into bond markets, they sometimes can bor-
row more cheaply but, as they are learning,
not always. They are much more astute, but
for the time being they have produced a
market that works against their goals.

DEMAND MAY GROW

While higher rates inevitably attract in-
vestors if there is money available in the
economy—and compared with last year,
money is much more plentiful—there is some
possibility that demand also will increase.

Recent surveys suggest that while borrow-
ing for new plants and equipment is still
relatively slight, the situation is changing.

The latest Commerce Department survey
of eapital spending plans shows projections
of $83.1 biilion for 1971, a rise of 4.3 percent
or $2.4 billion over 1970. A similar survey in
December projected an increase of only 1.4
percent.

While some bond men are still forecasting
for April a new issue market only half the
size of March, some observers are keeping
thelr fingers crossed. If capital spending does
indeed rise, they say, the pressures will re-
main.

Moreover, they add, the Pederal Reserve
has given no overt indication so far that it
will accede to the administration’s wishes for
an even easier money policy, which would
tend to reduce upward pressures on prices.
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ISRAEL MUST HAVE DEFENSIBLE
BORDERS

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

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, the United
States must seriously ponder which di-
rection it is taking in the search for a
real peace in the Middle East.

An Israel without defensible borders
is an engraved invitation to disaster. This
ought to be primary in any settlement. A
permanent peace can be achieved now
and not be bargained away with the
Scarlett O'Hara dicta of “I'll worry about
that tomorrow.” On such resolution rests
& graveyard for peace. Three times in
the past 22 years the world has lost the
opportunity for a stabilized Middle East.
Each time Israel, the victim of aggres-
sion, was forced by world pressure to di-
vest herself of all her bargaining power
to risk again and again and again the
fires of conflict. Will other Arab coun-
tries demand anything less than total
withdrawal once Egypt has achieved this
goal? Stripping Israel of its bargaining
powers to obtain defensible borders is
certainly not in the interest of the United
States. I cannot subscribe to “peace at
any price” when peace would, at best, be
illusionary and the price too high for
civilization to pay.

MAKING FLAG DAY A LEGAL
HOLIDAY

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, the Leo
Clubs—young people organized and
sponsored by the Lions International—
have set themselves the mighty task of
convincing their elders that Flag Day
should be a national legal holiday. If is
my privilege to spearhead a drive by a
dedicated group of these young people in
the 22d Congressional District of Penn-
sylvania who are engaged in ths nation-
wide patriotic effort.

I am introducing today, along with 67
cosponsors of both parties, representing
26 States and Puerto Rico, a bill which
would recognize Flag Day as a legal
holiday. The day would be celebrated on
the second Monday of each June.

I prediet that each Member of the
House and Senate will begin to hear from
the concerned and patriotic young people
of the Nation requesting speedy action
on this bill.

The youth I have talked to admit that
a three-pronged—Federal, State, and
local—nationwide drive is necessary and
desirable in order to assure acceptance
of the holiday, The introduction of this
bill today is just a beginning; our col-
leagues in the State legislatures will soon
feel the effect of interested groups of
young and old working to achieve the
holiday in their respective legislatures.
As it stands today, Pennsylvania is the
only State which celebrates Flag Day as
a legal holiday. The goal is for all 50
States.

The crusade for a National Flag Day
holiday was initiated by the Leo Clubs
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of Pennsylvania 2 years ago. I bring to
your attention now a resolution passed
at the Third Annual Pennsylvania Leo
Clubs Convention held in April 1969,
You will note from reading the clauses of
the document that the group has cap-
tured the very essence of patriotism. The
resolution follows:
Frac DAY RESOLUTION

(At the Third Annual Leo Club State Con~
vention, Willow Grove, Pa., April 26-27,
1969)

Whereas the Flag of the United States of
America 1s a s 1 of national independ-
ence, of individual liberty, of idealism, and
of patriotism. It is also the symbol of our
nation’s progress, and

Whereas our forefathers used many stand-
ards and emblems to reflect their desire for
freedom, the one standard that has come to
mean more than any other in our nation's
proud history 1s “Old Glory.” For nearly
200 years, 1t has come to mean the United
States, and

Whereas the Stars and Stripes is truly a
living symbol, beautiful in color and mean-
ing. The seven red stripes denote our cour-
age and readiness to sacrifice for the de-
fense of our country. The six white stripes
symbolize our purity and . The fleld
of blue suggests unlimited vision, loyalty
and unity, and

Whereas in no other nation are the peo-
ple so diverse, yet so thoroughly united in
upholding a single standard of freedom and
justice for all. This is the Flag of every loyal
American citizen—whether he be white or
black, rich or poor—and regardless of his
religious or political bellefs, and

Whereas we the members of high school

Pennsyivwiamasmbiedhmmmr

Third Annusl Leo Club State Convention at
Willow Grove, Pennsylvania, which 1is
within fifteen miles of Independence Hall
in Philadelphia, the site where during the
Third Continental Congress on June 14,
1777, passed the following resolution: “Re-
solved, that the Filag of the United States
be thirteen stripes alternate red and white,
that the Union be thirteen stars white in a
blue field representing s new constellation,”
now

Therefore be it resolved that we, the
American youth representing our Leo Clubs
and our sponsoring Lions Clubs in Pennsyl-
vania, show our continued dedication and
respect toward the American Flag by en-
couraging all Americans to observe more
deeply our patriotic holidays, and

Be it further resolved that we distribute
and circulate this Flag Day Resolution, seek-
ing the cooperation of other Americans—
young and old—and other organizations of
all kinds; with the resolve to set our sights
on the establishing of Flag Day, June 14,
as a national legal hollday each year. Thus
it is fitting that on this day the American
youth can acclaim the initiation of e day
set aside to honor the birth of our great
Flag of the United States.

I also point.out that the sentiments ex-
pressed in the above resolution are simi-
lar to those of the American Legion when
that group supported a similar bill of
mine during the 91st Congress. Resolu-
tion 442 of the 52d Annual National Con-
vention of the Legion, September 1970,
reads as follows:

RESOLUTION 442
(At the 52d Annual National Convention of

the American Legion, Sept. 1, 2, and 3,

1070)

Committee: Americanism.

Subject: Observe Flag Day, June 14th, as
legal holiday.
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Whereas, June 14th is widely observed
with patriotic services as Flag Day, the birth-
day of our National Emblem; and

Whereas, Congress has not adopted legis-
lation to make this date a National Hollday
to be observed in all states with ceremony;
and

Whereas, Congress has now adopted legis-
lation providing penalties for the desecration
of our Flag; and

Whereas, The American Leglon belleves
that Flag Day, June 14th, should be observed
as a National Holiday; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by The American Legion in Na-
tional Convention assembled in Portland,
Oregon, September 1, 2, 3, 1970, that The
American Legion seek legislation to establish
June 14 in each year as a national holiday.

I am proud that every area of our
country is represented on the list of co-
sponsors of the bills introduced today.
I am sure that other Members will de-
sire to join the crusade started by our
young people to make Flag Day a legal
holiday so I plan to introduce additional
bills as more Members indicate a desire
to cosponsor. The list of Members cospon-
soring the bills introduced today include:
House MemMBERS COSPONSORING A Bmrn To

MAXE FrLAG DAY A NATIONAL LEGAL HOLIDAY

ARIZONA

John J, Rhodes, Republican.

CALIFORNIA

Craig Hosmer, Republican,

Harold T. Johnson, Democrat.

Charles H. Wilson, Democrat.

CONNECTICUT

Ella T. Grasso, Democrat.

Robert H. Steel, Republican.

FLORIDA

Claude Pepper, Democrat.

Robert L. F. Sikes, Democrat.

C. W. Young, Republican.

GEORGIA
G. Elllott Hagan, Democrat.
ILLINOIS
Edward J, Derwinskl, Republican.
INDIANA
John T, Myers, Republican.
KANSAS
Joe Skubitz, Republican.
Larry Winn, Jr., Republican.
LOUISIANA
Joe D. Waggonner, Jr., Democrat.
MARYLAND
Edward A. Garmatz, Democrat.
MASSACHUSETTS
Silvio O. Conte, Republican.
Louise Day Hicks, Democrat.
MICHIGAN
Guy Vander Jagt, Republican,
MONTANA
Richard G. Shoup, Republican.
NEBRASKA
Charles Thone, Republican.
NEW JERSEY

Florence P. Dwyer, Republican.

John E, Hunt, Republican.

Henry Helstoskl, Democrat.

Robert Roe, Democrat.

NEW MEXICO

Harold Runnels, Democrat.

NEW YORK

Joseph P, Addabbo, Democrat.

Frank J. Brasco, Democrat.

Seymour Halpern, Republican.

James F. Hastings, Republican.

Carleton J. King, Republican,

Alexander Pirnie, Republican.

Lester L. Wolff, Democrat.
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NORTH CAROLINA
Walter B. Jones, Democrat.
Alton Lennon, Democrat.
Wilmer Mizell, Republican.
OELAHOMA
Page Belcher, Republican.
John N. Happy Camp, Republican.
PENNSYLVANIA
Edward G. Biester, Republican.
James A, Byrne, Democrat.
Frank M. Clark, Democrat.
Robert J. Corbett, Republican.
R. Lawrence Coughlin, Republican.
Joshua Eilberg, Democrat.
Edwin D. Eshleman, Republican.
Danlel J. Flood, Democrat.
James G. Fulton, Republican.
Joseph M. Gaydos, Democrat.
Albert W. Johnson, Republican.
William 8. Moorhead, Democrat.
Robert N. C. Nix, Democrat.
John P. Saylor, Republican.
J. Irving Whalley, Republican.
Lawrence G. Willlams, Republican.
Gus Yatron, Democrat.
SOUTH CAROLINA
Floyd Spence, Republican.
TENNESSEE
John J. Duncan, Republican.
Joe L. Evins, Democrat.
Richard H, Fulton, Democrat.
Dan Euykendall, Republican.
TEXAS
J. J. Plckle, Democrat.
Robert Price, Republican.
Ray Roberts, Democrat.
WEST VIRGINIA
James Kee, Democrat.
Harley O. Staggers, Democrat.
WISCONSIN
Willlam A. Stelger, Republican.
WYOMING
Teno Roncallo, Democrat.
PUERTO RICO
Jorge L. Cérdova.

AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE FAMILY
ASSISTANCE PLAN—WELFARE RE-
FORM

(Mr. ULLMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to révise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr, Speaker, today I
have introduced a welfare reform bill
that is an alternative to the family as-
sistance plan that has been presented by
the administration and was before the
Congress last year.

Members will recall that last year I op=
posed the family assistance plan, and as
the months and the year have gone by,
I think it is even more clearly evident
that is the wrong road to take. It is not
welfare reform.

I have incorporated many of the de-
liberations over on the other side during
the year into my draft. I think it is a
responsible alternative. The Members will
be interested in it. I hope we will have
parliamentary procedures whereby this
can be allowed to be presented to the
House in the event the committee does
not approve it.

A WELFARE REFORM PROGRAM

To say that our welfare system is a
mess and that it needs reform is to join
a great vocal majority in this House and
in the country. But although we all agree
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that the present system is a scandal,
agreement evaporates when we discuss
the specifics of reform.

Last year, this House passed the ad-
ministration’s family assistance program
on the assumption that it was a welfare
reform program and that it would get us
out of the mess that we are in. That same
program has been resubmitted to the
Committee on Ways and Means in this
Congress—but it is no more a welfare
reform program now than it was then.

What is the matter with the welfare
program? A spiraling caseload, but the
family assistance plan would increase
the caseload, instead of decreasing it. A
continuously greater burden on the tax-
payer, but the family assistance program
would increase the costs of welfare, not
decrease it. But the greatest failure of
the present system is that despite spiral-
ing caseloads, despite spiraling costs it
is not meeting the probléms of poor fam-
ilies with children—it is as unpopular
with the poor as with the taxpayer be-
cause it locks the poor into poverty. It
is a system in which it is easy to get in
and hard to get out—not only for one
generation but for the next as well. It
condemns the ‘children of the poor to
tread in the footsteps of their parents.

We need a welfare system that will
help the helpless—but just as much we
need a welfare system that will insure
that those who can help themselves do,
and that those who can be taught to
help themselves are set on the right road,
and most important of all, that the chil-
dren are not locked into a system that
they did not create and are given the
comprehensive care that they deserve for
their own sake and for the sake of our
society, which cannot tolerate the trans-
mission of poverty and dependence from
one generation to the next.

The family assistance plan makes no
fundamental reform in our welfare pro-
gram—under that plan the AFDC pro-
gram is perpetuated intact except that
payment levels in a few States are raised.
It does make one fundamental change by
adding a new welfare program for the
working poor—but that change is in the
wrong direction because what we need
is a reform of welfare—not an addition
to it.

The weaknesses of the family assist-
ance plan have been sufficiently docu-
mented. I want to describe for you to-
day not what is wrong with that plan
but what a real reform of the welfare
system should provide. For that reason,
I am today introducing the Rehabilita-
tion, Employment Assistance and Child
Act. of 1971, My bill is presented as an
alternative to the family assistance plan
s0 that Members who share my convic-
tion that we need welfare reform, but
that the administration plan does not
give it, will have a proposal to vote for,
as well as one to vote against.

This bill is a concrete proposal to re-
form the welfare system in the way it
must be reformed; it is a reform that has
as its primary objective to limit the wel-
fare rolls to those who cannot help them-
selves and to provide programs other
than welfare for those who can.

There is one eritical point of principle
on which my proposal is built—welfare is
not for those who can work. The basis of
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this bill is that all applicants for welfare
should be screened to determine whether
or not they are employable—if they are
unemployable they should be eligible
for welfare but the Federal Government
should make no contribution to welfare
payments for any employable persons.
The employables should be a Federal re-
sponsibility—but not a welfare respon-
sibility. The Federal Government should
provide work, training, child care and
any other service needed to put the em-
ployables into jobs—the State govern-
ments, with Federal financial assistance,
should provide welfare grants only for
those who cannot work.

Under present law—and under the
family assistance bill—both the employ-
able and the unemployable go on the
welfare rolls. After the employable are
on the rolls and have become accustomed
to their welfare checks, we try to get
them off welfare and into training or
employment. When I tell you that the
WIN program has put 25,000 people into
employment since its inception, and in
the same period the welfare rolls have
increased by more than 100 times that
many people, I think you will agree that
it is a little like King Canute trying to
stop the advance of the ocean.

My bill has a different approach. The
welfare system should be only for the
unemployable—and my bill provides that
the Federal Government will assess every
applicant for AFDC to see if she is em-
ployable—only if the Federal Govern-
ment determines that she is unemploy-
able will we pick up our portion of the
State’s AFDC program. The States will
be free to disqualify from their AFDC
programs anyone not certified as unem-
ployable. The unemployables will re-
main on the welfare rolls—they will re-
main a State responsibility with the Fed-
eral Government contributing to the

. costs just as it does now.

Employable applicants, however, would
never get into the welfare system. They
would become a Federal responsibility
and would either be placed directly in
jobs or go into a fully federally financed
program of rehabilitation, employment
assistance, and child care.

Before I describe the program for em-
ployables, let me say just a word about
the transition to this system and how
the employability determinations would
be made. It is obviously not practical to
try to assess the entire welfare caseload
at any fixed point of time. Instead, my
bill provides that effective January 1,
1972, all new welfare applicants must be
assessed for employability and there is a
4-year period during which the new eli-
gibility eriterion will be applied to exist-
ing caseload—first to unemployed fath-
ers, then to out of school youth, then to
mothers with only one child and then to
all others. In view of the general turn-
over on the rolls, a 4-year program to
convert to the new eligibility system is
quite practical. At the end of that period,
the Federal Government will have as-
sumed full responsibility for the employ-
able population—leaving the States’
AFDC program with responsibility only
fcl;tl- those persons who are not employ-
able.

The employability determination is
central to the new program—it defines
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a new boundary between the role of the
States and the Federal Government but,
even more important, it defines the new
role of welfare: to help only those who
cannot help themselves. Perhaps it is
wrong to call this a new role of welfare
because it is what I, and I think most of
you, have always thought ought to be the
role of welfare.

This screening function is made a Fed-
eral responsibility and it is vested in the
Department of Labor. To emphasize its
importance, the bill specifically provides
that the Department of Labor may not
delegate the function to any State
agency—it is the Labor Department’s re-
sponsibility and I want no opportunity
for excuses or buckpassing if it is not
properly carried out. But I recognize the
limitations of the Department of Labor
so I have put some restrictions on their
discretion—they can make the decision
that a person is employable, but before
they can decide that he is unemployable
because of physical or mental incapacity
they must consult the State Vocational
Rehabilitation agency. Only if that
agency agrees that the applicant cannot
be rehabilitated can he be classified as
unemployable, It will be easy to be classi-
fled as employable—but hard to be classi-
fied as unemployable.

While a certificate of unemployability
will generally be required for eligibility
for welfare, this requirement is not ap-
plicable to children, to full-time students
under the age of 21 or to those required
in the home on a substantially full-time
basis to look after another ill member
of the family. It is applicable to mothers
with only one child regardless of age be-
cause I think that that mother has the
greatest chance of escaping from the
welfare trap before she has more chil-
dren. It is also applicable to mothers with
no preschool age children. However, no
mother will be considered employable if
there are not suitable day care facilities
available for her children.

In determining whether a person is em-
ployable, the Department of Labor will
look just at their personal character-
istics—not at the state of the labor
market. If the applicant has the capacity
to work or to be trained for work, he or
she is employable and, under my pro-
gram, they will work or be trained for
work-——they will not draw a welfare
check, That is right for them, for their
children, and for society. The self-respect
that comes from earning one’s way for
those who can work must no longer be
swallowed up by a debilitating welfare
system.

What will happen to those classified as
employable? It is no answer to disqualify
them from welfare if we do not have a
viable alternative. No good would come
from a system which called people em-
ployable but left them without work or
the opportunity to qualify for a job.
There would be no point in a reform
which took employables off the welfare
rolls left them to their own devices, with
neither work nor welfare. My bill con-
tains all the necessary mechanisms to
ensure that the employables get jobs—
and probably the most important of these
is the commitment to provide quality
child care to those who are prevented
from working because of lack of facili-
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ties to look after their children. My bill
provides for an entirely new system of
providing child care in America. The
lack of child care is the greatest barrier
to the employment of women in this
country—the lack of quality child careis
the greatest obstacle to improving the
opportunities of the children now grow-
ing up in poverty in our urban ghettos.
Quality child care can liberate mothers
from the indignities of the welfare sys-
tem by freeing them to earn their own
living—it can provide their children
with  the opportunities for learning
health and nutrition of 'which they are
too often deprived today.

Despite the eritical importance of child
care, the present system is just not pro-
viding it in meaningful quantities. In
1969, the Congress appropriated $25 mil-
lion for child care under the WIN pro-
gram but only $4 million was actually
used to buy child care. There are many
reasons for this inability to deliver rang-
ing from administrative inefliciency
through diffusion of responsibilities to
the vagaries of local licensing laws. We
need a new system and my bill provides
for a Federal Child Care Corporation—
a single organization with both the re-
sponsibility and the capability of meet-
ing the Nation’s child care needs. The
Corporation will be self-sustaining and
will provide child care services for all,
but with a mandate to give priority to
the poor. The bill provides for a 100-per-
cent Federal subsidy for child care for
the poor—and for a graduated contribu-
tion toward its cost for those with income
above the poverty level.

Those classified as employable will get
child care for their children—which is
not only necessary to enable them to
work but is a confribution to the welfare
of their children. Providing child care
is, if you like, a subsidy to the working
poor, bub it is the kind of subsidy that
benefits them and their children—a sub-
sidy far preferable to the welfare check
that emphasizes dependence instead of
independence.

With child care provided, many of the
barriers to employment can be overcome,
but certainly not all. All those classified
as employable will be eligible for the pro-
gram of rehabilitation, employment as-
sistance, and child care which is pro-
vided in the bill. This program will be
administered by the Department of
Labor, but it will not just be another pro-
gram added onto the multiplicity of pro-
grams that are already administered by
that Department and others with the
objective of promoting employability.

We do not need another new manpower
program or & warmed-over version of the
work incentive program—what we do
need is a coordinated and effective sys-
temn for getting people into jobs that
pay wages. The basic concept of the
REACH program is to give people who
would previously have gone on welfare
priority in all other Federal programs
that increase employability and promote
employment opportunity. There is no
need to establish another vocational re-
habilitation program-—what we need to
do is to get these people into it by giving
them priority and to increase the size of
the program by using the REACH ap-
propriation to buy additional opportu-
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nities in it. That is the basic function of
the REACH program—to place the em~-
ployables in. existing programs and to
expand opportunities in those programs
by supplementing the appropriation and,
where necessary, by paying the non-
Federal share in those programs that re-
quire matching.

That is the basic strategy of the pro-
gram—but there is more, To stimulate
on~the-job training, the bill provides for
a tax credit of 20 percent of the first
year's wages for employers but this cred-
it is reduced if the trainee is not kept in
employment for 2 full years. This credit
is in addition to the out-of-pocket train-
ing costs incurred which can be reim-
bursed as a training cost under the bill.
At the latest count, the Department of
Labor had less than 1,000 WIN enrollees
in on-the-job training and yet that is
the training that leads most directly to
jobs. The essence of my bill is to put peo-
ple into jobs and that is what an on-the-
job training program does. A tax incen-
tive will give a strong impetus to the pri-
vate sector and will enable us to make
on-the-jcb training a major component
of the program.

Even with tax credits, we know that
the private job market cannot by itself
do the job of absorbing all these peo-
ple. Therefore, we provide that REACH
eligibles shall be entitled to an appro-
priate number of  the jobs financed
through Federal grant-in-aid programs.
In addition, the bill provides a program
of public service employment, in which
the Federal Government: will pay 100
percent . of the costs of employing
REACH eligibles in useful employment
for State and local governments.

REACH will provide day care; it will
provide job training; most important,
it will provide jobs. This program is fun-
damentally different from the WIN pro-
gram and the training program of
the family assistance bill. ‘Under
those programs the employables are
put on welfare, then they are placed
in training or jobs and, if they re-
fuse, they are cut off from weliare.
That is going at things backwards, in my
opinion. If people are employable, they
do not belong on welfare in the first place.
They should not be put on and then
taken off—they should not go on and
that is how it operates under my bill.

That is the essence of my bill—welfare
is for those who cannot work. Let us have
a different program for those who can—
let us not demean them with a welfare
check but let us help them to lift them-
selves up with a job. Let us have a Fed-
eral program which will give them all
the assistance that they need te convert
their employment potential into an actu-
al job—and if the job does not exist
then we will create the job through the
public service employment program.

It is my belief that those who can work
do not belong on welfare—I also believe
that those who do work do not belong
on welfare either., The big innovation of
the family assistance program is to put
the working poor on welfare—I reject
that concept both because it undermines
the concept of work and because the
resources that would be squandered in
handouts to those who work can be put
to much better use. I do not reject wel-
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fare supplements to those who work be-
cause I reject work—but because I reject
welfare as g way of life.

Those who work should not be for-
gotten—we must assist them to an ade-
quate standard of living but not through
the welfare system. My bill provides free
child care for the working poor—a benefit
that can be of much greater value to
them and to the future of their children
than a small supplement to their wages.
It also provides a work expense allow-
ance of $720 a year to compensate for
the expense of going to work—this would
be reduced by $1 for every $2 that the
family income, including the work ex-
pense allowance, exceeded the poverty
level. And finally, the working poor
would be able to cash out their food-
stamp bonus.

I have described my bill in general
terms. Its purpose is to reverse the drift
toward welfare and to reemphasize the
need for self-help. That is a purpose that
is shared by all of us—but it is not carried
out in the family assistance plan. That
plan puts more people on welfare and
then makes ineffective efforts to get them
off—it seems to me incontrovertible that
the right approach is to limit welfare
eligibility in the first place and to pro-
vide work and training programs for
those who do not belong on welfare.

The welfare load has become a crush-
ing burden on State and local govern-
ment. In fisca] year 1972, the non-Fed-
eral share of the AFDC program will be
over $3 billion. The fiscal crisis facing
so many of our States and cities is not
only due to the explosion in welfare but
there is no question that they need relief
from the fiscal burden that the present
welfare program puts on them, I do not
propose that we federalize welfare—a
phrase that is attractive to many but
that poses immense problems.

A Federal program cannot continue
the diversity of payment levels that now
characterizes the AFDC program—but a
Federal welfare standard will not be ap-
propriate in both Mississippi and New
York. I do not propose to federalize wel-
fare, but I do propose to federalize that
part of the program which never should
have been included in welfare—the pro-
gram for putting employable people to
work. Child eare, work and training are
appropriate Federal responsibilities, and
if the Federal Government takes over the
responsibility for the employable portion
of the population, the States will be left
with their traditional—and manage-
able—responsibility of caring for those
who cannot assist themselves, Under the
program contemplated in the bill, no new
employables would go on the welfare
rolls after January 1, 1972, and by 1976
the Federal Government would have
taken over the entire responsibility for
all employables who were on the rolls
on the date of enactment.

In the first year of the program, the
States would have a nef saving in their
welfare bill of about $500 million. I rec-
ognize that that may not be enough to
alleviate the immediate crisis with which
they are faced, so I propose a transitional
program of revenue sharing with the
States and localities limited to the period
until they realize the full benefits from
the welfare reform program. This special
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revenue sharing would amount to $1.5
billion in the first year, phase down to
$500 million in 1974.

I have introduced this bill so that this
House, and the American people, may
have a constructive alternative to the
family assistance plan as they contem-
plate the need for welfare reform. Re~
form is needed; the Rehabilitation, Em-
ployment Assistance and Child Care Act
of 1971 is reform of the right kind.

QUALITY HEALTH CARE FOR ALL
AMERICANS

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing a bill to make quality health
care available to all Americans regard-
less of financial status.

We must acknowledge that the United
States finds itself in a health-care prob-
lem of massive proportions. We must
also recognize that national efforts to
improve and expand medical facilities,
to increase the number of medical per-
sonnel and to broaden consumer partici-
pation in medical policy have fallen short
of achievements of other comparable na-
tions and of our own capabilities and
desires. Of course, the quality and quan-
tity of health-care programs in the
United States have increased tremen-
dously in recent years, and more persons
have access to quality medical care than
ever before in our history, but a nation of
our wealth and compassion must not rest
content with a system that provides less
than the optimum for our people.

I believe that the objective of provid-
ing a system of national health insurance
has the support of my constituents in
Connecticut, and also has broad national
support. There is a national consensus
that every citizen has a right to adequate
health care even though he may not
have the capacity to pay for the serv-
ices, and that Congress should take steps
to provide this care on a reasonably ac-
ceptable basis.

My bill, which would be known as the
National Healthcare Act, proposes a
comprehensive health-care program
which does have such a reasonable
foundation that it is within the financial,
technological, and manpower capabilities
of the United States to achieve. It pro-
vides for a practical system, building
wherever possible upon the existing
structure, private and governmental, so
that program implementation may be
achieved at the earliest practicable date.

The main chjectives of my bill are:

First, to increase the supply, produe-
tivity and distribution of health man-
power by strengthening Federal grant
and loan programs for health manpower
training and offering incentives for per-
sonnel to locate in areas critically short
of medical services;

Second, to develop ambulatory health-
care services, promote health mainte-
nance, and reduce costly hospital use
by providing greater access to effective
and less expensive community ambula-
tory health-care services. The services
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would include preventive care, diagnosis,
treatment, and rehabilitation through
expansion of Federal hospital grants and
loan guarantees;

Third, to improve health-care plan-
ning and to distribute current and fu-
ture health resources more equitably by
reinforcing the role and authority of
State and areawide comprehensive
health planning agencies;

Fourth, to halt the escalation in
health-care costs and improve the qual-
ity of health care;

Fifth, to establish national goals and
priorities to improve health care; and

Sixth, to remove the financial bar-
riers to quality health care by insuring
the availability of comprehensive cover-
age to all persons. While coverage costs
for most people will continue to be met
by individuals and employers, public
funds will be used for persons needing
total or partial support in financing
their health care. Individuals and em-
ployers would be encouraged to partic-
ipate in the coverage through tax in-
centives.

The bill provides for the establishment
of minimum standard health-care bene-
fits to be set by Government in consul-
tation with professionals, consumers,
and health insurers. The minimum
standards will become effective in 1973,
and will expand to full coverage by 1979.

I think this bill offers a workable ap-
proach to providing health care to all
Americans, It is. a measure which I hope
will have the broad support of my col-
leagues.

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Speaker, I am, of
course, glad that an impasse has finally
been broken on the 10-percent social
Teﬁgﬁify increase retroactive to January

By this action, Congress is fulfilling its
promise to act promptly on this issue, in-
suring a bill on the President’s desk in a
matter of days.

This action also makes it possible for
increased benefits and the retroactive
payment to be paid in the July checks.

The needs of the senior citizens of
America—those who have been com-
pelled to suffer the worst stings of the
inflationary impaet are finally being
recognized.

ILLUSORY DECLARATION

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, DORN. Mr. Speaker, the recent
proclamation by the Japanese textile in-
dustry with respect to their exports to
the United States has been variously de-
scribed as a declaration, a counterpro-
posal, or an agreement. In fact, of course,
it is merely a one-sided, unworkable, and
conditional statement of future intent by
the Japanese industry which in no way
constitutes a meeting of the minds be-
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tween the governments of the two eoun-
tries.

But whatever you call it, Mr. Speaker,
this plan is now a dead issue. The whole
scheme advanced by their industry is by
its terms conditioned on similar actions
by other nations that export textiles to
the United States; but Taiwan, fo name
one, has already rejected any such course
of action. It is now crystal clear that
such a statement concocted by the Japa-
nese textile industry was' designed by
them to sabotage any government-to-
government agreement and again delay
consideration of the trade bill.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, we are back
where we- started on'January 22, 1971,
when our distinguished Chairman MiLLs
and others of us introduced the Mills
trade bill. This bill is designed to en-
courage government-to-government ne-
gotiations and is designed to promote
fair and orderly textile trade between the
United States and its trading partners.

The American textile worker is alse a
consumer, When out of work or his work
curtailed, he cannot purchase goods
moving in international trade nor can he
pay taxes desperately needed for local,
State, and Federal Government pro-
grams. -

I urge my colleagues to dismiss the re-
cent diversion by the Japanese textile
industry and to proceed with expeditious
consideration of the Mills bill.

A FATR TRADE POLICY

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the March 7
issue of the New York Times carried a
most significant article by Mr. Ely Calla-
way, president of Burlington Industries,
the Nation’s largest textile manufacturer.

In this article, Mr. Callaway, who is
acutely aware of the impact of low-
wage imports on our domestic textile and
apparel industries, points up the increas-
ing peril for many of our basic manufac-
turing industries stemming from trade
practices of other countries, particularly
Japan. He cites the manner in which car-
tels and other special government-busi-
ness relationships, which are illegal in
this country, are giving other countries
an unfair advantage in world trade.

His is a timely warning that the time
has come to reexamine and rework our
trade policies in light of modern day
practices, He has carefully documented
many of the reasons why it is impossible
for domestic industries to compete with
foreign monopolies.

Mr. Callaway's compelling arguments
underscore why it is essential for Con-
gress to pass legislation now which will
result in fair and reasonable regulation
of textile and apparel imports.

Mr. Speaker, I particularly commend to
the attention of my colleagues in the
House and in the other body this out-
standing and most timely article by Mr.
Ely Callaway, a man who is dedicated to
preserving those principles that made
this country great and a man who is com-
pletely devoted to all the people who are a
part of Burlington Industries:
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U.S. TrapE Poricy
(By Ely Callaway)

One of the hard facts of business, no less
than of life, is the fact of change. This is
surely true of the vast and diversified tex-
tile business, which last year turned out some
$21-billion worth of products to the ultimate
benefit of the American consumer.

‘Certainly, the United States textile busi-
ness qualifies as one of the dynamic indus-
tries. It is & huge manufacturing, marketing
and distribution’ complex involving more
than 600 competitive companies and 6,000
plants. Together with its major customers
(the United States apparel industry) and its
major suppliers (the fiber producers) it con-
stitutes the largest aggregate manufacturing
employer in the country—accounting for
nearly 2.6 million jobs.

In its products and its attitudes, the Amer-
ican textile industry has been changing to
reflect the changes in the soclal and psy-
chological attitudes with the mation. In the
process, it has heen making its products
among the best bargalns available anywhere.
Textile mill products are still being sold to
our customers at wholesale prices that are
far closer to the base perlod wholesale price
index of 19567-50 than practically any other
manufactured items produced in the United
States.

This is belng accomplished despite the fact
that cotton textile imports into the United
States have been limited by quota agreement
with some 30 other nations for the last eight
years. This experience contradicts the free
traders' claims that quotas inevitably harm
the consumer by causing prices to go sky
high. It belles their fears that any move that
glves even a reasonable degree of protection
to American Industry will surely bring on
wrath and retaliation by foreign competitors.

Inasmuch as Japan is no longer an under-
developed nation, I will cite Japan in illus-
trating why the United States textile indus-
try is convinced that a fundamental change
in our international trade policy is needed.

As everyone knows, Japan starts with one
great advantage in the matter of wages and
other costs. Indeed, the hourly wages and
fringe benefits in American textile plants
are some five times higher than the equiva-
lent paid to textile workers in Japan. But in
considering international trade policy, other
factors, I believe, are far more important.
For example:

Under the Japanese setup of close politi-
cal-economic cooperation, they have devel-
oped varlous ways and means of prohibiting
the import of disruptive guantities of any
type of products from the United States and
elsewhere. In other words, Japan protects its
own industries against excessive imports.

The Japanese Government makes it almost
impossible for an American company to own
more than 50 per cent of any company in
Japan, even under a joint venture arrange-
ment. Japanese companies need no special
approval from any United States Govern-
ment or state agency in order to own 100
per cent of a company in America. All they
need is the money and stockholder approval.

Japan produces excellent textile products
and exports them to the United States mar-
ket at low prices—often at little or no profit.
Under their extremely complex international
trading rules, this is apparently satisfactory
to the Japanese—in view of the over-all
Japanese goal.

Prices for Japanese textiles in the United
States market are generally lower than prices
for comparable textiles sold and consumed by
their own people in Japan. In view of recent
rulings by the United States Tariff Commis-
slon concerning the dumping of Japanese
television sets and radios in the American
market, it seems that we in textiles are not
alone.

The practices described above are the re-
sult of a unique system of cooperation and
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inter-relatedness that exists among the
Japanese Government and their industries,
their trading companies and their financial
institutions. They are all working together
in reasonable harmony with understanding
and with great effectiveness toward one com-
mon goal—i.e., to make “Japan, Inc.,” the
number one economic power in the world.

The workers in the textile industry in
Japan share this ambition. They are intelli-
gent, skilled, diligent, loyal and Industrious,
They are generally working hard to achieve
the same goal that thelr company manage-
ments and their Government are trying to
achieve. They all want Japan to be the
world’s strohgest economic power. (In the
United States is management and labor gen-
erally working together as a team and with
such dedication toward any one goal as are
the Japanese?)

Anyone who has tried to compete with
this truly remarkable system understands
that nothing like this exists in the United
States, and probably never will. As a final
example, the Japanese system encourages
monopolies among large industrial and other
business organizations in Japan. United
States antlitrust laws prohibit monopolies.
And yet we are expected to be able to com-
pete against foreign monopolies, Where is
the logic in that?

As one who has personally been in direct
competition with the Japanese in a major
way for 12 years, I can say that they are
extraordinarily able businessmen. With this
in mind I state my personal point of view,
which is:

The United States industrial community
as a whole is fast losing its position as.front
runner in the international trade race in
spite of the fact that we were almost at the
finish line and were practically the only ones
in the race 25 years ago.

American industries’ investments abroad
—no matter how successful finanecially—do
not contribute importantly to the high level
of employment we must malntaln within
the United States if we are to absorb the
bulk of our own output from farm "and
industry.

Only a major change in United States trade
policy will enable American industry as a
whole to stay ahead in this contest—a con-
test that really is a race for economic survi-
val and is therefore vital to every American’s
personal and national well-being.

The Japanese have already taken large seg-
ments of the United States market—not only
for textiles and apparel, but for shipbuilding,
specialty and other steels, cameras, television
sets, radios, calculators, electronic devices of
many types, and other products generally
classified as “high technology.” it

These high technology areas are the very
ones in which American ingenuity allowed
us to prosper and dominate until recent
years. I forecast that the Japanese will fully
capitalize on the advantages in their sys-
tem as they move to capture major portions
of the United States markets for automobiles,
alreraft and other equally high technology
products.

Fortunately, Congress appears to be far
ahead of some of our other branches of gov-
ernment and ahead of many leading Ameri-
can businessmen in recognizing the need for
change, Hardly anyone thinks there is a
realistic chance that the United States will
adopt the Japanese system I have attemped
to describe, That's why we in the textile in-
dustry feel that the Trade Bill recently
introduced in Congress by the Ways and
Means Committee chairman, Wilbur Mills,
does provide for the needed changes in our
trade policy.

That bill would allow Japanese textiles
and apparel (and like items from all other
currenty exporting nations) to continue to
enter our market in huge quantities—and
to continue to share in any growth in our
markets here.
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This principle is fair and reasonable to all
concerned. But the bill does, by quantita-
tive limitation, prevent imports—from any
source—irom gaining further excessive dom-
ination of United States markets In the
future. It will provide a reasonable degree of
protection agalnst excessive domination of
any United States market by any foreign
nation that might have developed a system
giving that nation most of the advantages
over the United States in the international
trade race.

ROASTING MARSHMALLOWS

(Mr, MIKVA asked and was given
permission to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I was sad-
dened to read this morning about the
political blasts directed by Senator DoLE
at Senator Muskie and former Attorney
General Ramsey Clark. Senator DoLk,
who used to be a lawyer and is now
chairman of the Republican National
Committee, shot his mud over a lot of
people in one speech. I am certain that
presidential candidates can take care
of themselves in the face of cheap shots
like Senator Dorr’s, but the jury is at
least theoretically still out on the Ber-
rigan case. As a lawyer, I would like to
believe, Mr, Speaker, that the chairman
of the Republican National Committee
could respect the fundamental proposi-
tion that in a free democratic society,
even those indicted by the present ad-
ministration, are entitled to counsel of
their choice and that a lawyer worthy
of the title responds to such requests.
Senator Dore’s flippant ecriticism of
Ramsey Clark because of his willing-
ness to provide legal counsel to certain
defendants in a criminal case shows ut-
ter insensitivity to the fundamental ten-
ets of the Constitution and of American
democracy. It would be nice if the Re-
publican national chairman could find
something else to sharpen his ax on
besides our system of justice.

THE 52D ANNIVERSARY OF THE
FOUNDING OF THE AMERICAN
LEGION

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

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, one of
the Nation's outstanding organizations
is celebrating its 52d anniversary on
Monday, March 15, 1971. I am speaking
of the American Legion, which was
founded in Paris, France, at the historie
caucus of delezates from the First Amer-
jcan Expeditionary Force on March 15,
1919. They dedicated their organization
to God and country, and the American
Legion has honored this dedication ever
since that day.

In its brief history the American Legion
has served admirably as the champion of
the veterans of our wars, and has served
just as admirably the best interests of
the Nation as a whole. It pioneered in
obtaining deserved rehabilitation assist-
ance for those who suffered physical dis-
abilities in military service. It led the
fight for deserved assistance to widows,
orphans, and dependents of those who
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gave their lives in military service. It
obtained increased educational and
training opportunities for veterans with
its sponsorship of the GI bill of rights
and the Korean GI bill. And, of course,
the American Legion played a promi-
nent role in the creation of the Veterans’
Administration in 1930. The American
Legion last year spent $10 million alone
for its child welfare program, and its
youth training program is one of the
Nation’s largest, including junior base-
ball, sponsorship of Boy Scout troops,
Boys State, and Boys National Govern-
ment,

These are wonderful examples of the
actions taken by the American Legion to
meet the challenge of its heritage—a
heritage we must all cherish and which
we must carry into the future by vigorous
and selfless service at the community,
State, and national level.

The largest veterans organization in
the United States with about 3 million
Legionnaires, the American Legion has
enjoyed a consistent record of dedication
to, and pursuit of, the American ideal. Its
continuing goal has been to keep America
always American. It is, therefore, fitting
to take this opportunity to congratulate
the American Legion on its impressive
record of achievement, dedication, and
integrity.

Mr. Speaker, no greater compliment
can be paid, I think, than to state that
the American Legion has lived up to the
high standards it set for itself 52 years
ago. I join with the Legion’s many friends
all over-the world in offering my sincerest
congratulations on the anniversary of
its founding and on the outstanding rec-
ord it has established.

THE AMERICAN SST—FACT, NOT
FANTASY

(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. ADAMS. Mr, Speaker, as this his-
toric debate continues on the American
SST, I believe that each Member of Con-
gress and each American citizen should
be presented the facts which surround
this program. It is for this purpose that I
address the House today.

THE ATTACE ON THE SST

As you know, there have been charges
that the SST will blot out the sun, melt
the polar ice caps, cause skin cancer, and
disturb animal life. The hearings have
shown these charges to be unwarranted.
To the contrary, the development of two
prototypes—which is all that we are dis-
cussing on the House floor today—will
allow the Department of Transportation
to conduct the necessary research to de-
termine whether any environmental
harm may possibly occur and to develop
means of eliminating any such damage.
The scientists testifying stated there were
no facts to establish any of the charges
that have been made but they would con-
tinue a full-scale research program on all
of the environmental aspects.

Mr. Speaker, some of the hysteria
which has surrounded this debate re-
minds me of a similar outery which oc-
curred in this great Nation’s past. I think
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Members will find it interesting to note
that Martin Van Buren, when Governor
of New York, stated in a letter fo Presi-
dent Andrew Jackson in 1829:

As you well know, Mr. President, railroad
carriages are pulled at the enormous speed of
15 miles per hour by engines which In addi-
tion to endangering life and limb of passen-
gers, roar and snort their way through the
countryside, setting fire to the crops, scaring
the livestock, and frightening women and
children. The Almighty never intended that
people should travel at such breakneck speed.

Congress and the administration, labor,
and ‘industry, have worked long, hard
hours to keep the SST program going,
with the congressional delegation from
the State of Washington being in the
forefront of the struggle. For my part,
I have worked with all the Interested
parties in summoning support for con-
tinuation of the program. As the North-
west’s representative on the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee of the
House and as a member of the Subcom-
mittee on Transportation and Aeronau-
ties, I have also Introduced legislation
to prohibit flight over the United States
at supersonic speeds in order to reassure
those who are concerned about possible
noise pollution. Senator MacnusoN has
ingroduced this legislation on the Senate
side.

THE SST IS NOT A FANTASY

The supersonic transport is neither a
fantasy nor a thing of the distant future.
It is an aircraft which is here now. Two
different supersonic transports have al-
ready been built: The TU-144, which
is Russia’s bid for the world’s commercial
airline market; and the Anglo-French
Concorde, two prototypes of which have
already flown at speeds of mach 2. These
test flights have bullt a solid technical
basis for production. My information in-
dicates that this summer the major air-
lines and manufacturers will begin to
work out details concerning fares, daily
utilization, and design features for pas-
senger appeal. The Russians have already
announced flights from Moscow to India
and Moscow to points east in Russia for
October 1971. Advertisements for the TU-
144 are already running in American
trade journals.

PRODUCTIVITY

There is no question that the SST will
be the most productive aireraft ever built.
The most recent information presented
by the hearings before the Appropriation
Committee this month indicates the
US. 88T will be: first, three times
as productive as the Concorde and
the jumbo trijet; second, almost twice
as productive as the 747; third, four times
as productive as the 707; and fourth, 16
times as productive as the DC-6. New
productivity levels will provide the basis
for the airlines to accommodate the nor-
mal travel growth requirements coinci-
dent with attractive service, maintain
a reasonable financial return in spite of
cost escalation, provide the traveling
public with reasonable fares, and main-
tain reasonable worldwide civil air trans-
port fleet sizes. The operation of a sin-
gle aireraft, which will do more work
per unit of cost, will result in a more
solid financial base for the airline in-
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dustry as a whole. It will take fewer
planes to meet the air travel demands
which will reduce the amount of air con-
gestion, air pollution, and the resulting
side effects.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

In response to environmental skepti-
cism about the program, I think it is
most significant that the Secretary of
Transportation, John A. Volpe, and the
Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, William D. Ruckelshaus,
have both assured Congress that should
sonic boom. radiation, water vapor or
other dangers be caused by the SST, they
will use all means available to stop fur-
ther development of that aircraft.

We cannot, of course, answer every
scientific speculation on what effect
large-scale operations by supersonic air-
craft will have on the environment in the
far-distant future. But we can say that
most scientific information to date indi-
cates no reason to halt or delay work on
the U.S. SST prototype program. A re-
port of the MIT-sponsored study of criti-
cal environmental problems, for example,
indicated that the additional carbon
dioxide from SST operations will cause
no problem, that predicted ozone changes
would be insignificant, and that the role
of quantities of particulates in altering
the heat budget is very small. Because of
the foreign-built SST it will be necessary
to carefully monitor these factors from
now on. The American SST prototype
program will allow us to do this.

NOISE PROBLEM

With respect to noise, the SST will be
quieter over the community than the
typical jet and will, in fact, have a noise
level within the limits of the FAA 108
equivalent decibel rule for subsonie jets.
The approach noise of the SST will be
lower than the present 707 and DC-8
jets. Sonic boom will not be a problem
because the proposed Federal air regu-
lation which will be in effect within the
next 90 days specifically prohibits flights
over the United States at speeds that
would create a boom on the ground.
Flights over land, I might add, are not
considered necessary in order for SST
operations to be profitable. And as I men-
tioned previously, in order to provide
maximum assurances that the SST will
not cause noise pollution in our environ-
ment, I have introduced a bill to prohibit
supersonie flight over the United States.

The boom effects that have broken
windows or been unpleasant in other as-
pects have resulted from fighters break-
ing the sound barrier at low altitudes
with a resulting increase in pressure of
40 to 60 pounds per square inch. The
SST would not do this. At climb rates
it only increases the pressure 4 pounds
per square inch and only 2 pounds at
cruise rates.

EMPLOYMENT

The effects of the S8ST program on the
employment of Americans is consider-
able. Presently there are 13,000 people
working on the prototype program. Dur-
ing the production phase, the SST pro-
gram would provide a direct labor force
of 50,000 jobs. Through the multiplier
factor, the impact more reasonably can
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be expected to involve 150,000 jobs in
the next 15 years. The combined and
cumulative income of the direct and sup-
plemental labor force involved in more
than 6,000 companies and plants may
well exceed $33 billion by 1990, It is es-
sential that we reverse the sharp down-
trend in commercial transport aircraft
development and manufacturing employ-
ment begun in mid-1968.

Without increased employment stabil-
ity, the Nation’s economic decline will
not be halted. The health of the aero-
space industry is closely tied to the de-
velopment of new aircraft.

BALANCE OF TRADE

Mr. Speaker, if the United States fails
to build an SST, an adverse effect will be
felt in our balance of trade. If, for in-
stance, we suffer a trade imbalance from
200 Concordes imported—worth $7 bil-
lion—and lose sales abroad by not build-
ing an American SST—a $10.1 billion
loss—we are on the short end of this
trade balance to the tune of $17.1 bil-
lion, If a more airline-economical Con-
corde II appears, this unfavorable trade
impact would grow to $22.1 billion. If a
productive family of civil aircraft sur-
rounding the SST continues to be de-
veloped abroad, this impact will easily
grow to $27.1 billion.

U.S, AIRLINES POSITION

The airline industry has given full
support to the SST program. It is the
industry’'s feeling that carriers which do
not acquire new technologically advanced
aircraft at a time in which its com-
petitors have done so, will suffer a loss
of passengers and a serious decline in
their share of the market. The airlines
strongly prefer to operate American-
built supersonic planes for several
reasons; first, no other country can
produce such reliable and economical
airecraft as the United States; second,
American manufacturers can support
the airline industry through spare parts
and engineering service better than can
European or other manufacturers; and
third, investments by the industry would
be pumped into the American economy,
stimulating employment and economic
growth.

The airline industry is' convinced
that whether or not an American SST is
built, there will be supersonic trans-
ports operating on the world’s air routes
and that the Concorde and the TU-144
will be produced and sold to the airlines
of the world. If U.S. carriers fail to pro-
tect themselves by buying aircraft with
performance, safety, efficiency and serv-
ice comparable to that equipment used by
its’ competitors, those airlines would be
relegated to offering second-class service.

If can hardly be doubted that interna-
tional competition on the air routes of
the world is severe. The foreign carriers
which the American industry competes
with are financially backed, and in most
cases owned, by their governments.

STATUS OF THE PROGRAM

Mr. Speaker, this program is now two-
thirds complete, We are nearing our goal
of providing two flying prototypes: which
will verify the technical, economic, and
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environmental viability of the aircraft.
We are now 10 years along the road to
completion. The U.8. Government has
invested more than $860 million out of
a total investment to date of over $1 bil-
lion. Private industry has presently in-
vested more than $223 million out of its
commitment of $403 million. As Secre-
tary Volpe has stated:

We have gone too far, invested too much,
and are too near our goal to let this all go
down the drain with no tangible results.

This is a program which is on sehedule,
within cost and facing no insurmount-
able technical problems.

The loss to the Federal Treasury if this
program is abruptly canceled would be
over $1 billion for nothing instead of
$1.3 billion invested in two flying proto-
types.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, we are at the crossroads
in the history of civil aviation. We can
vote to keep pace with the future, to
support American technology and know-
how, and to sustain the faith that most
of us have in the American ability for
progress. Or we can voite the American
civil aviation industry into permanent
secondary status. I urge my colleagues
to lend their overwhelming support for
the continuation of the SST program.

ONE-THIRD CUT IN URBAN MASS
TRANSPORTATION CONSTRUC-
TION PROGRAM

(Mr, KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EOCH, Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday,
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HarrerN) and I visited with
Secretary of Transportation John A.
Volpe, to discuss the study presently be-
ing conducted by the Department on the
feasibility of providing Federal assistance
to help defray the operating costs of mass
transit companies in urban areas. This
study was mandated by the Urban Mass
Transportation Assistance Act of 1970.
The Secretary told us that he expects to
have preliminary data on fhis subject in
June with the report ready by October,
as requested by the Congress.

During the course of the meeting we
asked Secretary Volpe about the reports
that came from the Senate last week that
the President is cuiting back Federal
commitments for mass transit capital
programs in fiscal year 1971 by $200 mil-
lion from the $600 million authorized by
Congress to $400 million. Secretary
Volpe confirmed that this is true. While
stating that this was part of the Presi-
dent’s efforts to hold down Federal
spending, he tried to suggest that the
President’s action really did not make
much difference to mass transit interests
because the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration would not have more
than $400 million worth of applications
ready for commitment this year.

The Secretary’s confirmation of a one-
third eut in the Nation's mass transit
program this year distressed me greatly,
while his suggestion that no more than
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$400 million worth of commitments could
be made any way puzzled me as I re-
called that last year UMTA Administra-
tor Carlos Villarreal had come before the
House Appropriations Committee and
testified that his Administration, as of
April 1970, had applications pending
which totaled more than $1 billion.
Furthermore, Administrator Villarreal
told the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee that his office was in a position to
obligate approximately $850 million for
capital construction programs in fiscal
year 1971,

Today I learned that UMTA now has
applications pending which total $2.7 bil-
lion—and of course this makes it all the
more difficult to understand how the Ad-
ministration should not be in a position
to make commitments in excess of $400
million. Some of the major applications
now pending include:

First, $1.2 billion for the New York
metropolitan area—this is the total of a
number of grant applications;

Second, $544 million for Chicago;

Third, $373 million for Boston;

Fourth, $150 million for Philadelphia;

Fifth, $105 million for the Delaware
Port Authority;

Sixth, $99 million for San Francisco;

3eventh. $58 million for New Jersey;
an

Eighth, $13 million for Los Angeles.

It is true that some of these applica-
tions have been submitted in the last 6
months, but some, such as Chicago’s,
have been pending since mid-1969. And,
it is important to note, that even in the
cases of recently submitted applieations,
the projects have been planned for years
and in most cases are long overdue in
realization. Many cities are ready to go
ahead with construction, but are being
held back because of the lack of Govern-
ment funds.

The Nation's mass transportation budg-
et is small enough without further cut-
backs by the President. Estimates pre-
pared for UMTA place the mass trans-
portation capital requirements for this
decade at between $28 and $34 billion.
For too long the Federal Government
has ignored the needs of public transpor-
tation and as a result most all mass tran-
sit systems have been undermined by a
vicious cycle of declining transit patron-
age and declining profits. During the
past two decades this has resulted in a
two-thirds reduction in transit patron-
age, and it has meant that most transit
systems today are relying on equipment
that is 30 years old.

The Federal Government has poured
tremendous sums into highway construc-
tion—over $50 billion—but barely a bil-
lion dollars into mass transit construec-
tion.

We are far behind in meeting the
transit needs of our cities, large and
small. It is urgent that we get on with
the construction and modernization pro-
grams that will deliver efficient and safe
transportation for the men and women
who need to get to work and back home
again in a reasonable amount of time.
We should be redoubling our efforts in
this field, not reducing them. I hope that
the President will reconsider his posi-
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tion on this matter and permit his loyal
and good Secretary of Transportation to
press UMTA to move on and make com-
mitments to the full $600 million au-
thorized by Congress.

BEGINNING OF PRESIDENTIAL
CAMPAIGNS

(Mr. JACOBS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, now that
a certain national party chairman has
told us where the Honorable EpmMunp S.
MuskIe began his presidential campaign,
I wonder if that chairman would care
to say where President Nixon began his
presidential campaign in 1960.

“TODAY” LASTS 10,000 HOURS

(Mr. VAN DEERLIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker,
while shaving and dressing this morning,
I was giving indirect attention to NBC's
“Today” program on television. If a re-
cent survey is reasonably reliable, as
many as 280 of my Housse colleagues
may also have been watching—for the
survey showed that 65 percent of us see
at least a part of it each day.

My point in mentioning the “Today”
show is that it marked a major milestone
this morning, by logging its 10,000th
hour on the air. This is network tele-
vision’s longest running weekday pro-
gram—and its most influential one, ac-
cording to a Wall Street Journal article
earlier in the week.

At 2 hours a day, I wondered how long
it would take to reach that 10,000th
hour. The answer is 19 years. We Con-
gressmen and other decisionmaking
personnel in Government constitute only
a sliver of “Today's” audience of 7

on.
Almost daily, this early morning pro-

gram offers a timely interview from
Washington. In this and other ways, it
has come fo serve as a catalyst in history.
Not infrequently, statements made by
guests of “Today” have caused a chain
of events that has improved the condi-
tion of American life.

A report by the noted conservationist,
Roger Caras, spurred the Maine Legis-
lature into outlawing the cruel practice,
followed by some hunters, of caging bears
before shooting them down. In addition,
“Today’s” own “reporter at large,” Paul
Cunningham, has been a mover and
shaker in his own right, with notable
series on mental retardation, mine safety
and the threat once posed by airport de-
velopers to the Florida Everglades.

The program, by its impartial and
thorough coverage of developments in
the United States and abroad, has crys-
tallized opinion on many important is-
sues. “Today” has become well known
for its exclusive interviews with govern-
ment leaders and others prominent in
our national life. Its lengthy and grow-
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ing list of “firsts” has included such
television coups as the first live color
television picture from inside Bucking-
ham Palace which was transmitted by
satellite during President Nixon's visit
with the British royal family.

“Today” has examined in depth many
controversial and complex problems,
among them birth control, abortions,
pollution. It devoted a full week’s study—
five 2-hour programs—to man and his
environment. The ideas and opinions
presented on “Today” have ranged over
the entire political and social spectra.
Through its flexible format, “Today” is
able to cover a wide variety of subjects—
national and foreign news, weather,
science, education, fine arts, musie, liter-
ature, theater, fashions, sports, and
travel. No other program on felevision
has presented so many aspects of our
world in such an illuminating and enter-
taining way.

For these reasons, I believe, we should
honor the “Today” show as an example
of the very finest in television program-
ing, a program which clearly deserves
the high critical and audience acclaim
it continually receives.

NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC
RIVERS SYSTEM

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation to help
preserve sections of the Au Sable and
Manistee Rivers in the State of
Michigan. This legislation designates
these rivers as potential additions to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
Under this act certain of the Nation’s
rivers are selected for preservation in
their free-flowing condition so as to pro-
tect the water quality of such rivers and
to fulfill vital national econservation
purposes.

These rivers and their tributaries
possess outstanding scenic and recrea-
tional values which must be protected
for the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations.

Those of us who have had an oppor-
tunity to travel or live in northern
Michigan know not only of the beauty
of these streams but also the value these
wild rivers give the area. I believe the
deep feeling we have for these rivers can
best be explained or described by Henry
Stephen, a pioneer whose memories were
recalled in “The Old Au Sable” by Hazen
Miller:

I have no great desire to catch a lot of
trout now, being satisfled if I get a few to
eat and being out fishing, enjoying wildlife
and the peacefulness of it all. When the time
comes for me . . . I would lke to have
a resting place on the bank of the besuti-
ful beloved Au Sable.

It would be a disaster to see these
streams destroyed by commercial pol-
lutants. This, however, may be the case.
The forested land along the rivers will
be cleared and in its place will appear
concrete structures. Leases have already
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been let and large parcels have been sold
off for private development. If this con-
tinues these streams will lose their nat-
ural attractiveness and scenic beauty for
which they are known. Action to protect
this area is absolutely essential.

The State of Michigan has responded
to the call for action. Last fall Michigan
enacted its own wild rivers protection law,
carefully written to ceoordinate well with
the features of the national law. The bill
I introduce today does not conflict with
State plans. The study it orders will be
a cooperative one, involving State, loeal,
and citizen interests as well as the Bu-
reau of Outdoor Recreation and the U.S.
Forest Service, which administers large
national forests near these two rivers.
The bill I am introducing has the sup-
port of Michigan’s Department of Nat-
ural Resources.

We in this Chamber have the au-
thority, the methods by which, and the
standards according to which, additional
components may be added fo this Na-
tional Rivers System. I firmly believe
that the Manistee and Au Sable Rivers
should be included and as a result pre-
served for the enjoyment of generations,

REINSTATEMENT OF 7-PERCENT IN-
VESTMENT TAX CREDIT

(Mr., CHAMBERLAIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker, I
was encouraged to note in this morning's
newsstories that Chairman Arthur
Burns of the Federal Reserve Board has
urged the reinstatement of the 7-percent
investment tax credit which was repealed
by the Tax Reform Act of 1969. I share
his view that more must be done to
spur economic activity throughout the
country.

Along these lines, I further feel that
we should also be making additional
affirmative efforts to help the small busi-
ness ecommunity of our country. For the
small businessman, dollars to finance
expansion must either come from after-
tax profits, which have been squeezed, or
from borrowing, which has been either
too expensive or not available at all. In
an effort to help meet this problem, I
want to remind my colleagues that
earlier this year I introduced legislation
calling for a so-called plowback allow-
ance which would permit a business to
deduct 20 percent of its taxable earnings,
up to $40,000, when such funds are re-
invested in the business. I am gratified
that to date, some 34 Members have
joined in sponsoring this bill, HR. 3489.

Small businesses are the backbone of
our economy. There is not a city or town
across the country that is not vitally
affected by their prosperity or decline. I
am satisfied that they need this invest-
ment capability in order to help do their
part, to bring about the administration’s
goal of full employment, and I again
urge that all of the legislative sugges-
tions introduced to help stimulate our
economy have the careful serutiny of this
Congress.
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INCREASED SUPPORT PRICE ON
MILK

(Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, today I reaffirm the sentiments
I expressed to Secretary Hardin as early
as February 1, when I urged him fo in-
crease the support price on milk to 90
percent of parity—the highest permitted
by law.

I emphasize it is reasonable and fully
warranted to raise parity to 90 percent.
The consumer price index stood at 135
for the first 9 months of 1970, using 1957-
59 as base years. Yet, the price index of
fluid milk sold in the grocery store was
126.6. Not only did the price of milk rise
far less than did the average increase of
all goods and services, but it was also
substantially below that of foods in gen-
eral.

Even though milk prices have re-
mained low in comparison to other goods,
the dairyman’s expenses have not. Farm
wage rates in 1970 were nearly 7 percent
above 1969; farm machinery and equip-
ment costs were 6 percent higher last
year than the one preceding; State and
local taxes on farm real estate were up
11 percent in 1969 over 1968; in 1970,
interest cost on real estate debt rose
7 percent, while interest cost on non-
real estate debt rose 18 percent; and the
milk feed price ratio in January 1971
reached its lowest level since January
1968.

The situation would be different if the
dairyman were in a better position than
his urban counterpart. According to the
latest available statistics, however, the
average farmer has only 77 percent of
the disposable income of nonfarmers. In
addition, this fact does not take into con-
sideration the farmer’s longer working
hours and greater investment.

Mr. Speaker, dairymen have lower in-
comes, lower prices for their products,
and equally as great, if not a greater rise
in expenses than the average American.
While dairy farmers remember and ap-
breciate Secretary Hardin's action last
year when he increased parity to 85 per-
cent, they are justified in hoping he will
increase parity to 90 percent in 1971.

MR. ARENDS’ SPEECH ON NATIONAL
SECURITY

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

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on Tues-
day evening, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. AreNps) was awarded the most
coveted honor bestowed by the Veterans
of Forelgn Wars, the Congressional
Award.

Mr. ArEnops is highly deserving.

The VFW should be highly com-
mended for their choice.

Every American can be proud of the
record of Mr. ArReNDS. Every American
and every citizen of the free world should
be grateful for his selfless, sustained
service to our Nation, to the concept of
freedom and to the Congress.
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Commander in Chief H. R. Rainwater,
of my home State of California, one of
the greatest commanders in chief in the
long and distinguished history of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, made the fol-
lowing introduction of Mr. AReNDS in the
presentation of the Congressional
Award:

Tonight we are gathered in our natlon’s
capltal to pay homage to one of America’s
most respected leaders. We honor & man
who has unselfishly dedicated his life to our
country from the moment he was first elected
to Congress during the dark days of the
Great Depression nearly two score years ago.

We honor & man whose personal Integrity
has always been above reproach—a man who
has been ever willing to listen to the plea
for help and to lend a helping hand—a man
who sincerely belleves that being a member
of Congress is being able to do things for
his fellow man.

We honor a man who has been a confidant
of America’s great Presidents from Franklin
D. Roosevelt to Richard Nixon. A man whose
counsel has always been relled on for its
depth of wisdom based on fact and logle—
a man who is considered to be one of the
most popular and well-llked members of
Congress.

The gentleman we honor tonight, Les
Arends, from the great state of Illinois—‘“the
land of Abe Lincoln"—is a great Amerlcan
in the finest sense of that phrase. He be-
lleves In service to the nation, In our coun-
try’'s veterans—each and every one—and in
a strong Amerlca. These are just some of the
multitude of reasons that Congressman
Arends is consldered one of the most able and
persuasive leaders of our time.

As Republican Party Whip, Les Arends is
charged with making sure his party has all
its votes on the floor when necessary. He
was first picked by his colleagues for the
honor of “Whip” In 1943, and has served
in that position longer than anyone in his-
tory, on either the Democratic or Republi-
can side of the aisle.

In this crucial position he plays a key role
in the determination of party policy and
strategy on various measures coming before
the House of Representatives.

Friendship for the man we honor is not
confined to one side of the political aisle,
however, for he has just as many warm
boosters on the Democratic side.

Today, only three men in the entire House
of Representatives outrank him in years of
service. Congressman Arends is the ranking
Republican member of the important House
Ethics Committee and the member with the
most service on the House Armed Services
Committee. As a Navy veteran, he 1s a stanch
supporter of the men and women in our
armed forces. And he realizes full well that
our nation must remain strong if we are to
remain a free people.

It has been sald of Les Arends that he is
as much a part of the House of Repre-
sentatives as the statue of Freedom atop
the Capitol dome. Tonight, with friendship,
humility and heartfelt appreclation from all
of us, it is my privilege to present the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars Congressional Award
to Congressman Leslie Arends for his out-
standing service to our Nation.

Every American should read the ac-
ceptance speech of Mr. ArRgNps. He has
served longer than any other person on
the Committee on Armed Services. He is
more knowledgeable than any Member,
perhaps any person, in matters of the se-
curity of our Nation.

The full text of the speech of the Hon-
orable Lestie C. AgreNps of Illinois
follows:

It is a real privilege for me to be here with
you this evening.
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First of all, I should like to offer my per-
sonal congratulations, not only to the win-
ners, but to all the fine young men and
women who participated in the VP.W. Na-
tional Essay Contest. I hope you will pardon
my boast when I take the liberty to point
out that the essay winner of the State of
Illinols, Miss Bailey, s a young lady from my
Congressional District.

I am proud, very proud, to have been se-
lected by your great and splendid organiza-
tion to be the recipient of this coveted Con-
gressional Award.

When I consider the contribution which
you Veterans of Forelgn Wars have made to
the preservation and promulgation of our
American ideals, and when I reflect on the
outstanding contribution made by those who
have previously received this recognition, I
feel very humble, very humble indeed. I
would that I could be as worthy.

In my many years of service in the Con-
gress no honor has come to me that is more
meaningful than the honor you bestow this
evening,

When I first came to Congress I was as-
signed to the House Military Affairs Com-
mittee and, of course, have served on the
Armed Services Committee since it was first
established In 1948, with the unification of
the Military Affairs and Naval Affairs Com-
mittee. I have the distinction, if indeed it is
a distinction, considering that I am not the
Chairman, to have served longer on the
Armed Services Committee than any mem-
ber of it.

When I learned that I was to be the re-
cipient of this award, I called our Committee
Chalrman, the Honorahble F, Edward Hébert,
of Louisiana, to tell him the good news. Per-
haps, I was subtly reminding him of my
seniority. Perhaps I wanted to impress him
with the fact that although in the minority
we Republicans do, upon occaslon, receive
some recognition.

He congratulated me and sald, “Now, Les,
in accepting an award as important as this
from an organization as important as the
Veterans of Forelgn Wars, you cannot make
the standard politician's bullfight speech.”
For those of you who are not familiar with
it, that is a speech which, like a bullfight,
lasts approximately one-half hour and con-
tains only a moment of truth.

I told him my remarks this evening would
be substantially less than a half hour, that
what I had to say would be the truth, and
that I did not intend to make even a non-
partisan Republican speech.

As a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I have always been proud of the
non-partisan manner in which our Commit-
tee has dealt with all matters pertaining to
our national defense. When our Committee
held its first organization meeting in this
new Congress, Congressman Hébert—who
succeeded the late Mendel Rivers as Chair-
man—emphasized in his opening statement
that this was one policy he wanted to see
continued. I am sure it will be,

As s member of my political party's lead-
ership in the House of Representatives, I
have always been proud of the non-partisan-
ship with which the House, as a whole, has
approached national security problems.

We used to have a fine old tradition in this
country known as a bipartisan foreign policy.
You may recall that as Chalrman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in the
80th Congress, the late Senator Arthur Van-
denburg of Michigan, furnished the leader-
ship for a bipartisan foreign policy during
the Truman Administration. And this was
during the perlod of the none too popular
Eorean ‘“police action” as it was then
characterized.

It 15 quite true that we who serve in the
Congress, particularly in the United States
Senate, have a responsibility in connection
with the conduct of foreign relations and in
the prosecutlon of a war. But under our Con-
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stitution the President of the United States
has primary responsibility for the conduct
of our forelgn relations, and he is Com-
mander-in-chief of all our armed forces. It
is Imperative that we give him our maximum
possible support, and particularly during a
period of international stresses and strains
and conflict.

That does not mean we should “rubber
stamp" whatever our Presldent or any Presi-
dent proposes or undertakes. Bipartisanship
does not mean that our volces of disagree-
ment be silent. But let them be voices of re-
straint, not voices of opposition for opposi-
tion’s sake.

At no time should partisan considerations
enter into our decisions with respect to for-
eign policy or with respect to our national
defense posture, One implements and supple-
ments the other. Both pertain to our national
security and to the preservation of freedom
and to the maintenance of peace.

While our Constitution vests in the Presi-
dent primary responsibility for the formula-
tlon of forelgn policy and designates him
Commander-in-Chief of our armed forces, the
Constitution vests in the Congress the pri-
mary responsibility for determining the size
and the nature of our armed forces. It goes
without saying that our national security—
our safety as a free people—requires that
there be maximum cooperation between the
Congress and the President, whoever is our
President and whatever the political com-
plexion of the Congress.

In his recent “State of the World Report"
President Nixon said: “It is essential that
the United States maintain a military force
sufficlent to protect our interests and meet
our commitments. Were we to do less, there
would be no chance of creating a stable
warld struecture.”

The measure of sufficlency is not the num-
ber of dollars we annually spend on our de-
fense establishment. The size and nature
of our national defense is necessarily dic-
tated by the nature of the world in which
we live, by the threat and the potential
threat we face. Our objective is to deter war,
not to make war. We do not seek to impose
our will on any people anywhere.

Had the conquest of territory and the
subjugation of people been our objective we
could readily have achieved it at the end of
World War II, when we had in being the
mightiest military and naval force in all the
world and we were the sole possessors of the
atom bomb.

Instead, we initiated the Marshall Plan
to assist countries left prostrate from the
ravages of war. This in itself belles the oft-
repeated propaganda charge of United States
imperialism.

The size and nature of our national de-
fense is also dictated by our treaty commit-
ments and by what our allies contribute to
our mutual security. In my judgment we
have been over-committed. Our interests
should shape our commitments, not the
other way around. We cannot police the
world, and we do not seek to malintain a
huge defense establishment for any such
purpose.

There is no question but that our national
defense budget for the current fiseal year is
a very substantial sum—§71.8 billion—876
billion if we include military assistance.
Without question military spending places a
heavy tax burden on all of our citizens, But
I am confident the vast majority of the
American taxpayers are willing to bear this
burden as long as it iz necessary for our
country's security and provided we get a
dollar’'s worth of defense for each dollar
expended.

In the Congress, and particularly in the
Senate, which incldentally is 750 feet and
often one million light-years from the House
of Representatives, voices are raised almost
dally calling for more and more reductions
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in our defense budget. Over and over again
we hear the quotation from President Eisen-
hower's Farewell Address when he sald we
must guard against any unwarranted influ-
ence by a military-industrial complex.

They seek to leave the Impression that a
great amount of this defense spending is due
to the insidious influence of the military-
industrial complex, whatever that is. They
ignore that In the same address Eisenhower
warned against other pressure groups. They
conveniently ignore that in the same Fare-
well speech the late President Eilsenhower
said: “A vital element in keeping the peace
is our Military Establishment. Our arms must
be mighty, ready for instant action, so that
no potential aggressor may be tempted to
risk his own destruction”.

Those who trumpet so loudly about the
size of our defense budget, using the myth
of a military-industrial complex as a scape-
goat, invariably call for a reordering of our
priorities that there may be an increase In
spending on social programs. There is no
denying that there is an increased need for
some of our social problems—in the area of
education, housing, health, environment and
all such. I have and shall continue to sup-
port the President’s programs to meet these
human needs. But 1t does not follow that the
way to meet these needs is-to proceed to
disarm unilaterally.

Insofar as the argument with respect to
budget priorities is concerned, what program
is entitled to a higher priority than our na-
tional security? In my judgment this hue
and cry about reordering priorities is nothing
more than a smoke screen to justify in-
creased spending on programs that are
thought to be politically popular.

There has already been a reordering of
priorities. For fiscal years 1969, 1970 and 1971
there has been an average annual decrease
of around $2 billion in military spending.
And during this same period spending on
nonmilitary programs—Federal, state and
local—there has been an average annual in-
crease of $23 blllion.

For the first time in 20 years, the Federal
Government will have spent in this fiscal
year more to meet human needs than spent
on our national defense. In our 1972 budget
defense spending will amount to 34 percent
of the total spending, and the outlays for
human resources programs will amount to 42
percent of total spending in the next fiscal

ar,

In the 1972 budget it 1s proposed that we
spend $76 billlon for our military and mili-
tary assistance programs. That is a tremen-
dous sum. Understandably, the average citi-
zen registers “shock” when he hears the

76 billlon. That is why our soclal
planners perslst in emphasizing the dollar
amount.

But what the average citizen does not
know is that it 1s less than outlayed for
social programs, that it is less on a percent-
age basis than In any year since 1950, and
that is less than we actually should spend if
we are to continue to have a national defense
second to none.

Bear in mind that not only has there been
a decrease in the number of dollars spent for
defense, there has been a decrease in what
these dollars will buy. Like everything else,
a ship, an airplane, a tank and every one of
our costly weapons systems costs more today
than they did two or three years ago.

And, as 1s always true in an inflationary
period, personnel costs have greatly increased.
The average cltizen does not realize that over
one-half of our total defense budget repre-
sents personnel costs.

And these costs will become substantially
higher if we proceed, as proposed, to phase
out the draft and establish an all-volunteer
force. Right now this is being considered by
our Armed Services Committee.

I am not an alarmist. And I do not think
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there is any reason to be alarmed as to our
present security. But I must frankly say that
I am concerned, deeply concerned, as we look
to the future.

While Soviet Russia continues to increase
its defense spending, we have been in the
process of substantially reducing ours. While
Russia continues to build up her Navy, we
have been allowing ours to stagnate. That
Soviet Russia has had a number of naval
ships in the Mediterranean, In the Indian
Ocean, and in the Caribbean is not without
significance. Their navy is impressive, not
only in numbers but in quality.

Most ominous, as we look to the future, is
the Soviet drive for technological superiority.
It is estimated that they are spending 40 to
50 percent more on military research and
development than we are—a difference of
around $3 billion a year.

In nuclear power the Sovlets are not only
developing large warheads, much larger than
any in our arsenal, but have been increasing
the number and accuracy of their intercon-
tinental missile delivery system at an awe-
some rate. They have bullt up their strategic
forces to the point where they have achleved
nuclear parity and have continued costly
missile development in a determination to
achieve superiority.

‘We simply cannot let Soviet Russia control
the seas. We simply cannot let the Russians
move into a position of strateglc superiortiy.
Our strategic offense forces are not only the
principal deterrent to global war, they are
the principal deterrent to the kind of nu-
clear blackmall that a superior Soviet Russla
could carry out—nuclear blackmail which
would endanger freedom in our own country
and destroy it in other parts of the world.

The security situation that confronts us
today is decldedly different from what faced
us before World War I and World War II. We
will no longer have the time, as we did then,
to delay an adversary long enough to pro-
duce the weapons and to traln the men. All
our defense planning must look not only to
the realities of the present but to the grave
potentials of the future.

You who have defended our country In
forelgn wars, as individuals and as an or-
ganization, have always recognized that the
realities of national defense require some
thing more than the summer soldler and
the sunshine patriot. It requires men of all
seasons. And we now seem to be in the winter
of discontent insofar as our national defense
is concerned.

Our objective is not to make war but to
deter it. Our objective is to keep the peace.
To achieve this objective we must at all
times have a national defense second to
none—a defense that is well-balanced—one
that is sufficlently strong and sufficiently
flexible to meet any threat to our securlty,
whenever and wherever it may arise.

I urge you who have fought in past wars,
to fight for a level of preparedness that will
prevent wars. I urge you to heed the ad-
monition of your comrades who lie In
Flanders fields around the globe: “To you
from falling hands we throw the torch; Be
it yours to hold it high.”

The safety of our country, and our cher-
ished right to be free, is at stake. What we
do today will' determine our tomorrow.

HELP FOR SENIOR CITIZENS

(Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing legislation which would
free older workers from the burden of
paying social security payroll taxes. This
bill would provide a full exemption—
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through a credit or refund—from the
social security employees’ tax for indi-
viduals 65 years of age and over. An
equivalent exemption would be provided
for senior citizens who are self-employed.

I firmly believe the enactment of such
legislation to be greatly needed in order
to correct a grave inequity in our Na-
tion’s social security program toward
those individuals who continue to work—
either full or part time—after they reach
retirement age. For too long now, our
social security laws have hit these senior
citizens from two directions. The retire-
ment test reduces their social security
benefits according to their earnings at
the very time they are required to eon-
tribute to the social security system from
these same earnings. This is a particu-
larly tragic situation for those many per-
sons continuing to work past age 65 and
paying into the social security system
who are prevented from drawing any
social security benefits because of the
retirement test.

Under the bill which I am introducing
today, individuals who continue to werk
past age 65 would still have the social
security tax withheld from their wages
by their employer, but they would be en-
titled to obtain a credit for this amount
from: their income taxes. Those who do
not owe any income tax would be entitled
to claim a refund. The employer’s share
of the social security tax would continue
to be paid on their behalf, however, and
their post-65 wages in covered employ-
ment would continue to be credited for
benefit computation purposes. This latter
provision would be of particular benefit
to those individuals whose benefits may
be increased by including earnings in
years after they attain age 65.

In addition to the obvious return which
we owe to those who have contributed for
so long to the social security system, it
seems to me that the inflation which
bears particularly hard on our Nation’s
elderly citizens living on limited and
often fixed incomes and which has re-
sulted in such great degree from irre-
sponsible government spending imposes
an equal moral obligation on us to re-
move these inequities.

I am greatly eneouraged by the fact
that the ranking minority member of the
House Ways and Means Committee, the
Honorable Joun ByYrNEs, and others have
already introduced identieal measures. It
is certainly my profound hope that this
committee, currently in executive session
on social security amendments, will.take
some action toward correcting this in-
equity.

HIRSHHORN ART SURVEY: STRIK-
ING AND SURPRISING

(Mr. REES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and ineclude extraneous matter.)

Mr. REES., Mr. Speaker, as one long
interested in the collection of contempo-
rary ‘art gathered by Joseph H. Hirsh-
horn, I'was happy to note that the Com-
mittee ‘'on House Administration report
on the activities of the Smithsonian had
this tosay: !

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The Subcommittee recognizes the gen-
erosity of Mr. Hirshhorn and the enormous
value of his gift, and acknowledges that his
gift would greatly enhance the Nation's col-
lection of art.

The only speecific recommendation the
subcommittee made was that the sculp-
ture garden contained in the original
plan not be built on the Mall. I note that
my distinguished colleague, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON),
has introduced legislation to give this
recommendation the force of law so that
this matter will receive further study
and discussion. But there was no doubt
in the subsommittee’s mind on the cen-
tral issue of the immense value to the
Nation of this collection.

I am intimately familiar with this col-
lection. When I was a member of the
California State Legislature I worked
very hard to obtain it for Los Angeles.
In this instanee, Los Angeles’ loss is
Washington’s gain, and I am happy that
by the end of 1972 this great collection
will be installed in a free museum open
to the millions of Americans who visit
Washington each year. I think my col-
leagues will be interested in an excellent
article deseribing the collection which
appeared in the Washington Evening
Star on February 23, and I include this
article in the Recorp at the conclusion of
my remarks. The writer, Ben Forgey, says
of the collection:

Looking at the Joseph H. Hirshhorn col-
lection of paintings and sculpture is the
aesthetic equivalent of getting bowled over
by & bulldozer.

And

There is so much, and so much that is
absolutely first rate, that you come away
almost mesmerized by a brief encounter with
the art.

The Nation has every cause to be
grateful to Mr. Hirshhorn for his fine act
of generosity in giving these works of
art to the Nation.

The article follows:

A HIRsHHORN ART SURVEY: STRIKING AND
BURPRISING

{By Benjamin Forgey)

New York.—Looking at the Joseph H.
Hirshhorn collection of painting and sculp-
ture Is' the aesthetic equivalent of getting
bowled over by a bulldozer.

You forget all the things you've heard
about gaps in the collection, about the col-
lector's buckshot-buying habits, about store-
rooms jammed with second-rate works by
first-rate artists, and worse.

There {8 so much, and so much that is
absolutely first rate, that you come away
almost mesmerized by a brief encounter with
the art.

To understate a bit, the conditions for
locking at the palnting and much of the
sculpture are not ideal. More 'than three
quarters of the some 8,000 objects in the col-
lectlion are stored In dark, little bins located
on two floors of a warehouse on West 21st St.

In spite of the willing labors of two Hirsh-
horn assistants, who pull out paintaings you
select more or less at random from the
crowded bins, it is a terrible way to look at
pictures. The lighting is poor, the space
abominable and time falrly short.

Nevertheless, you can get a reasonable idea
of what 1s in store for Washington audiences
when the Hirshhorn Museum finally opens its
doors sometime in the late fall of 1972. If
it opens.
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The whole project has been under an in-
creasingly vociferous attack in recent
months. Hirshhorn, the 72-year-cld rags-to-
riches immigrant who grew up in Brooklyn,
who made his money mainly on stock specu-
lation and who spent it mainly on art, has
been personally vilified as unworthy of belng
“memoralized” on the Mall,

And several congressmen, irritated with
the way the Johnson administration (which
initlated the agreement with Hirshhorn)
hurried the deal through an apparently un-
wary legislature four years ago, and belatedly
bothered by the placement of the sunken
sculpture garden across the grassy center
strip of the Mall, are backing a bill to forbid
construction of the sculpture garden.

The bill was Introduced last month by Rep.
Frank Thompson, D-N.J., who s chairman
of a House subcommittee that last summer
investigated operations of the Smithsonlan
Institution.

So 1t seemed a propitious tlme to visit the
warehouse on 21st Street and ride the Penn
Central to Hirshhorn's home In Greenwich,
Conn., where many of the proudest pileces
in the sculpture collection are lald out on
the planed top and gentle slopes of a grass-
and tree-covered hill,

CHECK OUT REPORTS

My principal interests in making the in-
spection were two. Pirst, I wanted to see what
Washington would lose, if indeed it were to
come to that. And second, I wanted to check
out reports that the painting collection is ec-
centric and full of art historical holes, there-
fore unworthy of its monumental home-to-
be on the Mall.

The conclusion I reached on the second
question after careful perusal of the long
lists of paintings in the collection and after
an intensive aftermoon of viewing at the
warehouse, is that those reports are eccentric
and misinformed.

That conclusion is subject to the following
reservation: It will take years before scholars
and art lovers in general truly can take the
measure of the Hirshhorn painting collection.
No person, excepting the collector himself and
his curator, Abram Lerner, has seen all the
paintings in the collection, and the immense
job of photographing and cataloguing the
works has only just begun.

Be that as it may, roughly 756 percent of the
roughly 500 paintings that I saw set off some
kind of important personal reaction. They
were either great paintings by recognized
palnters that I already had seen In magazine
or catalogue reproduction; really good paint-
ings that I had not seen before, but painted
by important artists (this category 1s by far
the largest one); and good paintings by art-
ists previously unknown to me.

There are only a few additlonal categories:
minor works by great artists, worthy of in-
clusion in' any study collection because of
the artlst’s acknowledged accomplishments;
minor works by minor artists, still possessing
their own charm and occasionally offering
pleasant surprises In the form of qualities
you did not expect; and uninteresting works
by painters whose names I did not know or
whose reputations appear to have no real
foundation. Among the Hirshhorn paintings
that I saw, this last category was decidedly
the smallest. :

The difficulty really arises when you try
to organize your impressions of gll this
aesthetic wealth into some kind of commu-
nicable order, a job made even more com-
plicated by the fact that the paintings are
stuffed into the bins In a’'way thHat mixes
up painters, styles and art-historical periods
all over the place.

There were, of course, an odd dozen or so
personal highlights, paintings so striking
that you carry them around in your head for
hours, llke breathtaking after-images. The
pinnacle of my inspection came when I
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reached the recently acquired painting by
Piet Mondrian, the 20th century Dutch mas-
ter. It is a classic Mondrian of the Thirties,
a resolutely simplified abstraction of black
lines, a blue rectangle, and a yellow rectan-
gle, all on a white ground, a painting that
makes you realize what a superb painter
Mondrian was, and how high he towers
above many hard-edge abstractionists who
followed him. It will be, incidentally, the
first Mondrian in any Washington art mu-
seum.

But zipping back and forth between per-
sonal favorites hardly recommends itself as
an ordering principle to a viewer who can
only hopé to sketch the riches of the Hirsh-
horn paintings. The painting collection as a
whole forms an extraordinarily broad and
deep survey of American art from the late
19th century to about 1965 (Lerner estimates
the collection to be about 756 or 80 percent
American).

Hirshhorn continues to buy present-day
artists, but I omit the most present-day of
these in this sketch because judgment in
this area tends to be much less secure. In
every case where I mention an artist by
name, I saw at least one good example of
the work.

To start with one of the acknowledged
caches of the collection—its 51 oil paintings
by Thomas Eakins, the pace-setting “scien-
tific” reallst of the 19th century. This is the
most important group of Eakins palntings
outside of Philadelphia, and from it I saw
two delightful oil sketches and one excel-
lent portrait.

Eakins is the only strictly 18th century
painter held in depth, but the scattering of
other artists represented tends to fill out
the picture: 9 Blerstadt ofls, of which I

saw one, a typically meticulous western
panorama; 4 oils by the genre painter East-
man Johnson, including an important self
portrait; 6 Homer paintings, including one

important ofl and two good watercolors,
and 12 paintings by Childe Hassam, who was
the leader of a group of American Impres-
slonists out at Old Lyme, Conn.

BEGAN IN 1908

In some ways modern American painting
can be said to have begun in 1908 with the
first exhibition of a mixed group of painters
thereafter known as The Eight, several of
whom can be legitmately placed in the “Ash
Can School.” The Hirshhorn collection con-
talns an in-depth selection of paintings by
members of The Eight, including 12 oils by
Robert Henrl, the oldest painter of the bunch
and its acknowledged stylistic and theoreti-
cal master. Henri, however, was not the best
painter of the group: perhaps John: Sloan
was.: The Hirshhorn collection possesses b
oil paintings by Sloan, including an excellent
version of the famous “McSorley’s Bar."

Most suthorities agree, however, that mod-
ern American painting proper began with a
loosely~knit “group” of artists who went to
Europe in the first decade of this century and
were influenced by the European painters
who were revolutionizing the art at the time.

The Hirshhorn collection has a selection
of paintings by allmost every name you can
think of in this group. It has, for example, 19
olls by Marsden Hartley, starting with an
excellent Berlin abstraction of 1814-15, and
ending with a painting completed in 1943,
the year Hartley died. Another example: it
owns T paintings by Arthur B. Dove—none
of the important early abstractions, but a
good selection from 1920 to 1940.

The ‘collection does not have a particu-
larly good representation of the American
reglonalists of the Thirties, but I did see one
good, typlcal example of Thomas Hart Ben-
ton's work. The collection is well endowed
with American paintings of the thirties, how-
ever, particularly those of social realist paint-
ers whose art and ideas dominated the scene
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during the decade of the depression. It has,
for example, 18 paintings by William Grop-
per, 14 by Jack Levine (including the famous
“Reception in Miami"), and a whopping 60
paintings by Philip Evergood.

Around 1940, with the influx of European
artists into New York, the Europsan modern-
ist mainstream and the American grain
began to mingle in such a way as to produce
that fecund child, Postwar American Paint-
ing, Things, as we all know, haven't been
the same since as the Unlted States arrived
as the dominant art and political power at
about the same time.

The Hirshhorn collection has paintings
from these years In plentiful numbers. It has
30 paintings by Arshile Gorky, a key figure
in transmitting European expressionism and
swrrealism into the American idiom. It does
not contain a large .all-over drip painting
by Jackson Pollock, but it does own one of
the first, a good one, dated 1943

FAIR REPRESENTATION

And it contains a fair representation of
the *“alternative tradition” in abstract ex-
pressionism, including nine big paintings by
Clyfford Still. Most of these, incidentally,
were purchased relatively recently, as Hirsh-
horn and Lerner continue to buy to fill in
where the collection has been relatively weak.

In more recent developments, the collec-
tion has a good representation of the works
of Robert Rauschenberg and Larry Rivers,
two important figures in the reaction to ab-
stract expressionism, In the field generally
termed “post painterly abstraction” the col-
lection owns a good selection of works by
Frank Stella, Larry Poons and Eenneth No-
land, to name three outstanding artists out
of many in the collection. It also owns four

t (I saw them all) paintings by
Morris Louls. Louis and Noland are the only
Color Schoolers in the collection, and they
appear to be-the only “Washington' artists,
as well,

The collection is not very deep in Pop Art
(and how deep was Pop?), but the look is
there, especially in a large panel by James
Rosenquist and an outsized triptych by Roy
Lichtenstein.

And so it goes. It Is, for a personal collec-
tion, almost predictable and textbook-like,
but it is so big and, paradoxically, so personal,
that it 1s also rich in'surprises: 19 paintings
by Arthur B. Carles, an important influence
on Gorky; 8 olls by Ralston Crawford, a pre-
cisionist painter who usually gets ignored
behind the more famous Demuth and Shee-
ler; and more than 300 works by Louls Michel
Eilshemius, the dreamy, eccentric. New York
painter whose work, it has been aptly sald,
was and is “the grand passion of Hirshhorn's
collecting life.”

That folks, is only the tip of the iceberg
of the painting collection, a ready-made mu-
seum of modern American art if there ever
was one, I haven't said anything yet about
the sculpfure, and can think of very little
to add to the existing accolades, It is, as
practically everybody has saic, one . of the
greatest collections of modern sculpture in
the world.

The sculpture collection does for the de-
velopment of modern sculpture, in general,
what the painting collection does In partic-
ular for modern American painting. One is
reduced to an abbreviated and unordered
lsting of names, and perhaps, for the mo-
ment, that is enough: Daumier, Rodin, Bour-
delle, Maillol, Giacomettl, Moore, Manzu,
Marini, Hepworth, Lipchitz,, Calder, Caro,
David Smith, Matisse, and—it seems almost
vulgar to say this in such company, but here
it is—et cetera. 3

There are some gaps, of course, notably the
Futurists and the Constructivists, and there
are some surprises, A stunning collection of
Benin bronze pieces from Africa, for example,
or an even more stunning collection of 2000-
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year-old stone heads from what is now Saudi
Arabia.

The point worth stressing here, it seems,
is the lovely setting for many of the bigger
pieces, the truly enriching play between na-
ture and art at the Hirshhorn estate 11
Greenwich. As one viewer ruefully comment-
ed, “It'll never look this good again,” and
that in itself is a comment on architect Gor-
don Bunshaft’s controversial sculpture gar-
on the Mall.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time in order to ask the majority leader
if he will kindly advise us as to the legis-
lative program for next week?

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the dis-
tinguished acting minority leader yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, the program for the
House for the week beginning March 15
is as follows:

Monday ds Consent Calendar day.
There are no bills.

Tuesday .is  Private Calendar
There are no hills.

Wednesday there will be considera-
tion of House joint resolufion—we still
have 10 get a number—providing a con-
tinuing - appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Transportation, including the
SST. On Wednesday we expect to have
general debate. There will be no vote be-
cause of St. Patrick’s Day when many
Members will be missing.

Thursday we will continue the Depart-
ment of Transportation appropriation
bill and the SST, to be followed by con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution 223,
the constitutional amendment providing
for 18-year-old voting in all elections.

Consideration of these measures is
subject to rules being granted.

Any further program will be an-
nounced later, Mr. Speaker.

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

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

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the distin-
guished minority whip yielding. I should
like to ask the distinguished majority
leader: Is it planned to have a meeting
of the House on both Mondays and
Tuesdays even though it is announeced
there is no business?

Mr. BOGGS. It is planned to have a
meeting certainly on Monday. It is con-
ceivablé we may not have a meeting on
Tuesday. :

Mr. HALL. I presume this is neces-
sary in order not to have a concurrent
resolution in order to go over. I am not
arguing the question of programing or
leadership in this early stage when the
committees are working, but is there
not some way we can maks announce-
ments?

Mr, BOGGS. If the genfleman is ask-
ing whether we have to be here on Mon-
day, the answer is “No”; and the same
applies to. Tuesday.

Mr. HALL. T thank the gentleman.

day.
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ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
MARCH 15, 1971

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

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON WED-
NESDAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in or-
der under the Calendar Wednesday rule
be dispensed with on Wednesday next.

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

There was no objection.

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BILLS

(Mr. HARSHA asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, control
and abatement of pollution has become
one of the prineipal priorities of our
times. One of the most urgent and erucial
environmental problems is that of the
pollution of our Nation’s water resources.

In his environmental message to the
Congress on February 8, 1971, President
Nixon announced his intention to submit
new measures to strengthen water quality
and pollution control programs. He de-
clared:

We have the technology now to deal with
most forms of water pollution, We must
make sure that it is used.

As ranking Republican on the Commit-
tee on Public Works, I am today intro-
ducing four administration-sponsored
bills which contain the substance of the
President’s water pollution control pro-
posals, Joining with me as cosponsors
are minority leader GeraLp R. Forp and
84 other Members of this body.

Mr. Speaker, these are forceful and
firm measures which will require adjust-
ments on the part of industry and Gov-
ernment to comply. They are necessary,
however, if we are to accomplish the task
of preserving our water resources. We
are at a critical point in the fight against
pollution. Many of the laws now on the
books are lengthy and cumbersome. Con-
gress must give comprehensive, affirma-
tive consideration to these bills. Failure
on the part of Congress to respond to
this challenge will result in alternatives
that are totally unacceptable.

A section-by-section analysis of each
of these important administration meas-
ures follows:

I. SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF A BiLL To
AMEND SECTION 7 OF THE FEDERAL WATER
Porrurion CONTROL ACT RELATING TO STATE
ProGRAM GRANTS 3
Subsection (a) would amend section 7 to

increase authorizations for appropriations

for purposes of State and Interstate water
pollution control programs from the present

£10 million to $15 million in FY "72, $20 mil-
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lion in FY '73, $25 million in FY "4, and
$30 million in FY '75. Not less than $10 mil-
Hon of those sums would be available for
the basic State or interstate pro 3

Subsection (b) would provide for allot-
ments to the States of sums for purposes of
basic State programs. This corresponds to the
present section T(c).

Subsection (¢) would provide for the pay-
ment to the States of their allotment for
purposes of their basle program. This cor-
responds to the present section 7(d). Clari-
fication is provided in authorizing the use
of such funds by a State through participa~
tion in an interstate agency.

Subsection (d) provides for the allotment
and payment of sums to interstate agencies
for purposes of basie interstate agency water
pollution control programs, This corresponds
to the present section 7(e).

Subsection (e) provides for the compo-
nents of a basic State or interstate agency
basic water pollution control program. These
components correspond to those presently
recited In section 7(f) of the Act, except that
the criteria whereby States determine the
priorities for waste treatment facilities proj-
ects must be criterla acceptable to the Ad-
ministrator. The grant program would be
changed from a mandatory to a discretionary
authority.

Subsection (f) provides for the termina-
tion of grant support in the event the plan
is inadequately executed or otherwise fails
to meet the requirements of section 7. This
subsection corresponds to the present sec-
tion 7(g). It eliminates the public hearing
and judicial review now provided in the
event of grant termination, and would sub-
stitute therefore a conference with the Ad-
ministrator.

Subsection (g) provides for the determi-
nation of the “Federal share” of the grant.
This corresponds with the present subsection
(h), (1) and (§).

Subsection (h) provides for grants to
States and to interstate agencies to develop
an improved water pollution control program
consisting of five program components, This
grant is in addition to the basic program
grant,

Subsection (1) authorizes grant bonuses to
States or interstate agencies for the achleve-
ment of the following program elements:
(1) & mandatory permit system, (2) a sew-
age treatment facilitles program, (3) a pro-
gram of personnel training, (4) a personnel
system, including a merlt system for clas-
sification and competitive salaries, and
(5) a planning capability.

Subsection (]) provides for the payment
of bonus grants in the amount of 40% of
the basic grant for each “improved program”
element achieved. If all five elements are
achleved a grant in an amount of 2509 of
the basic grant may be made,

Subsection (k) would authorize the Ad-
ministrator to make grants, not in excess of
10% of the funds authorized by section 7.
to States and interstate agencles for support
of exceptional projects dealing with signif-
icant water pollution problems.

Section 2 of the bill would amend section
5 of the Act, relating to research and de-
velopment, by extending authorizations for
;%pf;;pnationa for those authorities through

Section 3 of the bill would amend section 6
of the Act, relating to the development of
technology In the areas of advanced waste
treatment, combined sewers and industrial
waste treatment, to provide authority to
pursue the development of such technology
within the Environmental Protection Agency
as well as through grants and contracts.

Section 4 of the billl would amend section
23 of the Act to Include American Samoa
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
within the definition of “State” for all pur-
poses of the Act. Those areas would be able
to particlpate in all State programs and
activities under the Act.
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II. SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF A BILL
To AMEND SECTION 8 oF THE PEDERAL WATER
PoLLUTION CONTROL ACT RELATING To
GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF TEEATMENT
WORKS AND DEVELOPMENT OF CAPABILITIES
FOR FUTURE WASTE TREATMENT NEEDS
Section 1 of the bill would amend section

8 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
Subsection 8(a) would authorize Federal

grants for the construction of treatment
works to prevent the discharge of inad-
equately treated wastes and for other pur-
poses. Paragraph 8(a) (1) would retain the
provisions of the present Act authorizing the
Administrator to make grants for treatment
works and related reports, plans and specifi-
cations, No change would be made in the
existing definition of “treatment works" in
section 23 of the Act and no change would be
made in those ellgible to receive grants,
which would include States, municipalities,
intermunicipal agencies and interstate agen-
cies.

Grant limitations would be listed in para-
graph 8(a) (2). There would be some modi-
fications and additions to the grant limita-
tlions in the present Act. SBubparagraph 8(a)
(2) (A) would prohibit a grant unless it were
approved by the State water pollution control
agency and by the Administrator. Subpara-
graph 8(a) (2) (B) would prohibit a grant
unless the grantee agreed to pay all costs
not pald for by Federal and State funds.

Subparagraph 8(a) (2) (C) would permit
& grant only if the grantee made provision for
satisfactory operation and maintenance of
the treatment works. Adequate provision
would have to be made for an operating and
managerial staff of well qualified personnel.
A new provision in this subparagraph would
require the grantee to have or develop the
financial and other capability necessary to
satisfy future waste treatment needs.

Subparagraph 8(a) (2) (D) would retaln
the provisions of the existing Act which pro-
hibit a grant unless the project conforms
with a section T State plan and is entitled to
priority over other eligible projects. In addi-
tion, the project would have to be consistent
with any planning requirements specified by
the Administrator in regulations.

Subparagraph B(a) (2) (E) would retain the
provision of the present Act which specifies
that the baslc Pederal grant share is 30 per-
cent of the cost of the project.

Modifications would be made in the provi-
sions of the present Act relating to the re-
quirements for an increased Federal share
and the requirements for matching payments
by States. Subparagraph 8(a) (2) (F) would
provide that the Federal share shall be in-
creased to & maximum of 40 percent if the
State agrees to “grant, loan or otherwise fi-
nance” 25 percent of the cost. (The required
State share is 30 percent in the present Act).
The words “to grant, loan or otherwise fi-
nance” would replace the words “to pay” In
the present Act to make it clear that the
State matching funds need not be an out-
right grant but may be in the form of a
loan, This subparagraph would also provide
that the Pederal share shall be increased fo
40 percent, regardless of whether there are
State matching funds, if the grantee has a
user charge system as well as other capability
respect to projects on which construction
for satisfylng future waste treatment needs.

Subparagraph 8(a) (2) (G) would change
the provisions of the present Act which pro-
vide that the Federal share shall be in-
creased to 50 percent if the State agrees to
pay 25 percent of the cost and if enforce-
able water quality standards have been es-
tablished. The new provision would increase
the Federal share to 55 percent if there are
enforceable water quality standards and ei-
ther the State agrees to grant, loan or other-
wise finance 25 percent of the cost, or the
grantee has a user charge system as well as
other capabllity for satisfying future waste
treatment needs.
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Subparagraph 8(a) (2) (H) would add a new
provision to prohibit grants wunless the
grantee provides assurance that it comply
with regulations to assure the effective and
efficient use of funds under the section.

Subparagraph 8(a) (2) (H) would add a
new provision designed to make more ef-
fective and efliclent use of construction
grant monies and to avoid certain abusive
practices and inequities associated with the
treatment of industrial wastes in municipal
waste treatment facilities. Grants would be
prohibited for projects treating industrial
wastes unless the industrial user were re-
quired by the grantee to pay back that por-
tion of the project cost attributable to the
treatment of industrial wastes. The Federal
share of such recovered costs would be used
by the grantee to operate and maintain its
works and for meeting future waste treat-
ment needs.

Paragraph 8(a) (3) identifies the factors
which would be considered by the Admin-
istrator in approving a grant under subsec-
tion 8(a). Two factors specified in the pres-
ent Act would be retained, speclifically, an
assessment of public benefits and the rela-
tion of project costs to the public interest.
In addition, the Administrator would be re-
quired to assess the capability of the grantee
to satisfy its own future waste treatment
needs.

Paragraph 8(a)(4) would provide a new
allocation formula to permit the optimum
distribution of funds over the next three
fiscal years in closer relationship to the con-
struction needs of the respecting States. Four
factors would be employed in distributing
construction grant funds among the States.
First, 456 percent of the amounts authorized
t0 be obligated In each fiscal year would be
allocated on the basis of relative State pop-
ulation; second, up to 20 percent would be
allocated to States which agree to grant, loan
or otherwise finance at least 25 percent of
all project costs during a given fiscal year;
third, up to 25 percent would be allocated
to States which have approved projects for
which grants have not been made or which
have been made in a reduced amount because
of lack of Federal funds; and fourth, the
remainder would be distributed to meet the
most serlous water pollution control prob-
lems as determined by the Administrator.
The new allocation formula would give the
Administrator a degree of flexibility to di-
rect construction grant funds to areas where
funds are most critically needed and where
they can be most effectively used. This para-
graph would also provide for the reallotment
of any sums which are not obligated by a
State at the end of a fiscal year because of
& lack of certified projects. [The Act now
calls for a reallotment after 18 months.]
These funds would be reallotted by the Ad-
ministrator to meet the most serious water
pollution control needs in accordance with
the fourth factor mentioned above.

Paragraph 8(a) (5) would authorize Fed-
eral payments in relmbursement of State
or local funds used to pre-finance the Fed-
éral share of qualified projects on which con-
struction was initiated after June 80, 1966,
but prior to July 1, -1971. Paragraph 8(a)
(8) would extend this authorization with
respect to projects on which construction
is' initiated after June 380, 1871, in order
to ‘continue to provide some encouragement
to localities to initiate projects even though
Federal funding is not then available, How-
ever, projects commenced after June 30,
1971, would not qualify for reimbursement
unless, prior to the initiatlon of construc-
tion, the Administrator makes three findings.
He would be required to find (1) that the
State in which the project is located has
given funding priority in the current fis-
cal year to projects in more advanced stages
construction; (2) that the project 1is
necessary to achieve compliance with water

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

quality standards; and (3) that construc-

tion on the project will be initiated within

a reasonable perlod of time. This approach

would give the Administrator some control

over the accumulation of reimbursables and
thus minimize abusive practices.

Paragraph 8(a) (7) would direct the Ad-
ministrator to make grant payments through
the disbursing facilities of the Department
of the Treasury. Such payments would be
required to be used exclusively to meet the
costs of construction.

Paragraph 8(a) (8) would retain the pro-
visions from the present Act which direct
the Administrator to make certain deter-
minations with regard to the adequacy of
wages of laborers working on projects funded
under subsection 8(a).

Paragraph 8(a) (9) would define certain
terms used in subsection 8(a). Subpara-
graph B8(a) (9) (A) would define “industrial
wastes” as waste discharges (other than
domestic sewage) from industries identified
in the Standard Indusitrial Classification
Manual and other wastes as determined by
the Administrator. Subparagraph 8(a) (9)
{B) would retain the same definition
“construction’ as appears in the present Aot
which includes a range of activities from
preliminary planning to the actual installa-
tion of the facility and alterations and im-
provements of the facility.

Subsection 8(b) would direct the Admini-
strator to administer section 8 and related
sections soas to encourage and assist grantees
in developing adequate legal, Institutional,
managerial and financial capability for meet-
ing forseeable future waste treatment needs
to achieve compliance with applicable water
quality standards. Future waste treatment
needs would Include the operation, main-
tenance, expansion and replacement of
treatment works. This would be an important
new provision to encourage local self-suffi-
cienecy and possibly to reduce the future
levels of Federal funding needed for treat-
ment works construction.

Subsection 8(c) would authorize the ap-
propriation of $2 billion in each of fiscal
years 1972, 1973, and 1974 for the purpose
of making grants under this section. Sums
appropriated would remain available until
expended.

Section 2 of the bill would provide that
the provisions of the bill take effect on
July 1, 1971.

III. SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF A Binn
To AMEND SECTION 10 oF THE FEDERAL
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT RELATING
To ESTABLISHMENT AND ENFORCEMENT OF
WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND FOR OTHER
RELATED PURPOSES
Subsection (a) defines the terms to be

used in the section, particularly “water

quality standards” and the components of
such standards.

Subsectlon (b) states a Federal policy in
favor of encouraging State and interstate ac-
tion to abate pollution, and provides that
the Administrator may not initiate an en-
forcement actlon Iif he determines that a
State 1s taking appropriate abatement action.

Subsection (¢) identifies the waters for
which water quality standards would be re-
quired. These waters would include inter-
state waters, already subject to standards
under the present Act, and, in addition, navi-
gable waters; ground waters, tributaries of
any such waters; the contiguous zone (with
respect to pollution which threatens the ter-
ritorial sea); and the high seas (with re-
spect to discharges of matter transported
from  or originating within the TUnited
States.

Under a new requirement contained in
subsection (d), the Administrator would be
required, within six months after the enact-
ment of the section and from time to time
thereafter, to publish in the Federal Register
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regulations establishing specifications for
water use designations, water quality cri-
teria and effluent requirements for the pur-
pose of advising the States In adopting or
revising water quality standards. The regu-
lations concerning water use designations
will provide methods for assuring that legiti-
mate factors are taken into account.

The regulations concerning water quality
criteria would, on the basis of the latest
sclentific knowledge about the effects of
identifiable pollutants on health, welfare and
the environment, specify minimum and
maximum water quality characteristics re-
quired to protect various legitimate and
beneficlal water uses. The regulations con-
cerning efluent requirements would specify
the minimum levels of treatment or control
which would be generally applicable to vari-
ous categories of industrial and municipal
facilitles and other pollution sources, and
would specify procedures for determining
additional treatment required to comply with
water quality criterla or to prevent the
degradation of high-quality waters. The Ad-
ministrator would also be required to pub-
lish information concerning recommended
pollution control techniques for complying
with water quality criteria and effluent
requirements.

Under subsection (e), States would have
up to one year after the publication of regu-
latlons under subsection (d) to submit re-
quired new standards and revisions of old
standards for all waters specified in subsec-
tion (c) which are within their jurisdiction.
The Administrator would be required to ad-
vise the States as to which elements of exlst-
ing standards require revision. If the State
did not act within the one-year period, the
Administrator would be authorized, after a
public hearing, to publish regulations setting
forth water quality standards for waters over
which the State has jurisdiction. The Ad-
ministrator would be required to promulgate
such standards if, within 60 days after pub-
lication of the tions, appropriate
standards were not adopted by the State,

If the Administrator published regula~
tions under subsection (d) twick in one year,
publication of the later regulations would
not .extend the time for adopting water
quality standards pursuant to the earlier
regulations except with respect to elements
thereof required to be revised by the later
regulations.

Water quality standards established under
the Water Quality Act of 1965 would con-
tinue to be effective, until superseded by
new standards. The Administrator would be
able to utllize the new enforcement au-
thorities in subsection (f) to enforce stand-
ards established under existing law while
new standards are being developed. ]

No provision 1s made at present for the
Governor of a State to initiate revision of
standards. The proposed subsection (e) (2)
(D) would authorize the Governor of a
State to submit revised standards at any
time. If the Administrator determined that
the revised standards met the requirements
of subsection (d), such standards would be-
come effective,

The authority of the Administrator to
promulgate standards for waters in areas of
exclusive Federal legislative jurisdiction, or
where the States do not have jurisdiction, is
unclear under existing laws. Subsection (e)
(3) would provide the Administrator with
clear authority to establish standards in
such areas after public hearings.

Two administrative enforcement proce-
dures were authorized by the existing pro-
vislons of section 10: the Administrator may
convene an enforcement conference, or, in
cases of violation of water quality standards,
he may issue 180-day notices, followed by
court action. Under the present proposal,
these procedures would be replaced by a
new administrative procedure based on the
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violation of water quality standards (or of
effluent requirements for hazardous sub-
stances established under subsection (1)).
The Administrator would be required, upon
a finding based on any information however
obtained that any person is in vlolation of
water quallty standards or the requirements
of subsection (1), to notify such person of
the violation and the required remedial ac-
tion, and simultaneously to provide notifica-
tion to the water pollution control agencies
of the States involved. If the required re-
medial action or appropriate State action
were not taken within 30 days, the Adminis-
trator would be authorized to lssue an order
requiring compliance within & specified
time, or bring a clvil action for an injunc-
tion under subsection (f) (6). The recipient
of an order directing compliance would be
authorized to request a hearing within 15
days following receipt of the order. Follow-
ing such hearing, the Administrator would
be required to affirm, modify or revoke the
order by written decision constituting his
final order. In cases in which the recipient of
the order did not make a timely request for
a hearing, the original order would become
the final order unless modified by the Ad-
ministrator on his own initiative. Judicial
review would be provided for all final orders
after exhaustion of administrative remedies.

It is intended that an appeal or a request
for a hearing would not operate as a stay
of an order, except where a court determined
a stay to be necessary as provided in the
Administrative Procedure Act. The Admin-
istrator .would be authorized to assess a
civil penalty for violation of a final order
of up to $25,000 per day of viclation.

Under subsection (f)(6) the Administra-
tor gould enforce his final orders and re-
cover fines upon petition to the appropriate
U.8. Circult Court of Appeals,

Under subsection (f) (7), the Administra~
tor would be authorized to commence & civil
action in the appropriate U.S. district court
for injunctive relief in any case of violation
of water quality standards or of efluent re-
quirements for hazardous substances estab-
lished under subsection ( ). Under subsec-
tion (f) (8), the Court in any such proceed-
ing would be authorized to ‘assess 'a civil
penalty of not' more than $25,000 per day of
violation. Subsection (f)(9) would author-
ize the imposition of eriminal fines of up to
$10,000, and imprisonment of up to six
months, for making any false statement in
any document or tampering with any moni-
toring device required by the section.

Although the enforcement conference
would be eliminated by this proposal, its
useful features would be retained in subsec-
tion (g), authorizing the Administrator fo
call fact-finding public hearings for the pur-
pose of obtalning information necessary to
carry out the Act, including the investigation
of possible water quality standards viola-
tions. Notice of any hearing would be re-
quired to be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and in’‘a newspaper of géneral circulation
in the area in which the hearing is to be
held. The hearing would be conducted be-
fore a hearing panel, consisting of the Ad-
ministrator's representative and represent-
atives of the States Involved. Any interested
person would be permitted to make a state-
ment of views.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the hear-
ing panel would make findings concerning
the existence of pollution, and would report
such findings to the Administrator, includ-
ing recommendations for remedial action.
The Administrator would review the findings,
and would take such action as he deemed &ap-
propriate, which are understood to include
the issuance of an administrative order or
the Initiation of a civil action pursuant to
gubsection (), or, the establishment of water
quality standards under subsection (e)(2)

(A). If, after a hearing under subsection (g),
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the Administrator determined that the pub-
lic health or welfare required revision of
water quality standards he would be au-
thorized to request a State or States to adopt
revised standards within 60 days. If the State
did not adopt acceptable standards within
such perlod, the Administrator would be au-
thorized, after notice and hearing, to publish
standards and to promulgate them after 30
days following publication. Subsection (g)
(7) would make it clear that the Administra-
tor could issue administrative orders to re-
quire compliance with water quality stand-
ards even while a hearing is being held under
subsection (g)

Subsection () would provide the Admin-
istrator with broad authority to compel the
attendance and testimony of witnesses at
hearings, and to order the production of
records. However, Agency representatives
would still be subject to the provisions of
18 U.S.C. 18056 with regard to protection of
trade secrets.

Subsection (i) would authorize the Ad-
ministrator to reguire any discharger to per-
form effluent monitoring and to report the
results to EPA. In exercising this authority
the Administrator would be required to take
into consideration the availability of the de-
gired information from State or local moni-
toring programs, Further provisions of this
subsection would authorize the Administra-
tor's representatives to enter and inspect
facilities from which discharge is made into
sewers or waters specified in subsection (c),
and to have access to monitoring or other
records. Any Iinformation obtained under
subsection. (i) would be available to the pub-
lic except information which is shown to the
satisfaction of the Administrator to contain
trade secrets. -

Subsection (j) would provide emergency
authority for the Administrator to commence
an action in the appropriate U.S, district
court for an injunction or other appropriate
equitable relief whenever a pollution source
presents or may present an imminent and
substantial danger to the health or welfare of
any person, or -to water quality. It would
also provide for theé consolidation of suits.

BSubsection (1) would require the Admin-
istrator within 60 days after enactment of the
new section 10, to publish in the Federal
Register a list ‘of substances which in his
opinion possess a high potential for causing
substantial danger to the public health or
the environment and which shall be subject
to a prohibition or effluent requirement.
Within six months after publication of the
list, the Administrator would be required to
publish propesed efliluent requirements or
prohibitions for such substances, and within
ninety days after such publication, he would
be required tp promulgate such requi.mm.ants
and prohibitions in final form.

IV, SECTION-BY~SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE PRO-

POSED ENVIRONMENTAL FINANCING ACT OF

1971

Section 1. This sectlon provides for the
Act fo be cited as the “Environmental
Financing Act of 1871."

Section 2. Creation of Authority. This sec-
tion establishes the Environmental Financ-
ing Authority as an instrumentality of the
United States subject to the general super-
vision and direction of the Secretary of the
Treasury and suthorizes the Authority to
establish offices to conduct lts business.

Section 3. Purpose. This section states that
the purpose of the Act is to assure that in-
ability to borrow necessary funds on reason-
able terms does not prevent any State or
local public body from carrying out a waste
treatment works project eligible for finan-
cial assistance under the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act.

Section 4. Board of Directors. This section
provides a five-member Board of Directors
consisting of the Secretary of the Treasury
or his designee as Chairman and four others

March 11, 1971

appointed by the President from the officers
or employees of the Authority or of any
Federal agency. The Board would meet at
the call of the Chairman and would deter-
mine the general policles of the Authorlty.
The Chairman would appoint the officers of
the Authority.

Section 5. Functions, This section author-
izes the Authority to purchase. obligations
issued by State and local public bodies to
finance the non-Federal share of the cost of
a waste treatment construction project. No
purchase could be made unless the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency has certified that the seller is un-
able to obtain sufficient credit on reasonable
terms, has approved the project as eligible
under the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act, and has agreed to guarantee principal
and interest payments on the obligation.
No purchase could be made of obligations
issued to finance projects the permanent
finanecing of which occurred prior to this
Act. Interest rates on such purchases would
be determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury taking into consideration (i) current
market yields on obligations of comparable
maturity issued by the Treasury or the Au-
thority and (1) market yields on municipal
bonds. The Authority would charge fees to
cover expenses and to accumulate reasonable
reserves, and such fees would be included in
project costs.

Section 6. Initial Capital. This section au-
thorizes appropriations to the Secretary of
the Treasury to advance up to $100 million
for initial capital to the Authority. The in-
terest rate on advances would be not less
than a rate determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury taking into consideration cur-
rent market ylelds on Treasury obligations.
Interest payments could be deferred at the
discretion of the Treasury.

Section 7. Obligations of the Authority.
This section authorizes the Authority, with
the approval of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, to issue its own obligations in the
market. The Secretary of the Treasury could
purchase such obligations, as authorized in
appropriation acts. Purchases by the Secre-
tary would be public debt transactions and
would be at interest rates determined by him
taking Into consideration current market
yields on outstanding Treasury obligations
of comparable maturities,

Section 8. Federal Payment fo the Au-
thority. This section directs the Secretary
of the Treasury to make annual payments
to the Authority in the amount by which
the Authority’s interest expense exceeds its
interest income, :

Section 9. General Powers, This section
provides the Authority with general cor-
porate powers.

Section 10. Tar Eremption, This section
generally exempts the Authority and its in-
come from all taxes except real and personal
property taxes and taxes on the principal or
interest on obligations issued by the Au-
thority, which would be taxed to the same
extent as obligations of private corporations.

Section 11, Obligations as Lawful Invest-
ments, Acceptance as Security. This section
makes obligations issued by the Authority
lawful Investments, acceptable as security
for all fiduciary, trust, and public funds, and
exempt from SEC requirements.

Section 12, Preparation of Obligations.
This section authorizes the Secretary of the

to prepare, hold, and deliver obli-
gatllgna for the Authority on a reimbursable
asis.

Section 13. Annual Report. This section
requires the Authority to transmit to the
President and Congress an annual report
of its operations and activities.

Section 14, Obligations Eligible for Pur-
chase by National Banks. This section per-
mits national banks to Invest in or deal in
obligations of the Authority.

Section 15. Government Corporation Con-
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trol Act. This section subjects the Authority
to the budget and audit provisions of the
Government Corporation Control Act in the
same manner as they are applied to a wholly-
owned Government corporation.

Section 16, Permanent Appropriation for
Federal Payment to Authority. This section
provides a permanent indefinite appropria-
tion to permit the Secretary of the Treasury
to make interest payments to the Authority
as required by section 8.

Section 17. Separability. This section
makes the provisions and validity of the
Act separable if any of the provisions are held
invalid.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING SPE-
CIAL ORDER ON WELFARE RE-
FORM

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to announce I have taken a spe-
cial order today to explain the welfare
reform bill I have introduced.

ALTERNATIVE WELFARE REFORM
PROPOSAL

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. UrLMaN) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced today an alternative welfare
reform proposal that I hope the Mem-
bers will study. We have been consider-
ing the family assistance plan again in
the Committee on Ways and Means for
a number of weeks. It is becoming more
obvious with every day that the program
has many complications and is impos-
sible to administer, and there are many
unanswered questions.. What we really
need in welfare is a new direction rather
than the hodgepodge on a hodgepodge
which it is becoming obvious the family
assistance plan is. The family assistance
plan covers up the welfare mess with a
sugar coating of Federal cash. It is the
first leg up on a guaranteed national
income.

FAP will not turn the welfare program
around. It does not implement the work
provisions on a meaningful basis. It man-
dates that the Federal Government as-
sume 100 percent of the whole new wel-
fare load of the country at State-deter-
mined standards which are totally inde-
fensible from a national point of view. It
institutes a new numbers game for all
people in the poverty area that will add
some 13 million new people to the Federal
welfare caseload with no assurance
whatsoever that the incentives are not
in the direction of more welfare rather
than less. It is an administrative mon-
strosity and, in my judement, sets a dis-
aster course for this Nation.

I have proposed in the bill I have intro-
duced today, after a great deal of study,
what I consider to be a real welfare
reform proposal. It builds upon the foun-
dation of the studies we have made dur-
ing the past year and a half, both on
this side and over in the other body. It is
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based upon some rather fundamental
changes in thinking on the welfare pro-
gram, It does turn the welfare program
around. It includes the Federal assump-
tion of much of the welfare costs, but it
does not assume responsibility for the
welfare quagmire that exists in this
country today. It does separate the em-
ployable people from the unemployables.
It does establish a meaningful and a
major national child care program for
all poverty employables over a 4-year
period. It does provide for meaningful
rehabilitation and employment programs
with a meaningful administrative orga-
nization to carry it out. It does provide
meaningful and defensible incentives for
people to work. It does involve meaning-
ful work training Federal allowances
based on the percentage of average wage
in the area rather than the mess of State
programs that is the basis for the FAP
program.

It does provide meaningful rehabili-
tation for marginal, employable people.

It does provide for meaningful sched-
uling of the reclassification of all welfare
recipients between employable people
and unemployable people.

It is a program that provides over a
4-year period for the Federal takeover
of some 75 percent of the welfare case-
load, but they are not turned over as
welfare recipients, but as employable
persons.

It does provide, in addition, emergency
relief now for the States, and it is
a new direction for the whole concept of
welfare.

Let me just very quickly go into this
matter—and may I also urge the Mem-
bers to read the full text of my state-
ment today to get the details of this
concept. I do not want to deceive anyone
into thinking that there is any magic
formula on welfare reform, there just is
not. There is no easy way out. There is
no such thing as a good welfare program,
but there is such a thing as turning our
program around, heading it in the direc-
tion where we can assimilate ideas and
ingenuity and administrative capabilities
that exist in the American people. We
are sinking deeper and deeper into the
morass of welfare, and FAP, let us face
it, does not take us out of that morass.

Now, the first problem of welfare is
that without an adequate day-care pro-
gram you cannot have meaningful wel-
fare reform. It is just not possible be-
cause most welfare recipients are bur-
dened—and we are talking about the
AFDC program—are burdened with chil-
dren. Until we get adequate child care
for those children you simply are not
going to get those people off of the wel-
fare rolls. 8o we would establish a na-
tional child-care corporation that would
contract with localities, with public
agencies and nonprofit organizations in
the localities to set up meaningful child-
care facilities. That includes not only
supervision and training programs for
children, but also at least one square
meal a day and, particularly in the
ghetto areas of the country, two square
meals & day.

Then, second, I would separate, with
proper sadministrative organization, the
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employable people from the unemploy-
able people. The unemployable people
are not the problem of welfare. The
employable people on welfare are a prob-
lem. And the administrative organiza-
tion would be a new Federal rehabilita-
tion and employment office organization
in every community in the country. Here
Federal officials properly schooled in
utilizing the experience we have had un-
der the WIN program would classify wel-
fare applicants on an orderly schedule
as employable or unemployable. When
they are classified “employable” they
would no longer be eligible for Federal
welfare assistance, and then would be-
come the responsibility of the Federal
Government.

Now we are here federalizing welfare
on an orderly schedule, again, so that at
the end of the 4-year period the Federal
Government would have assumed full re-
sponsibility for 75 percent of the case-
load. But we are not calling them wel-
fare people—we are reclassifying them
employable, and we are making employ-
able people a Federal responsibility in a
whole wide range of programs we already
have in being, we would coordinate in
this program to send people, if they need
some basic adjustments, to vocational re-
habilitation, which would be greatly up-
graded and made a 100-percent Federal
expense charge with respect to these
people.

Or we would send them to the man-
power programs, or we would put them
in on-the-job training slots, or put them
into new public service employment pro-
grams that have been recommended by
the administration. When they became a
Federal charge, we would not accept the
hodgepodge of Federal welfare payments.
We would establish a training reimburse-
ment based on a formula keyed to 40 per-
cent of the average wage in the area.

So this reimbursement is not based
upon the whims of the individual State
legislators around the country and the
complexities of Federal payments for
welfare, but would be based on a mean-
ingful average wage factor in a given
area. That would eliminate a great deal
of the problems we have in our State-
by-State diversity.

But then in addition to this now, we
would have meaningful job incentives—
incentives for people to go to work. For
example, the case of a woman with four
children on welfare and possibly getting
$3,500 a year. How can we induce her
now to go to work possibly at a minimum
wage of $2,200 when she has her family
to support? So the first thing we would
do would be to give her quality day care
for her children including one or two
meals a day—and that is tremendously
important to the welfare mother.

The second thing we would do would
be to allow her to cash out her food
stamps. This to most welfare mothers
would be terribly important. In other
words, the benefit she would get from
the present food stamps would be con-
verted to cash if she requested it and
she would get a food allowance in cash
every month for it. Remember, she is a
responsible, employed person.

Third, then we would give a work ex-
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pense allowance to this mother with four
children of $60 per month and we would
not only give it to her but we would give
it to the whole gamut of the working poor
voluntarily enrolled in this program as
an inecentive to work and as a vehicle
whereby we can justify the difference be-
tween the welfare payment and a mini-
mum wage job.

It is a meaningful and easy-to-admin-
ister concept that would make up the
difference between welfare payments to
a large extent and what an individual can
make on a minimum wage job.

The cost of this program on a 4-
year basis would be about $5 billion in-
cluding this great new child care corpo-
ration which not only is the answer to
welfare but which really is fundamental
to any answer to the ghetto problems of
our Nation today. This would be phased
in over a 4-year period.

You see the way the Federal Govern-
ment would reclassify and take over these
people would be: First, the new appli-
cants, all nmew applicants would pe
screened. The criteria for mothers would
be that we would only exclude mothers
with two or more children, one of them
being under 6 years of age, in the orig-
inal screening.

Then, second, we would go to the exist-
ing welfare rolls, and we would take first
the unemployed fathers, naturally.

Second, we would take the single chil-
dren dependents who are on welfare over
16 years of age.

Third, we would consider the mothers
and take the mothers with one child.

Fourth, we would take mothers with
more than one child with none of them
under 3 years of age.

Finally, at the end of the line—and
this would be scheduled over a 4-year
period—we would take all mothers who
were classified “able to work.”

Naturally, there will be a backlog of
people, probably 25 or 30 percent of the
heads of household on the existing rolls,
who are nonemployable for physical
reasons or for many other reasons.

In implementing this program we
would save initially, because we are not
making the family assistance payments,
some $1.5 billion the first year, and we
would convert that to emergency relief
payments to the States, so that we would
get immediately emergency assistance to
the States that so desperately need it.

Then, as we phase this program in, we
would phase out the emergency relief
over the 4-year period. The emergency
assistance to States would be distributed
first to the States according to popula-
tion and then distributed within the
States according to the record of costs
for caseloads in welfare within the State.

So this program would turn welfare
around. It would provide a meaningful
vehicle for reclassifying people, employ-
able or nonemployable, with the backup
of a major child-care program that is es-
sential for any such a classification.

It would provide, then, for the employ-
able people be taken care of on a job as-
sistance program, and reimbursement for
job assistance under the Federal Gov-
ernment set according to its relation to
the average wage in an area.
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It would provide substantial supple-
ments. In addition to a child care pro-
gram, which is so terribly important, it
would include a cash out of the food
stamps, a monthly payment for thaf,
which would vary according to family
size.

Then, finally, a monthly expense al-
lowance to the working poor.

In summary, it avoids not all but most
of the complexities that we are finding
in the present FAP program. Almost
every way we turn under the FAP pro-
gram it is so complex, so poorly thought
out administratively, that we have al-
most impossible problems to solve.

This proposal, in turning the whole
program around, would avoid those com-
plexities, and I commend it to the Mem-
bers of the Congress. I hope it is pos-
sible to get it approved in a committee.
If not, I hope it will be possible to pre-
sent it as an alternative to the Congress
when this matter comes to the floor of
the House.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. TIERNAN. I want to commend
the gentleman for his thoughtful pres-
entation of this plan, one that I am
sure all Members will wish to read in
the RECORD.

Mr, ULLMAN. I thank the gentleman.

THE NOISE CONTROL ACT OF 1971

(Mr. TIERNAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr., TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, 60 years
ago, Robert Eoch, the famed bacteriolo-
gist and Nobel laureate, predicted:

The day will come when man will have to

fight merciless noise as the worst enemy of
his health.

While this prediction has not yet
proven itself to be true, if we do not act
swiftly the day will soon come when deaf-
nelss will be as common as the common
cold.

Noise is a negative fringe benefit of the
manmade environment of our industrial
and high density urban society. To the
extent to which this environment is be-
coming increasingly manmade, noise is
not likely to go away, but only to become
more pervasive.

I am, therefore, today introducing the
Noise Control Act of 1971. Under this bill,
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency will have broad pow-
ers to distribute grants to States to pro-
vide programs of noise control, research
into causes, and effects of noise, and the
enforcement of noise standards, rules,
and regulations. The Administrator also
has authority to distribute grants to pub-
lic or nonprofit private agencies, institu-
tions, organizations, or indiviudals to en-
gage in research, the training of person-
nel, and demonstration projects.

This legislation is the most compre-
hensive noise abatement bill ever pro-
posed to the Congress. It would estab-
lish specific standards in the areas of
aircraft, motor vehicle and occupational
noise, In each of these areas, the Ad-
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ministrator is given the authority to set
standards and amend rules and regula-
tions, but he is also required to enforce
specified minimum standards. Among
the aircraft standards is a time restric-
tion for aircrafi takeoffs over populated
areas. My bill also prohibits the opera-
tion of civil aircrafi at supersonic speeds
over land areas of the United States.

Motor vehicles weighing under 6,000
pounds are prohibited from operating at
noise levels in excess of 86 dBA at a speed
of 35 miles per hour or less, and in excess
of 90 dBA at a speed of more than 35
miles per hour. These limits are present-
ly in effect in California and are con-
sidered to be adequate to protect the
mental and physical health of her citi-
zens. The Administrator shall specify a
date on which these Federal standards
shall go into effect.

The Walsh-Healey Act presently re-
quires those businesses which receive
more than $10,000 of Federal assistance
to maintain a sound level of not more
than 90 dBA for an 8-hour day. Under
my bill, the noise level must be below 85
dBA, a figure suggested by President
Johnson shortly before he left office. It
is estimated that 60 percent of the work-
ers in this country are subjected to noise
which exceeds an acceptable level. The
World Health Organization states that
industrial noise alone costs the United
States more than $4 billion annually in
accidents, absenteeism, inefficiency, and
compensation claims. The new noise lev-
els I propose would tremendously alter
these stafistics, I believe, for a 90 dBA
sound level is nearly half again as loud
as an 85 dBA sound level. My purpose is
to preserve the hearing of these workers,
not to impair or destroy an essential in-
dustrial effort.

Noise is not just a nuisance, it is a
health hazard. The word itself is de-
rived from the same Latin root as
“nausea.” The dangerous and hazardous
effects of intense noise on human health
are seriously underestimated. There ap-
pears to be a close relationship between
bodily fatigue and noise exposure. Psy-
chological and social stresses also result
from intense noise. Some scientists even
believe that if city noise continues to rise
at its present raie of 1 decibel a year,
everyone will be stone deaf by the year
2000.

We will never be able to eliminate
each sound that is objectionable to each
individual. Human desires are too wvari-
able. But noise is not the inescapable
price of progress. The know-how already
exists to control its level. It is the will
which has to date been lacking. Amer-
icans often seem to react to noise as if
nature were compelling us to accept it,
or even savor it. We are tacitly accept-
1£1_1g an increasingly deteriorating situa-
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We must now decide what importance
noise control and noise abatement have
relative to the other values of our
civilization. In protecting our health,
absolute proof comes late. To wait for it
is to invite disaster or to court disaster
unnecessarily.

‘We reached the critical stage with our
polluted air and water because of be-
lated action. Unless we act now, we will
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soon reach the critical stage as far as our
hearing is concerned, a stage from which
we cannot retreat.

I do not claim that this bill I intro-
duce today will by itself solve our noise
problem, but it is an important first step
which must be taken. It is my hope this
bill will act as a catalyst for far-reaching
and effective actions by our local, State,
and Federal Governments.

CAPITOL POLICE

(Mr. TIERNAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, for 11
days now we have heard that the Capitol
was able to be bombed because of the
laxity of the Capitol Police Force. Chief
James Powell implies that it is the fault
of the students on the force. He is quoted
again and again as saying that 25 per-
cent of the Capitol force are appointees,
many of whom are students. When I
called the police office in the Capitol,
I was told that 115 of the 622-man force
are students. This is 18.5 percent, less
than one-fifth of the entire force.

Police Chief Powell says he has sym-
pathy for the students. He says it is “very
difficult to properly do their schoolwork
and give us 8 solid hours of work,” and
that some find the work boring. Let me
say, Mr. Speaker, I feel very strongly
that the Capitol Police Force needs the
mental and physical integrity which the
students provide. Physically, they are
much more capable of protecting the
Capitol than many of our present police-
men. In addition, police forces across the
country are now actively recruiting men
and women with college educations.
We should feel proud to have these stu-
dents on our force. This does not mean
that we should allow them to study on
the job or cater to them in any way.
But let us be honest. The students have
done nothing less than what has been
required of them by Chief Powell. If this
is nothing, it is because the chief has
never required nothing.

It is time for Chief Powell to stop
using the students as scapegoats. I per-
sonally know of the many lawyers,
doctors, and other professional men who
have served on the Capitol Police Force
and done a commendable job.

I do not mean to place the blame for
laxity on the large majority of the force
who are not students. I do mean to place
the blame on the top officials. This is
where the failure is, This is where the
investigations should begin.

GATEWAY NATIONAL SEASHORE—A
FORTHCOMING REALITY

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, today, the
House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs met with Secretary of the Interior
Rogers Morton. His remarks at our
meeting, in addition to my own prior
conversations with him, give considerable
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impetus to a project for which I have
been pressing for more than 2 years—
creation of the Gateway National Sea-
shore within the New York Harbor
region—and which is embodied in my
bill, HR. 1121.

Secretary Morton, in our meeting to-
day, stated that the Gateway project has
a “high priority.” He added:

I am very much for the project.

This is crucial, because the admin-
istration should, and must, give it full
support. This support, in fact, is con-
sonant with the President’s own state of
the Union message, delivered on Jan-
uary 22, 1971, when he said:

And not only to meet today’s needs but to
anticipate those of tomorrow I will put for-
ward the most extensive program ever pro-
posed by a President of the United States
to expand the nation's parks, recreation
areas, and open spaces in a way that truly
brings parks to the people where the people
are. For only if we leave & legacy of parks will
the next generation have parks to enjoy.

Surely, nothing could be more in line
with the President’s own words than cre-
ation of a recreation complex in the New
York-New Jersey metropolitan area.
Gateway, which would include Jamaica
Bay, Breezy Point, Sandy Hook, and ad-
ditional areas, is within a 2-hour drive
for 15 million people. It would eventually
be able to accommodate 500,000 people
a day.

Of course, it is essential that national
parks be created in our yet-remaining
natural areas. But surely Gateway is far
more immediately and directly relevant,
and beneficial, to these millions of city
dwellers in New York City and its en-
virons who cannot afford to travel hun-
dreds of miles to a park. Gateway truly
“brings parks to the people where the
people are”—to quote the President.

There are, in fact, in the New York
metropolitan region more than 19 mil-
lion people, in 31 counties, in three
States—New York, New Jersey, and Con-
necticut. By the year 2000, there will be
30 million people in the region: 11 mil-
lion more people competing for access
to the region’s ocean beaches, which
stretch from Montauk Point, N.Y., to
Point Pleasant, N.J.

These ocean beaches provide the larg-
est source of summer recreation at pres-
ent, and their use will continue to rise.
Not only regional residents, but vaca-
tioners from farther inland use them.
The proposed Gateway National Sea-
shore would be a major step toward pre-
serving open ocean front and making it
available for public use.

The genesis for Federal legislative ac-
tion aimed at bringing Gateway to re-
ality arose 2 years ago, when I began to
work in conjunction with the Regional
Plan Association on plans for a national
seashore in New York Harbor. Our inter-
est in turn stimulated the Department
of the Interior, then headed by Walter B.
Hickel, to become involved. On May 13,
1969, then-Secretary Hickel announced
the administration proposal for what he
termed the Gateway National Recreation
area,

Subsequently, two bills were introduced
to create Gateway. My bill—H.R. 12436
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in the 91st Congress—was introduced on
June 25, 1969, following weeks of delay
by the Department of the Interior,
which was preparing the first draft of
the legislation, at my request.

Unfortunately, despite Secretary Hick-
el’s initial espousal of Gateway, little ac-
tion ensued on the part of the adminis-
tration. The House Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee’s request for an ad-
ministration report on my bill lan-
guished unanswered.

In the interim, however, considerable
interest had been building concerning
Gateway, particularly due to the work of
the Regional Plan Association and of the
Citizen’'s Committee for the Gateway.
Numerous news stories and editorials
furthered our cause.

Thus, when I introduced my bill to cre-
ate the Gateway National Seashore on
the first day of the 92d Congress as H.R.
1121, prospects for action appeared
brighter. Public sentiment clearly favors
its creation. Congressional sentiment re-
flects this same attitude. Since the in-
troduction of my bill, my colleague the
gentleman from New York (Mr. AbDABO)
has introduced a similar bill, in which
several other Members joined. And I will
be reintroducing my bill for myself, Mr.
BingEAM, Mr. CARey of New York, and
Mr. KocH.

Today, in the other body, the Senators
from New York—Senators Javirs and
Buckrey—and from New Jersey—Sen-
ators WiLLiams and Case—have intro-
duced a similar bill. This action partic-
ularly reflects the efforts of the senior
senator from New York, Mr, Javirs, who
has also long been inferested in the cre-
ation of Gateway, and with whom I have
been working to further our shared goal.

My conversations with Secretary Mor-
ton have considerably encouraged me
that unified administration support will
be forthcoming. However, some recent
developments, such as the proposed turn-
ing over Fort Hancock, on Sandy
Hook, to the State of New Jersey by the
General Services Administration, do give
good cause for concern. This action was
taken despite the fact that—

The Department of the Interior polinted
out that Fort Hancock is in the proposed
Gateway Recreation Area and requested
that . . .(GSA) withhold disposal action
pending enactment by the Congress of Gate-
way legislation—

According to a letter to me from
Harold S. Trimmer, Jr., assistant ad-
ministrator, General Services Adminis-
tration. Apparently, it is the Office of
Management and Budget—an arm of the
White House—which does not share
either Secretary Morton's enthusiasm, or
the President’s stated commitment to
parks for the people.

Hopefully, the public’s demand for
the creation of Gateway, reflected in
the legislation now sponsored by some 28
Members of the House and Senate, and
matched by the President’s own state of
the Union message language, will soon
make the Gateway National Seashore a
reality.

At this point, I should like to include
several releases, new articles, and edi-
torials concerning Gateway:
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[News release of the Reglonal Plan Associa-
tion, Inc., of May 13, 1969]
STATEMENT OF JOoHN P, KEITH, PRESIDENT,
REGIONAL PLAN ASSOCIATION REGARDING
PROPOSAL BY BSECRETARY HICKEL FOR NEW

GATEWAY NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

Secretary of Interior Hickel's proposal for
a national recreation area at the entrance to
New York Harbor {8 & great trlumph for Na-
tion, Reglon and Cilty. It does credit to the
members of Congreas who stimulated it, first
William Fitts Ryan, Congressman from Man-
hattan, and Senators Jacob K. Javits and
Charles E. Goodell. It represents a major
achievement for Mayor John V. Lindsay.

The Gateway National Recreation Area
proposal means greatly improved and accessi-
ble recreation opportunities for the millions
of people living in the core of this crowded
Region, It means the preservation for future
generations of the incomparable beaches of
Sandy Hook and Breezy Point.

It is the culmination of the effort for pub-
lic acquisition of Breezy Point, for “a park
where the people are”, and the beginning of a
new era of federal involvement in wurban
recreation.

In this monumental step forward we
should recall the efforts of a host of civic
and neighborhood organizations that saved
these beaches for the public led by the Citi-
zens Committee for Children, Citizens Union,
Community Service Soclety and Parks Asso-
ciatlion of New York.

We urge the Congress and Administration
to move with speed in making the proposal a
reality.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 14, 1970]
GATEWAY Stiin Jusr AN Ibea
(By Douglas Robinson)

Almost a year after Interior Secretary Wal-
ter J. Hickel announced the immediate start
of planning on the Gateway National Rec-
reation Area at the entrance to New York
Harbor, the project remains little more than a
sand castle,

The project, which Mr, Hickel spoke of
while standing among the clam shells and
driftwood on a littered city beach, was de-
signed to give slum dwellers & place to play
in the sea and sun.

It envisioned extensive park and recrea-
tion facilities in Jamaica Bay and Breezy
Point in Queens, Swinburne and Hoffman
Islands at the entrance to New York Harbor,
Great Kills Park on Staten Island, and Sandy
Hook, N.J.

Today, the bistate Federal project is
plagued with problems both bureaucratic
and otherwise.

The Mayor, during the election campaign
last fall, signed new five-year permits for
several thousand people who live on city-
owned land in Broad Channel and who dump
raw sewage Into the center of Jamaica Bay,
a move that would cut the 9,500-acre ecologi-
cal treasure almost in half.

New York City Intends to bulld a sports
stadium in Great Kills Park in Staten Island
and the City Planning Commission has sug-
gested that a shore parkway run through the
park, a roadway that would include and
interchange within park borders.

The Army Corps of Engineers is consid-
ering digging a boat channel across Sandy
Hook that might affect the lateral flow of
sand needed to. nourish the beaches and
could allow the polluted water of Sandy Hook
Bay to flow into the ocean with the resulting

to the shore.

The Consolidated Edison Company s seek-
ing to bulld nuclear power plants on man-
made islands off Coney Island and in the
Lower Bay, a plan the Interior Department
feels is aimed at Swinburne and Hoffman
Islands.

In addition to these large scale problems,
there are several smaller ones, such as pro-
tests by the Breezy Point Cooperative that a
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man-made sand beach in front of many of
its structures belongs to it and not the city,
and a tentative city plan for a landfill proj-
ect all along the south shore of BStaten
Island.

Bince the =Secretary's enthusiastic an-
nouncement last May 13, an elaborate four-
color report has been printed, at a cost of
$10,000 in donated funds, and a legislative
package is now being prepared for Congress.
The Interior Department hopes to introduce
the legislation late this spring.

Onece legislation is submitted, however, ex-
tensive public hearings will have to be held
before any over-all Congressional action can
be taken. This means that any funds for
Gateway probably would not be authorized
before early 1971.

“We are not dismayed,” sald Edward B.
Peetz, chief of the division of urban plan-
ning of the Interior Department’s Office of
National, Capital and Urban Park Affairs.
“However, instead of our problems diminish-
ing, they seem to be growing.”

MANY PROBLEMS INVOLVED

Among the troubles besetting the Gateway
projects are the following:

The Defense Department refuses to re-
lease Fort Tilden, an integral part of the
Breezy Point section of the recreation area,
because it says the Nike missile battery, a
tralning bullding and an officer’s club are
an “operational requirement.”

The Department of Agriculture is plan-
ning construction of a 30-acre animal quar-
antine station on the parade ground at Fort
Tilden and so far has resisted suggestions
for an alternate site,

Mayor Lindsay, who stood beside Mr,
Hickel on that windswept beach last May
and enthusiastically endorsed the project, is
said not to have replied to a letter from the
Interior Department sent last Nov. 26 that
asks for assurances on clty-owned land and
possibly litigation procedures.

Mr. Peetz, the chief planner for the recrea-
tion area, said in a recent interview at the
Interior Department that the city’s plans for
Great Kills Park might cause that unit to
be lost from the planned Pederal project.

“We could live with a sports stadium,”
he said, “but if they put through a road with
an interchange right in the middle, “we
might as well give it up.”

The Army's refusal to give up Fort Tilden
also strikes a heavy blow at plans for Breezy
Point. The fort, which stretches almost all
the way across the Breezy Point peninsula,
is largely unused.

There is a Nike battery at the east end
of the fort and the missile’s radar control
center at the west end of the fort.

In addition to the Nike site, the Army
uses a two-story brick building as a reserve
training center. During the summer, how-
ever, the officer's club is heavily used by
military men and their families from
throughout the metropolitan area. They are
especlally drawn by the private beach.

In the matter of Mr. Lindsay not answer-
ing the letter from the Interior Department,
a spokesman for the Mayor sald that “no
one has any record of the letter.” An official
at the Federal agency said another letter was
being prepared.

Although planners at the Interior Depart-
ment are opposed to Con Edison's quest for
power plants in the harbor, Mr. Underhill is
more sanguine about the controversial sub-
Ject,

“If adeguate safety standards could be
determined,” he said, “I could see, perhapsd,
& revolving restaurant atop a nuclear plant
on Hoffman-Swinburne Islands.”

Present plans call for the two small
islands just beyond the Narrows to be joined
by a landfill project over a 10-year period.
The Gateway project envisions promenades,
outdoor cafes and family picnic areas on
the Joined island. Visitors would get there
by ferry.
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[From the Newark (N.J.) Evening News,
Feb. 6,1971]

Savine Sanpy Hookx

What the General Services Administration
gives away, the Interlor Department, in a
proper situation, cught to receive. It would
not only demonstrate that the agencies are
not working at cross-purposes, but also, in
the case of Sandy Hook, provide an unaccus-
tomed bocn from the federal government for
New Jersey.

The GSA has labeled 1,033 acres of Sandy
Hook as surplus land and therefore subject
to disposal. This, even though the Interior
Department has plans for including the Hook
in a federal project for New York Harbor
called the Gateway National Park.

The Interior Department possesses au-
thority to recelve surplus property and hold
it for development for park and recreational
purposes. Exercise of this authority with re-
gard to Sandy Hook is now being urged up-
on the department by Sen. Case, mindful
that the GSA has set a deadline of Thurs-
day for a decision by New Jersey as to
whether it wants to acquire title to the land,
745 acres of which it already leases from the
federal government as a state park.

New Jersey, however, doesn't have the
kind of money needed to develop and main-
::Lr; th; area, and has not even been able

und the kind of engineer
needed to halt the senogu'.-: &npr&gr:::
state-leased beaches.

Accordingly, it would seem sensible for
Sandy Hook, for which recreation is the only
appropriate use, to remain under federal
aegis and developed under the National
Park System, as legisiation introduced by
Sen. Case provides. Any other course would
place an intolerable financial burden on the
state, which for too long has been giving a
lot more to Washington than it ever gets

[From the Hackensack (N.J.) Record, Feb. 9,
1971]

TOTTERING (GATEWAY

The Nixon administration’s decision to get
rid of the 1,083 acres of federal land called
Fort Hancock on Sandy Hook is an appalling
caricature of the New Federalism. The Re-
gional Plan Association and Richard J. Sul-
livan, New Jersey Commissioner of Environ-
mental Protection, are to be thanked for ex-
posing and protesting this coldblooded plan
to disembowel the Gateway national park
concept that the Department of the Interior
only two years ago was a3 the No. 1
park priority for the federal government.
;I‘hey're right. This is carrying federalism too

ar.

Fifteen million people live within a two-
hour drive of the Gateway complex which
would consist of Sandy Hook on the New
Jersey side of the lower bay plus four all but
unused ocean beaches on the New York side,
More than half a million people & day, more
than 50 million a year, would come there to
swim, fish, go boating, sprawl loaf, or just
sit there watching the waves march in. Be-
cause all of the land is owned by govern-
ments, the cost of development would be no
more than $20 million—over the 10 years
leading up to Gateway's completion, 40 cents
a day per user,

The declsion to dispose of Fort Hancock
comes from the Bureau of Budget and Man-
agement in an administration whose Presi-
dent was saying in his State of the Union
message Jan. 22:

“And not only to meet today’s need but to
anticipate those of tomorrow, I will put
forward the most extensive program ever
proposed by a President of the United States
to expand the nation’s parks, recreation areas,
and open spaces in a way that truly brings
parks to the people where the people are.
For only if we have a legacy of parks will
the next generation have parks to enjoy.”

In accordance with the procedures govern-
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ing disposition of federal property declared
surplus, the General Services Administration
has asked the State of New Jersey whether it
wants Fort Hancock, and Gov, Cahill has said,
somewhat reluctantly, yes. But New Jersey is
in no better flanclal condition to undertake
the development needed than New York City
has been to develop a beach park at Breezy
Point. The Governor has observed correctly
that if Gateway is not developed as a national
recreation area it is not likely to be developed
at all, And John P. Kelth, president of the
Regional Plan Association, has explained
why:

If the Gateway proposal 1s cast away, many
aspects of the plan will be lost even if New
Jersey and New York City eventually prepare
their holdings for limited use,

For example, there probably would be no
ferry trips to the parks, the beaches would
not be managed as a unit to balance their
use and offer varied types of recreation, and
nature education promised under the De-
partment of Interior plan would be lost.
Overcrowded existing beaches will become
more crowded still.

Gateway was a cherished ambition of
Walter J. Hickel, who Mr, Nixon relieved of
office as Secretary of the Interior last Novem-
ber. If that thorny populist had not talked
himself out of a job we could rely on him to
see that the abandonment of Gateway was re-
considered. As matters stand, the appeal for
revocation of the budget bureau decision
should be carried to the President and his
new Interlor Secretary, Rogers C. B. Morton,
at once by the two states’ congressional dele-
gations, And they should be implored to see
that leglslatlon to create and fund the Gate-
way project is enacted during this session.
The next generation whose need for parks
Mr. Nixon expounded Jan. 22 is coming,
ready or not. By the year 2000 there will be
30 million people in the region, 11 million
more people competing for access to the ocean
beaches.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 13, 1971]
SAVE THE GATEWAY

Secretary of the Interior Rogers C. B. Mor-
ton has done something, but not quite
enough, to quiet the growing uneasiness
over prospects for the Gateway National
Park. According to Mr. Morton, the disposal
of Federal surplus land at Sandy Hook to the
state of New Jersey meed not prejudice its
ultimate use as a key segment of the sea-
shore project. But, if it is still the Govern-
ment’s intention to establish the park, why
did the Department of the Interior needlessly
release its hold on the tract in the first place,
thus signaling the General Services Ad-
ministration to get rid of 1t?

Governor Cahill has indicated that New
Jersey will acquire the land but, with the
state in no financial position to restore and
maintain the area, he would much prefer to
have It remain in Federal hands. So would
the Regional Planning Association, which
concelved of the Gateway National Park.
So it might seem from his recent State of the
Union speech, would President Nixon, who
promised to expand the nation’s open spaces
“in a way that truly brings parks to the peo-
ple-where the people are.”

No proposal could possibly fit that ideal
better than the Gateway, whose benefits
would be a maximum of two hours away
for some fifteen milllon people—7 per cent
of the country’s entire population. It has
been estimated that, when developed, this
stretch of seashore from Sandy Hook to
Jamaica Bay would allow a half-million peo-
ple a day to enjoy its swimming, fishing,
boating and cultural facilitles.

Here was the first opportunity for Mr, Mor-
ton to prove that, whatever the Administra-
tion's differences with his predecessor, he is
just as committed as Mr. Hickel to what
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Mayor Lindsay aptly describes as “the most
important urban recreational breakthrough"
of our time. The Secretary’s assertion of “en-
thusiastic” interest is all to the good, but
after two years of favorable consideration,
the project should be further along than
informal commendation. It is time that
legislation was sent to Congress and ma-
chinery created to establish this magnificent
seashore park for the people of metropolitan
New York.
[From the Newark, (N.J.) Evening News,
Feb. 18, 1971]

GATEWAY'S FUTURE

The Regional Plan Association, a private
organization that has been promoting devel-
opment of the tristate metropolitan area for
42 years, offers some compelling reasons why
the proposed Gateway Natlonal Recreation
Area at the mouth of New York Harbor
should not be abandoned by the federal gov-
ernment.

At the moment, the government’s ap-
proach to Gateway can best be described as
ambivalent. It's made so by Washington’s an-
nouncement that Sandy Hook, an integral
part of the project, s surplus, i.e., disposa-
ble, land and President Nixon’s assurance
that he will propose the “most extensive pro-
gram” in the nation’s history to expand
parks and other recreational areas “in a way
that truly brings parks to the people where
the people are.”

Burely, Gateway should be where the peo-
ple are. As RPA emphasizes, 7 per cent of the
nation's population lives within a two-hour
drive, a demographic phenomenon undupli-
cated anywhere in the country, and Gateway
would be able evenfually to accommodate
500,000 a day, Moreover, Gateway can be ac-
quired just for the asking. The acreage not
already owned by the federal government is
owned by lower echelons of government.

Accordingly, if the government's perform-
ance is to be equal to presidential promises,
there would appear to be no good reason why
Sandy Hook and the adjacent areas in New
York should not be developed by the federal
government and even less reason why it
should pursue a contradictory course as it
has in the matter of Sandy Hook. In so doing
it denies 7 per cent of the nation’s popula-
tion a forthright statement of intention.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 27, 1871]
Jamarca Bay HavLr SaveEp

“Jamaica Bay and Eennedy Airport,” a
study commissioned by the Port Authority a
little over a year ago, offers two major con-
clusions. One is excellent and to the point,
The other 1s extremely dublous, not to say
beyond the scope of the assignment under-
taken by the Jamaica Bay Environmental
Study Group of the National Academies of
Sciences and Engineering.

The Study Group perceived that a choice
had inevitably to be made between two in-
compatible uses of Jamaica Bay. It was ideal
for habitation, recreation and conservation
or for commerce, industry and waste dispo-
sal—but not for both sets of uses. Commend-
ably 1t opted for the former combination,
concluding that the choice had to be made
on the basis of which uses promised to confer
more benefits on more people, especially ben-
efits that could not otherwise be provided.

Applylng this criterion, the S8tudy Group
found what the Port Authority and the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration have long re-
fused to concede: that what the air traffic
of this city requires at the moment is not
more acreage but better technology. What
would be gained by extending runways into
the bay, to the bay’s certain destruction,
can be achleved at least for the Immediate
future by modernizing the airport’s control
system, rearranging runway patterns, con-
solidating flight schedules, limiting the ac-
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commodation of private 'planes, increasing
the use of jumbo jets and STOL planes—in
short by resorts to ingenuity rather than
concrete.

Having ruled out the need for commercial
exploitation of the bay, the report proceeds
to demonstrate the crying need for park space
in this area of New York and the spectacu-
larly unique character of this wetland in
the heart of the metropolis: “probably no
other area quite like it within a city of this
size anywhere.” If the Study Group had
stopped there it would have performed an
invaluable service. But it went on with an
fll-conceived intrusion into the question of
what the park should be like and who should
manage it.

In general, the report recommends a city
park on the shores of Jamaica Bay, wholly
divorced from the proposed Gateway Na-
tional Seashore project and designed pri-
marily for the recreation of the area's im-
mediate neighbors. Unquestionably those
neighbors need recreational facilities, and
they have been included in Gateway plans
all along.

Unfortunately, the report takes little no-
tice of that fact and appears to read into the
Gateway project a conflict between mass
recreation and wildlife preservation that
does not necessarily exlst. The confusion
leads the Study Group into a certaln ambiv
alence which allows it to speak of the wild
life refuge and bird sanctuary in the middle
of the bay as “an ecological treasure” and
at the same time to suggest that the project
now is primarily something for “upper-class
people” to enjoy. This gratuitous slur is all
the more absurd because the refuge has been
& major attraction for large numbers of chil-
dren brought out on school excursions from
the inner city itself.

Adequate support of the whole Jamaica
Bay project—both the “ecological treasure™
and the proposed recreational parks and
beaches on the periphery—requires Federal
funds, There is no other way, in view of the
city’s financial condition. So does a compre-
hensively planned seashore park for the en-
tire metropolitan reglon.

The warning in the report that potential
areas of recreation might be “locked up” in
a Federal park displays misunderstanding of
the National Park concept as well as of the
city’s needs. The Study Group and its parent
academies have had the judgment and cour-
age to save Jamalca Bay from commerclal
vandalism. But they have not had the vision
to see it as part of an experiment to bring
the Federal park system to urban America.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 27, 1971]
PARTNER FOR GATEWAY
CrrizENS COMMITTEE FOR THE GATEWAY,
New York, February 19, 1971
To THE EDITOR:

Statements quoted from the recently
released report of the Natlonal Academies
of Sclences and Engineering on Jamalca Bay
raise questions about the inclusion of the bay
in the proposed Gateway Natlonal Recrea-
tion Area.

Those citizens and elected officlals of New
York and New Jersey who are working to
bring the Gateway proposal into being are
first and foremost concerned with developing
recreation facilitles within easy reach of the
vast numbers of Inner city residents who now
have few alternatives for summer recreation.

We are therefore entirely in sympathy with
the National Academies’ strongly worded rec-
ommendations for beach development in the
northern and mnorthwestern portions of
Jamaica Bay. These proposals are entirely in
keeping with our understanding of the Gate-
way proposal.

We do not believe, as the report implies,
that Federal participation in the operation
of the Gatewnay facllities means that future
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plans for Jamaica Bay would be unresponsive
to the perceived needs of the city, We view
the Gateway as & proposal for partnership.
The genius of that proposal as originally
framed was that it, for the first time, in-
dicated a willingness on the part of the Fed-
eral Government to bear development and
operating expenses of this kind,

Without that commitment (which neces-
sarily implies some involvement by the Fed-
eral authorities) all concerned have grave
doubts about the capacity of the clty or the
states of New York and New Jersey to provide
the recreation and educational services
which all parties, including the National
Academies, agree are so vitally needed.

ARCHIBALD S, ALEXANDER,
Chairman (New Jersey)
ALEXANDER ALDRICH,
Chairman (New York)
[From the New York Times Magazine,
Feb. 7, 1971]
THE “BLACK MAYONNAISE” AT THE BoTTOM

OF JAMAICA BAY

(By Michael Harwood)

Early in December, a spell of cold weather
froze the surface of the two ponds in the
Jamaica Bay Wildlife Refuge. The closing
ice pushed out most of the ducks and geese
that had collected there since August, and
the birds either moved into the salt water of
the bay or flew south, hunting for ponds
still open. Despite the exodus, when the ice
melted late in the month, many green-
winged teal remained, dipping—yellow rumps
up—ifor food along the edges of the ponds.
Coots waddled on the shore and pecked in
the grass. In the lee of tall brown reeds,
hundreds of canvasback ducks rested, bills
tucked into their back feathers. A squadron
of five snowy egrets played a graceful avian
leapfrog, each bird trylng to precede the
others as they chased minnows in the shal-
lows. Overhead, black ducks and mallards,
baldpates and scaup, ruddy ducks and buffie-
heads hurried to food and safe havens, their
wings ringing against the wind.

It was a weekday, and the wind was cold,
blowing briskly out of the northwest; the
only other people on the path around the
West Pond were a couple out for a walk, see-
ing the birds as part of the land and water-
scape, without binoculars. They passed me
twice, heading the other way, and each time
we nodded and smiled at each other—a
friendliness engendered by space.

The space 1s considerable. The refuge lies
in the middle of 13,000 acres of bay—an area
nearly as big as Manhattan Island. Nine
thousand of these acres are “parkland”—
mostly water and marshy islands—which ac-
counts for about a fourth of the city's park
acreage. The impression of space is enhanced
by the sweep of marsh and the flatness of the
terraln. From Cross Bay Boulevard, which
bisects the refuge, one can look across the
bay to the Rockaways and to Floyd Bennett
Field on the moors of Barren Island; above
the western shore and the low skyline of
Brooklyn rises the Empire State Building; to
the north and east spread the Borough of
Queens, Eennedy International Airport, and
a corner of Nassau County.

The sense of space is heightened by con-
trasts. One has usually fled to the refuge
from an apartment in the eclty. And most
visitors are aware that much of this par-
ticular space may soon be lost; there has
been considerable debate recently about how
the bay should be developed to meet the
needs of the New York Clty region. One plan
would have new EKennedy runways bullt far
out into the bay. Another would have storm
gates constructed at the mouth of the bay,
to protect against flooding. Still another
would concentrate on the area's potential as
& park. Most participants in the debate would
agree on one point: the bay will not be
simply left alone. It is too late for that.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The margins of Jamalca Bay are, by na-
ture, marshland. But creeks that once fed
and sheltered fiddler crabs, mussels and
young fish have been dredged, widened,
stralghtened, lined with marinas, filled with
power yachts. The water in the creeks is
foul with spilled fuel and human waste, and
the banks are strewn with rotting dorles and
piles of rubble. Scattered around the bay are
clusters of dirty-pink, gray, green cottages,
each a bit out of plumb, with one foot on
stilts in the marshy ground or the water and
one foot on dry land. On higher ground stand
herds of two-family homes and monotomous
brick apartment bulldings. Huge silver and
white cylinders crowd together in fuel-tank
farms at the water’s edge, or ralse thelr heads
behind the ranks of dry, rustling reeds.

Here and there, construction eqguipment
crawls, roaring, The arms of derricks and
pile drivers swing slowly, the piles are driven,
bulkheads are built out in the water, sand
is pumped from the bottom of the bay for
fill, soll and “sanitary landfill” are dumped
by trucks and shoved by bulldozers. As it has
for years, the bay diminishes into it, from
the mouths of 1,600 pipes, pours sewage;
by themselves, four city sewage-treatment
plants and two Nassau County plants dump
more than a quarter million gallons of par-
tially treated waste every day, and on one
day out of three, bad weather forces storm
water and raw sewage Into the bay from
seven storm-overflow sewers.

Untll very recently jet fuel and oll were
flushed into the water from Kennedy, creat-
ing slicks that occaslonally became serlous
fire hazards; State Attorney General Louis
Lefkowitz brought suit to stop this prac-
tice. Over the years, the airport and other
enterprises have pumped acres of sand from
the bay bottom as fill, and oil sludge and
sewage have settled into the deep bottom
trenches thus created. A few years ago a
runway was extended across a navigable
channel and into city parkland. One con-
sequence of this construction, according to
some observers, was the changing of tidal
currents at that end of the bay and the
virtual elimination of tidal flushing of the
deep bottom trench near the extended run-
way. In any event, the bottom there is now
difficult to find; the sludge and waste lie
queasily, a liquid quicksand—"black mayon~
naise’ is the description given by one marine
biologist.

Everywhere on the margins, even where
man has not built and does not set his foot,
there is trash—trash blown, trash washed
up and trash dumped. The marshes bloom
with flotsam and newspapers. The meadows
above the marsh collect abandoned cars,
tires, beer cans, white plastic bottles, broken
glass, piles of lumber peeling paint and
sprouting rusty spikes—right to the edges of
the homes and shopping centers and gas
stations,

At the railings of North Channel Bridge,
over which Cross Bay Boulevard runs to the
mainland, stood a dozen fishermen, fishing
for herring. They wore quilted parkas with
hoods, heavy overcoats and Navy watch caps,
and held their fishing rods with gloved
hands. They had brought buckets in which
they would carry home their catches.

Salt marshes like Jamaica Bay are remark-
able for their capacity to withstand contin-
ued and persistent insults in the form of
sewage. In a report on the bay last summer,
two authorities on salt marshes, John M.
Teal of the Woods Hole Oceanographic Insti-
tution and Willlam Nierlng of Connecticut
College, remarked on the “extent to which
the marsh removes pollutants, particularly
plant nutrients, from the water and converts
them into food for marine animals through
the growth of Spartina grass. “It is likely,”
they sald, “that, in the Jamaica Bay system,
Spartina acts as an efficient mechanism for
converting some of the load of human sew-
age from waste product into usable material,
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In other words, the marsh functions as a free
tertlary treatment plant.'” Furthermore, the
trench near Eennedy and various basins else-
where along the shore of the bay seem to act
as settling plants for sewage, thus protecting
the rest of the waterway.

The tide sweeps in and out, carrying food
from the ocean, stirring and scrubbing the
bay. And the center of the bay—despite
dredging and fllling and pollution there,
too—still contains thousands of acres of rela-
tively undisturbed marsh and mudfiats and
shallow water. In the marshy islands, which
bear such names as Black Wall Marsh, Yellow
Bar Hassock, Little Egg Marsh, Stony Creek
Marsh, Ruffle Bar and Pumpkin Patch Marsh,
inlets and twisting creeks abound.

“A couple of my friends make a lving out
of the bay,” volunteered the driver of a sani-
tation truck in Far Rockaway—“digging
worms, catching killles and grass shrimp.
Don't let anyone try to tell you the bay is
dead.” (That the bay is ecologically dead has
been an argument apparently used widely by
the promoters of an expanded airport.)
Weakfish and mullet and flounder spawn in
the bay, and the small young of fish that
spawn elsewhere—shad, menhaden, winter
flounder and possibly bluefish—come to feed
and grow in the sheltered food-rich waters.
Other fish caught in the bay include stripped
bass, tomcod, hake and eels, Blue crabs that
once swarmed on the bottom virtually van-
ished several years ago, but now they seem to
be making a comeback; lobsters can be found
there, too.

Near Kennedy airport, to be sure, the bot-
tom is utterly sterile in spots. And though
striped bass and flounder can still be caught
in that area, they have been found to taste
strongly of fuel. Mussels, clams, oysters and
bay scallops grow in the bay (among dozens
of other specles of shellfish); as late as 1905,
the harvest of shellfish yielded #5,000,000 a
year, but pollution has now made eating
them hazardous. Clams are still dug, both
legally and illegally, The legal diggers ship
them to beds on eastern Long Isand: trans-
planted, the shellfish eventually clean them-
selves,

But shellfish present a special problem.
They consume what the tides present, and
then they are eaten whole. The flesh of fin-
fish, on the other hand, is muscle, protected
by skin. Those parts of the fish that collect
bacteria are not eaten. So finfish caught in
the bay are safe to eat, although people of
nervous palates may blanch at the thought
of eating fish from water officially declared—
As Jamalca Bay has been for vears—unsafe
for swimming.

No one knows how many people fish there,
but on almost any day of the year, given
bearable weather, there are fishermen on the
North Channel Bridge, and on weekends they
may number in the hundreds; small boys
arrive with only handlines, cadge bait from
strangers, and add to the veritable vell of
lines dangling from the bridge. There are
other likely spots from which the landlubber
can cast a hook, and of the thousands of
boats moored in marinas along the bay
share, many are used for fishing. Undoubt-
edly much, If not most, of the catch is eaten.
One woman I know has fished the bay for
30 years; she eats what she catches, and if
she catches more than she can eat, she gives
the surplus away. She remembers one streak
of particularly marvelous fishing when, In
the space of a few days, she provided about
a hundred families in her Brooklyn neigh-
borhood with fish dinners. Lady Bountiful,
indeed. But she would inslst that the bay is
the real bountiful lady.

In the middle of this patch of productive
marshland lles the Jamalca Bay refuge. Like
so much of the bay now, it is In a number of
respects the handiwork of man. In 1938, the
clty’s freewheeling Parks Commissioner,
Robert Moses, began maneuvering to take
control of the central marshes of Jamalca
Bay. The city had long contemplated turning
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the bay into a huge port. Now it was con-
sidering the marshes as a dump. But Moses
won, and the area was turned over to the
Parks Department.

The Commissioner had in mind the de-
velopment of the bay as a huge marine play-
land, including six beaches, ball flelds, &
golf course, and & wildlife refuge. The
marshes, of course, were already a natural
refuge, but the wildlife there was dispersed
and not particularly accessible. In 1850, the
Long Island Rall Road made a decision that
ultimately led to both concentration of birds
and visibility, The railroad had been running
trains out to the Rockaways, and now elected
to end that service. The Transit Authority
agreed to take over the line, and proposed to
replace the rallroad trestle along Broad
Channel Island with a viaduct bullt from
sand dredged out of the bay. Fine, sald Moses;
if the Transit Authority wants to bulld a
viaduect across parkland, then it can also
build the Parks Department a couple of
freshwater ponds for wildlife. So dikes were
built to impound water for a long, narrow
pond of about 100 acres on the east side of
Cross Bay Boulevard and a second pond of
about 40 acres west of the road.

New York is geographically an ideal place
to create a refuge for birds, since it lies on
the Atlantic flyway. Millions of birds pass
over the region in spring and fall, many of
them searching for some place, amid all the
cement below, where they can feed and rest.
Furthermore, a refuge that combines fresh-
water ponds and salt-water marsh is espe-
clally attractive to waterfowl and shore birds,
because it offers a wide variety of food and
cover. So—potentially, at least—the Jamaica
Bay refuge was now a natural.

The diking for the ponds was finished in
1953. The Parks Department looked around
for someone to run its new sanctuary. It had
never had reason to develop a staff of trained
wildlife managers, and it simply appointed a
competent “parkie,” who at the time was em-
ployed in its soill-testing laboratory, working
on experimental turfs for golf courses. Her-
bert Johnson was born in Tarrytown in 1910,
the son of a Swedish gardener who worked on
the John D. Rockefeller estate in Tarrytown
for a while, then moved his family out to
Long Island. There, as a small boy, Herb
Johnson began learning horticulture. After
high school, he worked for his father, entered
the Parks Department, left it to go to war,
then went back to school, and was graduated
from the Long Island Agricultural and Tech-
nological Institute in Farmingdale. He re-
jolned the Parks Department and was as-
signed to experimental work. He had no in-
terest at all in birds and knew virtually noth-
ing about them except that they might eat
insects harmful to plants.

When he took over the refuge, the ponds
held salt water, turning brackish with rain.
Much of thelr freshening and fruition would
have to walt on nature. On the low dunes
and the stretches of sandy upland above the
ponds little more grew than bayberry, poverty
grass—a coarse variety that thrives in sand—
and a few poplars and birches. Johnson con-
sclentiously read up on suitable plant foods,
and he began to plant shrubs and trees and
grasses that would provide cover and susten-
ance: beach grass, wild cherry, wild roses
(Rosa rugosa and Rosa multifiora), Russian
olive, autumn olive, chokeberries, beach
plum, willow oaks, Japanese black pine,
American holly. Vast stands of tall reeds—
Phragmites—spread along the borders of the
ponds, and aquatic plants seeded themselves
and multiplied on the bottom.

Birds began to accumulate, So did the bird-
ers—many of them (as now) coming by the
IND Rockaway line to the Broad Channel
stop and walking s mile from there. A path
built around the West Pond brought the
birders close to the birds; on the one side
was salt water; on the other, the pond. The
East Pond was left without a circumnavigat-
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ing path, partly to provide the birds a wilder
space; nonetheless, determined birders beat
their way through the Phragmites. In 1961,
after only eight years, the number of species
recorded either passing through or nesting in
the refuge climbed above 250.

The most exciting development was the
nesting of glossy ibis. A prehistoric-looking
marsh bird—dark, iridescent brown in color,
long-legged, bony, with a long, down-curved
bill—the ibis had been seen only & few times
in New York State before the nineteen-forties,
Then the number of sightings increased; it
was apparent the specles was spreading
north, and durlng the mid-nineteen-fifties,
ibis bred for the first time in New Jersey. In
1959, five of the birds arrived at Jamaica Bay
in April and stayed all summer, but no nests
were found. Then, in 1961, at least three pairs
of glossy ibis bred successfully in the refuge,
the first such record for the state.

Now, more than a hundred pairs of ibis
bred each summer in Jamaica Bay, and
other colonies have established themselves
on Long Island. The total number of species
recorded for the refuge has reached 310, in-
cluding such rarities as the elnnamon teal,
Townsend's warbler and white pelican—all
Western birds—and bald eagles, wood ibls
and a European red-wing thrush. The thrush
sighting was particularly remarkable; it was
the first record of the bird in North America.
Birders flocked to Jamalea Bay to see if. A
group of Texans—they do such things right
in Texas—chartered a plane and hurried east
to add the thrush to their personal lists of
birds seen in the United States.

Sixty-five species are known to have bred
at least once in the refuge. But the busy
seasons there are spring and fall when mi-
grating waterfowl, shore birds, swallows,
warblers, sparrows and many others swarm
through. Although winter brings birds from
the north-—owls, horned 1larks, and oc-
casional flock of snow buntings and Lapland
longspurs, perhaps crossbills and evening
grosbeaks—winter does not, as a rule, provide
much exciting birding In the refuge.

When the birds diminish, Herb Johnson
becomes visibly depressed. For as the birds
discovered the refuge and the plantings he
was so carefully making, he discovered the
birds and became hooked. He is now con-
sidered something of an authorlty by the
rest of the birding fraternity. When he meets
a visltor at the refuge entrance on a winter
day and to the question, “Anything special
around?” has to answer, “Not much,” his
look is that of a man whose frlends have
unaccountably deserted him,

None of the proposals for changing Ja-
maica Bay is without justification,

The New York area needs more alrport
space. The fourth jetport stlll walts upon
a site. To provide a temporary solution to
the crowding while the search for a site
continues, the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, the Port Authority and the airlines
are promoting the expansion of Eennedy's
runway facilities. No specific design has been
settled on; but sample plans show two long
runways stretching out into the bay, with
one of them crossing the eastern half of the
bay all the way to Cross Bay Boulevard; a
third runway would be laid at right angles
to the first two, well off the present shore
of Eennedy.

The Army Corps of Engineers has its own
ideas. Filling in the shoreline has made the
bay smaller, which has increased the danger
of flooding along the waterfront In bad
storms. The Engineers’ solution would be to
build a set of gates across the Rockaway
Inlet, which connects the bay to the ocean;
the inlet could be partly closed off in par-
ticularly severe weather to keep out ab-
normally high tides.

Meanwhile, the Department of the Interior
and the city have been discussing a plan for
a Gateway Natlonal Recreation Area, to in-
clude Jamaica Bay, the western end of the
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Rockaway peninsula and Sandy Hook, Over
the years, the eclty has been bullding the
beaches on the bay that Robert Moses en-
visioned—dumping landfill and covering it
with sand; with the help of Federal funds,
it has committed itself to the installation
of improved sewage-treatment facilities that
would clean up the water.

Some of the people who live around the
bay would like to have the Engineers protect
them from flooding. But most are leery of
Eennedy expansion, As it is, there are areas
around the airport where the roar of jets
is practically perpetual and sometimes un-
bearable; local residents are afrald, despite
assurances to the contrary, that adding to
Eennedy's capacity would also add to the
noise. A number of them, particularly those
in Broad Channel—who share the bay's
central island with the refuge—are worrled
that extension of the runways would force
them to move.

Environmentalists strenuously oppose both
projects on the ground that such construe-
tion would serlously endanger the living
things in the bay. They would encourage de-
veloping the bay—but only for recreation, for
education and for the study and improve-
ment of the salt-marsh ecosystem. One major
objection to the storm gates and runways is
unpredictability. Relatively little is known
about the workings of salt marshes. The
dredging and filling and pollution already
threaten the bay, but to what degree, no one
is certain. Is more of the same, or less, In
the offing, and what will that do? A change
in the average helght of the water, for ex-
ample, or shifts in the currents, could have
serious consequences. The proposed construc-
tion projects could have a variety of effects,
depending on how they were designed,
whether only one or both were built, and
what else happened to the bay.

The environmentalists also cite specific
drawbacks to each plan, taken separately. The
closing of storm gates, they say, could keep
the tides from giving the bay a normal flush-
ing at a time when such a cleansing would be
most needed—with both fresh storm water
and sewage streaming in. One hurricane
“controlled” in this fashion, they suggest,
would change the ecosystem so abruptly and
severely that it would jeopardize the life of
the salt marsh. And salt marshes are not ex-
pendable. In fact, because they are being
destroyed at a rapid rate, each one that sur-
vives takes on Increasing importance to the
life of the birds and fish that depend upon
marshland.

The new Kennedy runways, contend the
erities, would at a minimum seriously damage
the ecosystem wherever they were built, and
might well have a much wider Impact. Even
if the runways were to cover a relatively small
area themselves, they would overrun & good
deal of marshland.

“Yhile it is clear that the Jamalca Bay salt
marshes are withstanding the present pollu-
tion levels,” commented John Teal and Wil-
liam Niering, “we have no way of judging
how close they are to being stressed to the
point which would overtax their resilience,
Any decrease in the marsh area in the system
will push the remaining marsh further to-
ward its breaking point."”

The runways could also change drastically
the flow of the tides in the eastern half of
the bay. The critlcs foresee the possibility
that the sewage that at present collects on
the bottom near Kennedy, and so does not
spread to the rest of the bay, would be di-
verted by the runways into areas as yet rela-
tively free of pollution.

Kennedy expansion is chiefly at issue now.
The Port Authority commissioned the En-
vironmental Research Board of the National
Academy of Sclences and the National Acad-
emy of Engineering to conduct a study of the
environmental effects of the proposed con-
struction. The board appointed a panel to
look into the matter, and the report of that
panel has been awaited for months. Regard-
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less of any recommendations the report
makes, however, the alrport’s encroachment
on the bay will remain a possibility, although
for the time belng, at least, key officials in
the city and state governments have lined up
on the side of the environmentallsts.

On the day after the snowstorm that
ushered in the new year, a few fishermen
jigged for herring from North Channel
Bridge. The refuge ponds were closing again.
Flocks of sparrows and blackbirds and
mourning doves few in the upland, but most
of the waterfowl had left the refuge or moved
into the bay. The activity of the gulls and
the remaining ducks and geese had combined
with the wind to keep open three small
patches of water im the West Pond; gulls
monopolized two of them, and the ducks, the
other. Black ducks and herring gulls huddled
in small groups on the white ice.

Soon, & calm and cold night would freeze
the rest of the surface, and Herb Johnson and
his two assistants would go out on the ice
and chop a bathing hole for the birds. The
year's eycle for the bay had reached ebb tide.
The future that nature held in store was
predictable; what man would do was not.

MONTANA LEGISLATIVE
RESOLUTIONS

(Mr. MELCHER. asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous madtter.)

Mr. MELCHER. The Montana House
of Representatives has transmitfed to
me five resolutions enacted by the house
dealing with matters of Federal con-
cern, which I submit for inclusion in the
Recorp following these remarks.

The resolutions deal with the follow-
ing:

Restoration of Forest Service lands
seriously disturbed by mining explora-
tion operations;

Opposing construction of an air fa-
cility at East Glaecier:

Dust abatement and wildlife enhance-
ment at Canyon Ferry Reservoir;

Restoration of railway mail services;
and

Reopening of the Holly Sugar Refinery
at Hardin, Mont.

The resolutions follow:

House REsoLuTiON 26
A resolution of the House of Representatives
of the 42d Legislative Assembly of the

State of Montana to the Honorable Richard

M. Nixon, President of the United Btates;

the Honorable Rogers Morton, Secretary

of the Interior; the Honorable Clifford

Hardin, Secretary of Agriculture; the Hon-

orable Mike Mansfield, and the Honorable

Lee Metcalf, Senators from Montana; the

Honorable Richard Shoup and the Hon-

orable John Melcher, Representatives from

Montana; and the Honorable Forrest H.

Anderson, Governor of Montana, urging in-

vestigation into ways of restoring public

lands disturbed by recent mining explora-
tlon in the Beartooth Mountains within
the Custer and Gallatin National Forests

Be it resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Montana:

Whereas, the natural landscape of the
Beartooth Mountains within Custer and
Gallatin National Forest possesses unlque
scenic beauty,

Whereas, alpine ecosystems are fragile and
do not readily heal themselves without treat-
ment when abused,

Whereas, the scars left by mining explora-
tlon in the Beartooth Mountains will remain
ugly scars unless reclamation is undertaken
and the landscape restored to a natural con-
dition,
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Whereas, erosion has been accelerated by
the recent mining exploration and is now,
and will continue to result in pollution of the
waters draining these landscapes,

Whereas, much of the recent mining ac-
tivity in the Beartooth mainly south of the
Benbow Mine, in the vicinity of Iron Moun-
tain, and the Moaut Mine area has greatly
disturbed the lands to date and little or no
reclamation has taken place,

Whereas, major mining companies in this
area have currently shown interest in co-
operating with the United States Forest
Service in obtaining water quality data and
maintaining water quality in the streams of
this area,

Whereas, local residents and all Montana
outdoorsmen and conservationlsts are in-
terested and concerned about proper rec-
lamation in disturbed areas and not cur-
rently reclaimed and whether or not reclama-
tion will commenre in these places.

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the
mining companies active In exploration and
mining operations are urged to work together
with the United States Forest Service, the
State Filsh and Game Department, and the
State Board of Health, and the State Lands
and Investments to investigate ways of re-
storing the land disturbed by recent mining
exploration of the Beartooth area,

Be it Turther resolved, that companies op-
erating in these areas which are not to be
further explored or developed be urged to
start reclamation on an experimental, or if
and where possible, on a final reclamation
standard, and to develop reclamation tech-
nigues most suited for alpine mountain land-
scapes, and

Be it further resolved, that this asection
commence as soon as practicable, and

Be it further resolved, that copies of this
resolution be sent to Russell Chadwick, Pres-
ident of the Northwest Mining Association,
Spokane, Washington, and that he be asked
to forward copies of this resolution to those
companies doing business in the Beartooth
area, namely American Metals Climax Inc.,
Johns Manville, Cypress Mines Corporation,
and the Anaconda Company, and any other
company or companles currently doing busi-
ness In the Beartooth Mountains,

Be it further resolved, that copies of this
resolution be sent by the Chief clerk of the
House of Representatives to the Honorable
Richard M. Nixon, President of the United
States, the Honorable Rogers Morton, Secre-
tary of the Interior, the Honorable Clifford
Hardin, Secretary of Agriculture, the Hon-
orable Mike Mansfleld and the Honorable
Lee Metcalf, Senators from Montana, the
Honorable Richard Shoup and the Honorable
John Melcher, Representatives from Mon-
tana, and the Honorable Forrest H. Ander-
son, Governor of Montana.

House ResoLUuTION 17

A resolution of the House of Representatives
of the State of Montana registering oppo-
sition to the proposed construction of an
air facility near Glacler Natlonal Park
which would be capable of accommodating
the most modern type of alrcraft

Whereas, the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the state of Montana in 1965
passed a joint resolution supporting the con-
struction of an air facility capable of ac-
commodating the most modern aircraft near
East Glacler, and

Whereas, there has now been construeted
an adequate air facllity capable of accom-
modating the most modern aircraft near
Glacier National Park Headquarters at West
Glacier, and

Whereas, the construction of such a fa-
cllity at East Glacler would result in an
unnecessary duplication of facllities and ex-
penditure of funds, and

Whereas, the construction of such a fa-
cility at East Glacler would be impractical
and unnecessary due to the distance from
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any entrance to Glacler National Park and
the headquarters and major tourist facili-
ties of Glacler National Park.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the House
of Representatives of the State of Montana:

That the House of Representatives request
the Federal Government to discontinue all
efforts directed toward authorization and
construction of an ailr facility near East
Glacier, Montana.

Be it further resolved, that the House of
Representatives believes that such a facllity
is not in the best interests of the people
of the state of Montana, or the orderly de-
velopment and utilization of Glacler Na-
tional Park by tourists.

Be it further resolved, that the chief clerk
of the House of Representatives 1s Instructed
to send coples of this resolution to the Presi-
dent of the United States, to each member
of the Montana Congressional Delegation, to
the Secretary of the Interlor, and to the
Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency, and to the Montana Aeronsautical
Commission.

House ResoLuTiON 15

A resolution of the House of Representatives
of the State of Montana, to the United
States Congress, in support of the proposed
plan of the United States Bureau of Rec-
lamation for dust abatement on the
Canyon Ferry Unit, Helena-Great Falls
Division, Pick-Sloan Missourl Basin pro-
gram of the Missouri River Basin project,
Montana
Whereas, the Canyon Ferry Unit, Helena-

Great Falls Division, Pick-Sloan Missouri

Basin Program, Montana, was constructed at

considerable expense to the United States in

1954, and
‘Whereas, in the normal practice of raising

and lowering the water level in Canyon Ferry

Reservoir for the purpose of flood control and

hydro-electric power production some nine

thousand (9,000) acres of beaches at the
south end of the reservoir becomeé exposed
and subject to wind erosion, and

Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation, in
conjunction with the Montana Fish and
Game Commission, has developed a plan to
protect the most frequently exposed areas by
a series of dikes, dredging of silt, and flood-
ing, resulting in impoundments being created
and developed for wildlife enhancement, and

‘Whereas, the proposed plan would:

(a) provide complete dust abatement for
forty-six hundred (4,600) acres of beaches
lying between elevation 83797 and 3780, which
constitutes the limit of the most frequently
exposed areas;

(b) maximize wildlife and recreation en-
hancement with a planned water supply and
control facilities;

(c) greatly enhance the ecology, environ-
ment, and physical appearance of the area
by providing wildlife nesting and breeding
grounds;

(d) assist in controlling the air pollution
of the area; and

(e) would serve as an excellent demonstra-
tlon project for other areas experiencing
similar dust problems.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the House
of Representatives of the State of Montana:

That the House of Representatives of the
state of Montana urge the United States
Congress to appropriate funds to carry out
the plan of dust abatement proposed by the
Bureau of Reclamation for Canyon Ferry
Reservoir.

Be it further resolved, that the House of
Representatives of the state of Montansa urge
the Montana congressional delegation to sup-
port any federal legislation proposed to
accomplish this purpose.

Be it further resolved, that the Chief Clerk
of the House of Representatives is instructed
to send copies of this resolution to the
Speaker of the United States House of Repre-
sentatives, the President of the United States
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Senate, The Honorable Mike Mansfield and
The Honorable Lee Metcalf, Senators from
the state of Montana, and The Honorable
John Melcher and The Honorable Richard
Shoup, Congressmen from the state of
Montana,

HousE RESOLUTION 23

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives requesting immediate passage of en-
abling legislation in the interests of na-
tional defense and for reestablishment of
more efficient mail and rail services to all
the people, by providing distribution en-
route of all four classes of in-transit mail
by highly qualified rallway postal clerks,
in refitted railway postal cars and high-
way post offices, in Montana and inter-
state in the United States of America

Whereas, it is a fact that mall services
of all four classes of in-transit mail to the
public under present postal policies and
practices, is now too uncertain and inade-
quate, and institution of RAIL-PAX theories
will further downgrade passenger train trav-
el throughout the entire Northwest, and

Whereas, the United States Post Office De-
partment on September 15, 1967, withdrew
Rallway Postal Office cars and instituted the
detrimental practice of centralizing all four
classes of in-transit mail to distribution in
designated “Postal Sectional Centers”, there
being nine (9) in Montana; Miles City, Bill-
ings, Butte, Helena, Missoula, Kalispell,
Great Falls, Havre and Wolf Point, and all
four classes of mail from the immediate vi-
cinity of these nine (9) centers must go first
to one of these deslgnated sectional centers
for distribution, regardless of the fact that
either all or part of that mail may be for
destinations between the office of malling
and the sectional center, or in the opposite
directlon. This backhaul results in totally
unjustifiable delay and added transportation
costs, payable by the post office department
to the carrler, and such backhauled malil
amounts to tons daily throughout the Unit-
ed States, and

Whereas, the Unlted States rallroad sys-
tem is the most dependable means of trans-
portation and communication in times of
peace or war, In any kind of weather, and
the tralns maintain their schedules on a
very creditable basis, superior in certainty
to any other type of transportation, and

Whereas, distribution of all transit mail
enroute by highly trained postal transporta-
tion clerks in railway postal cars, operated
in passenger trains in this area, was en-
tirely eliminated by Postmaster General
O'Brien on September 15, 1967, and that the
nine (9) sectional centers now do all the
mail distribution in this state, and these
changes have downgraded mail services, along
with airlift taxl service of part of first class
mall, and these are inoperative in inclement
weather, and in unheated trucks mounted on
frelght cars (piggybacks), operation, subject-
ing all perishable mail, lquids, eggs, baby
chicks, medicines, fresh flowers, etc., regard-
less of speclal delivery or other speclal fees
pald, to being destroyed enroute in these
piggybacks operated In freight trains, and
these perishables are inexcusably delayed and
endangered, thus placing mall service on a
par with freight car dellvery, and

Whereas, reestablishment of regular dailly
Rallway Postal Office mail service In passen-
ger trains, wherein all four classes of mail
in transit is distributed enroute, as done
previcusly by highly trained postal trans-
portation clerks, along with heated mail
storage cars, will provide the railroads with
ample funds to operate and maintain their
equipment more profitably, and provide the
public with the very best of mail and pas-
senger traln services throughout the coun-
try on a more efficlent basis than at present.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the House

of Representatives of the State of Montana:
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That the chief clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the state of Montana send
to The Honorable Mike Mansfield and The
Honorable Lee Metcalf, Senators from the
state of Montana, and The Honorable Rich-
ard Shoup and The Honorable John Melcher,
Congressmen from the state of Montana, re-
questing that they use all honorable means
within their power to bring about the en-
actment of necessary legislation with pro-
visions of any needed supplemental appro-
priation, which will reinstate and maintain
on a regular daily basis, fully adequate rail-
way postal services on an interstate basis
in the passenger trains of this state and
throughout the northwest, equivalent ‘to
such mail services in effect previous to
September 15, 1967.

Hovuse ResoruTioN 13

A resolution of the House of Representatives
of the State of Montana directing that the
State Office of Planning and Economic
Development meet with officlals of the
Holly Sugar Company to determine any
common ground that may enable the re-
opening of the sugar refinery
Whereas, the Holly Sugar Company has

announced that it would terminate the re-

fining of sugar from sugar beets, and would
close its plant in Hardin, Montana, and

Whereas, such termination is to take effect
immediately, to the economic detriment of
that community and this state, and

Whereas, no public notice prior to the
announcement was given by the Holly
Sugar Company to the growers supplying
its sugar refinery there, that such closure was
imminent, and to the community of Hardin,
and

Whereas, there has been no public pro-
nouncement of any interest on the part of
Holly Sugar that such closure be temporary,
and

Whereas, great hardships and economic
deterioration will result in the community
of Hardin and in the state, in that such re-
finery employed fifty-five (55) year-round
employees and one hundred fifty (150) sea-
sonal employees, representing an annual
economic effect of over six million dollars
($6,000,000) , and

Whereas, some thirteen thousand (13,000)
acres of irrigated land are adversely af-
fected, and the closure creates a hardship on
farm operators who have heavy investments
in machinery and equipment suitable only
for beet raising, and

Whereas, much of the land involved is
owned by members of the Crow Indian Tribe
who will suffer loss of income by such clo-
sure, and in addition Crow Tribal members
are employees of the refinery, and

Whereas, it appears that the freight rate
structure applying to the transportation of
beets and the refined product contributed to
the decision to close, and prohibits the trans-
portation of beets from the stricken area to
other refineries, and

Whereas, the tax base of Blg Horn County,
and the state of Montana are adversely
affected.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the House
of Representatives of the State of Montana:

That the House of Representatives ear-
nestly solleit the management officers of
Holly Sugar Company to resecind its decision
to close the factory at Hardin in 1971.

Be it further resolved, that Holly Sugar
Company be requested to study the possi-
bility of putting into effect a phase-out pro-
gram or a lease arrangement if such is nec-
essary so that producers and workers affected,
as well as the community and the state, can
gradually adjust to such closure.

Be it further resolved, that the State Office
of Planning and Economic Development call
for and direct a conference, with all de-
liberate speed, of the corporate officers of
Holly Sugar Company, responsible raflroad
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and motor truck officlals, and any other in-
dustrial representatives necessary, together
with representatives of producers and other
interested parties in the area, to determine
any common ground that might enable the
reopening of such sugar refinery.

Be it further resolved, that coples of this
resolution be forthwith mailed by the Chief
Clerk of the House, to the Holly Sugar Com-
pany, to the director of the State Office of
Planning and Economic Development, to the
mayor of the city of Hardin, Montansa, to the
Board of County Commissioners of Big Horn
County, and to all members of the Congres-
sional Delegation,

TO END A WAR IS SIMPLE, BUT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
RoncaLio) . Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Roeison) is recognized for 45 min-
utes.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Speaker, when he presented his public
summation of the foreign policy—or
state of the world—report he recently
sent Congress, President Nixon said, with
reference to the war in Vietnam:

It matters very much how we end this war.
To end a war is simple. But to end it in a way
that will not bring on another war is far
from simple.

Throughout recorded history, most
wars—the exception being those few that
ended in stalemate and just faded
away—have ended in victory for one side,
and defeat for the other. They were en-
tered into, and fought, on such a basis.

Obviously, things are not quite so sim-
ple these days.

One historic axiom, however, applies
as clearly today as in earlier times. That
is, that it is always far easier to begin a
war—any war—than it is to end one;
and this certainly applies to the war in
Vietnam.

All of us pray for that war's early
end, and probably none among us more
devoutly so than Richard Nixon.

But there are divisions between us as
to how to end this particularly unfor-
tunate conflict. Only a few among us still
hold out hope for some sort of military
victory—that elusive will-of-the-wisp
which, if we believe our own statements,
never was a goal we pursued in Vietnam.
At the other end of the spectrum, is a
larger—but  still minority—opinion
group that sees ending the war, or at
least our involvement in it, as a very
simple thing to do, contrary to the Pres-
ident’s view. They would have us cut our
losses and simply walk out, leaving the
Vietnamese to settle their own affairs.

In between these extremes, however, is
that largest of all opinion groups com-
posed of those Americans who—for a
variety of reasons—agree with Mr. Nixon
that “it matters” how we end this war.
I doubt “it matters” so much with them,
for the moment anyway, that ending it in
the wrong way might bring on the possi-
bility ‘the President raised of yet an-
other war. Instead, I think it matters
with them because, being people of con-
science, they believe we still owe the peo-
ple of South Vietnam something more
than abandonment to their fate. If we
are to leave them—and we must, sooner
or later—we still wish to leave them with
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at least a fair chance of making it the
rest of the way on their own.

And so it has been that, despite our
bone-deep weariness with the war, a
near-unanimous retrospective view that
our original involvement in it was a mis-
take, and our anxiety fo cut short its
awful costs, most of us have given our
support to that method for our gradual
disengagement therefrom which the
President has devised and calls “Viet-
namization.”

We have understood the strategic di-
lemmas he has faced in applying that dis-
engagement method—not to withdraw so
precipitately as to cause an abrupt de-
terioration of the military, economic and
political situation in South Vietnam of
the sort that might destroy whatever
chance its people had of standing on their
own once we had left and, in light of our
own concerns, not to withdraw in such a
disorderly fashion as to invite, once our
forces were thinned down, some sort of
Asian “Dunkirk” for those that remained.

We recognized that all this would take
time to arrange; and we have given the
President the time he needed to arrange
it, confident that he was moving, on an
irreversible course, to end the war as best,
and as fast, as he could.

At the same time, we—or most of us—
have recognized that, at best, “Vietnam-
ization” could only end our part in the
shooting war; that, if carried out to the
point of withdrawal of all U.S. forces,
Vietnamese might thereafter still be
fighting Vietnamese, a situation with
which, as Mr. Nixon properly noted in
his recent report, we could “take no satis-
faction.” Thus, we—or most of us—have
similarly recognized that the “constant
primary goal” of our overall policy for
ending the war for all participants had
to be our ambition to arrange a nego-
tiated settlement of the political issues
that produced the conflict in the first
place; and we were pleased to have the
President, in his report, restate that am-
bition in just those words.

I shall not, in the course of these re-
marks, Mr. Speaker, go deeper into the
question of negotiations. The need to go
on searching for a political settlement is
of paramount importance., As the Pres-
ident notes, such a settlement is ‘“the
heart of the matter; it is what the fight-
ing has been all about.” But, though I am
not sure we have yet done all we could
to “kindle negotiations'—again borrow-
ing a Presidential phrase—that is not
what concerns me so much at the mo-
ment, nor what prompts these remarks.

Instead, I am concerned—and deeply
concerned—over what may be a shift in
emphsasis by the White House in appli-
cation of its policy of “Vietnamizing”—
or “de-Americanizing,” if you prefer—
what remains of the conflict while the
search for a negotiated settlement goes
on.

Such a shift in emphasis may not have
taken place—the picture is not clear—
but there are some who think it has, as
well as others who ask if it is not about
to

Let us now take a look at some of those
suggestions:

First, I submit a column entitled “The
New Pattern” as the same appeared in
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the February 23 edition of the Christian
Science Monitor, under the by-line of the
experienced and usually objective re-
porter, Joseph C. Harsch:
THE NEW PATTERN
(By Joseph C. Harsch)

WasHINGTON.—President Nixon has once
again ruled out the use of nuclear weapons
in the war in Indo-China. He has done it
categorically. His words (Feb. 18) were:

“I am not going to place any limitation
upon the use of air power except, of course,
to rule out a rather ridiculous suggestion
that is made from time to time—I think the
latest by Hans Morgenthau—that our air
power might include the use of tactical nu-
clear weapons. . . . I have sald for a period
of five years that is not an area where the
use of nuclear weapons, in any form, 1s elther
needed or would be wise.”

FRIENDLY REGIME

But anything else now goes, including pre-
sumably the bombing of Hanol and Hai-
phong, if Mr. Nixon thinks that would help
In protecting American forces in Vietnam

Technically, his condition is “the safety
of Americans” in Vietnam. He is prepared
to allow his generals to do anything short of
using ground troops outside South Vietnam,
or nuclear weapons anywhere, to protect "the
safety of Americans.”

But is something else implied here? I think
it Is.

The American forces in Vietnam now are
protected in part by themselves, and in part
by the existence of a friendly political regime
and a large army dependent on American ald.
Not a single American in Vietnam of any
kind would be safe if the regime in Salgon
suddenly became unfriendly, or if the army
of Bouth Vietnam ceased to be the ally of
the United States.

The original stated purpose of American
intervention in Vietnam was to allow the
people to choose their own form of govern-
ment,

LONG-TERM PRESENCE

It was long presumed, indeed specified, that
Washington would accept any political set-
tlement in Vietnam which was worked out
by the people themselves. It used to say that
this included a possible coalition govern-
ment. It was repeatedly stated that the Com-
munist elements in Vietnam could be in-
cluded in such a coalition government.

Has Mr. Nizxon now ruled out any such
political solution? Is he saying now that
his purpose is to secure and protect a perm-
anent non-Communist regime in Saigon?

It begins to sound like that.

The talk here is no longer of a total Ameri-
can withdrawal. It is rather of a long-term
American military presence in support of
the existing regime in Saigon.

This is probably now possible. Public op-
position to the war has greatly diminished
as American casualties have declined and
as the draft calls have been cut down. The
fighting is being done largely now by willing
professionals, not by unwilling conseripts.
It is politically possible at home for Mr.
Nixon to think now in terms of a long-term
American military presence, rather than in
terms of total withdrawal. Besides, with
unemployment still rising no one wants to
add to it by releasing more men from mili-
tary service.

BARGAINING COUNTER

All of this has broadened Mr. Nixon's
range of options. A year ago he had to talk
in terms of total American withdrawal. Con-
ditions on his home front imposed that
upon him. They no longer do. He could
keep a force of a hundred thousand Ameri-
cans in Vietnam indefinitely, 1f he chose.

Present indications are that he has so
chosen: that he is thinking now of keeping
a substantial American military presence in
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Vietnam so long as they may be necessary
or desirable in bolstering and sustaining the
regime in Salgon and the armed forces of
that regime.

This, of course, rules out any negotlated
settlement at the tables of diplomacy in
Paris.

It also leaves unsolved the problem of
the Americans held in Hanol's prison camps.

Those luckless persons become Hanol's
last bargaining counter. They will be re-
leased, Hanol says, when the last American
leaves Vietnam. But is there anything Mr.
Nixon can do to get them released so long
as American troops remain in Vietnam? The
prisoners will, I suspect, pay the price of
a new policy of a permanent American pres-
ence in Vietnam,

The Harsch thesis is a disturbing
one—at least to me. He suggests, as my
colleagues can note, that the President
is now thinking of “keeping a substan-
tial American military presence in Viet-
nam so long as they may be necessary
or desirable in bolstering and sustaining
the regime in Saigon and the armed
forces of that regime,” and argues—with
which argument I have some trouble
since such a result would not necessarily
follow—that this “rules out any nego-
tiated settlement at the tables of diplo-
macy in Paris.”

The column by Mr. Harsch appeared
prior to the release of the President’s
foreign-policy report, of course. While
its burden of thought concerned me at
the time, I thought it best to await that
report to see if Mr. Nixon might therein
shed any greater light on what was, at
best, an ambiguous situation.

I now have that report before me—
and have read it, and re-read it, most
carefully.

While I find it, in most respects, a
valuable, very comprehensive, and well-
reasoned document—including the sec-
tion therein on Indochina—I have not
been able to find any real clues, of the
sort I was looking for, to help me better
understand the President’s ultimate in-
tentions via Vietnamization.

Now, certainly, a certain amount of
ambiguity on the President’s part rela-
tive to all this is both understandable
and supportable—especially at this par-
ticular moment when the results of the
Laotian operation which, despite its ob-
vious risks, may be sound military strat-
egy, are still uncertain.

At the same time, however, Richard
Nixon ecan hardly be unmindful of the
political lesson learned at such great
cost by his immediate predecessor
through failing to keep the American
people—not to mention the Congress—
within his confidence, to the fullest ex-
tent possible.

Surely, I had no desire to embarrass
the President—to force him, at an in-
opportune time, to tip his hand.

But, still, the questions came—and the
doubt continued to grow in my own
mind.

There was, for instance, this column
by James Reston entitled “Backing Out
of the Saloon,” as carried in the Febru-
ary 21 edition of the New York Times:

Bacinc OUT OF THE SALOON
(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON.—The latest official explana-

tion of the President’s Indochina policy is
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that “he is backing out of the saloon with
both guns firing,” but there iz a catch to
this.

He insists that the guys in the white hats
keep control of the saloon before he leaves
town. He wants a non-Communist bartender,
and a non-Communist sheriff, and a secure
non-Communist town before he rides away
into the sunset of November, 1872. It is a
logical personal and political strategy, but
in Asia it Is a military and geographical con-
tradiction. Asla is not a frontier town, and
the white hats are a small minority.

Washington is deeply divided about all
this, increasingly frustrated and cynical, be-
cause the President 1s emphasizing one thing
and doing another. He is emphasizing with-
drawal of the American troops to keep the
home front quiet and fighting in Laos to
cripple the enemy and keep the Saigon front
quiet, and the thing would probably work if
the white hats were in the majority in that
part of the world or if the President stayed
around, It is his withdrawal and his faith in
the minority in Saigon that is troubling and
dividing Washington. In the short run the
strategy will probably work, but in the long
run geography and the majority will prob-
ably prevail, and meanwhile, what will justi-
fy the bloodshed?

It is not possible to understand the honest
differences here over the President's policy
unless a distinction is made between his
dual alms of getting out and maintaining a
non-Communist regime in Saigon. At some
point he has to choose: He can stay in Indo-
china with his alr power and probably pre-
vail for a time against the patient welght of
China’s seven hundred million people, a
quarter of the human race, or he can with-
draw the American expeditionary force, but
it 1s doubtful that he can do both.

Maybe he could do it long enough to hold
the line through the Salgon electlon this
autumn and the American Presidential elec-
tlon of 1972, but the future order of the
world is not going to depend on the re-elec-
tion of Richard Nixon or Generals Thieu and
Ky. Elther a non-Communist government in
Saigon 1s vital to the Interests of the United
States or 1t isn't. If it is, we should stand
and fight—mnot hold General Thieu’s coat or
count on the C.I.A.'s mercenary tribal war-
rlors to fight in the hills or, If cutting the
Ho Chi Minh Trail is cutting the enemy’s
“life line,” as Mr Nixon calls it, leave the
battle to the South Vietnamese and abandon
them if they are trapped.

This is not to say that the President has
& clear intention of making his military
strategy fit his re-election problems in 1972.
But he is a deeply political man, and there
is always a confusion between political in-
terest and the larger realitles of world pol-
ities. No doubt he hopes that the success in
the present Laos campalgn would really cut
the Hanol “life line,” but the larger histor-
ical and geographical reallties are agalnst
him,

There Is something not only illogical but
almost dishonorable in his present strategy.
If, as the President implies, the invasion of
Laos is critical and may even be decislve in
the war and “vital” to our interests, then
one would have thought we should fight for
it. If, as he emphasizes, the main point of
what he calls the Laos “incursion” is to
“insure our withdrawal, to reduce our casual-
tles and to shorten the war,” then this can
clearly be negotiated with Hanol and the
National Idberation Front.

Hanol and the Vietcong are not going to
refuse to agree to the departure of the Amer-
ican troops. If this 1s really the President's
purpose, he can get the boys back home and
end the casualties and shorten the war. He
can negotiate this, he doesn't have to fight
for 1t in Laos or anywhere else.

But this is clearly the puzzling point. He
must have another purpose, and the guess
here is that his purpose 1s really to maintain
a non-Communist regime in Saigon. Indeed
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this has been central to the struggle from
the very beginning. There is a good argu-
ment for it, but the thing should be stated
plain and clear, Who will control Vietnam—
the Communists or the non-Communists?
This is what the battle is all about, and at
least it ought to be made clear.

Mr. Nixon presented the Laos adventure
this week as if it would settle everything.
The North Vietnamese, he said “have to fight
here or give up the struggle to conquer South
Vietnam, Cambodia, and [give up] their in-
fluence extending through other parts of
Asia.” But why do they have to do so? They
can withdraw and wait while Mr. Nixon
brings the boys back home. They have been
fighting the Chinese, the French, the Japa-
nese and themselves for thousands of years.
They can lose and retreat into the jungle
and try again after Mr. Nixon has kept his
promise to withdraw our men. After all, No-
vember, 1972, means nothing to them.

It is this contradiction of withdrawing
American troops and leaving the battle to
the South Vietnamese that is tearing up this
capital. This is a political city, and everybody
understands the President's dilemma. In fact,
most people here understand his political
strategy and agree that he can probably hold
the line with air power through the next
couple of years, But all this is a little more
complicated than “backing out of the sa-
loon.’” The hills are full of black hats In that
part of the world, and they are still golng to
be around long after Mr, Nixon has retired
to San Clemente,

I regret that Mr. Reston saw fit to use
the words “almost dishonorable” in de-
scribing the President’s strategy. Am-
biguity—perhaps too much of it—marks
that strategy and, perhaps, depending on
your point of view, a certain amount of
illogic. But of more importance is the
Reston idea that Mr. Nixon assigns “dual
aims” to his “Vietnamization” policy—
the “aims of getting out and maintain-
ing a non-Communist regime in Saigon,”
between which dual aims and at some
point in time, Reston argues, the Presi-
dent must choose for, as he says, “it is
doubtful he can do both.”

I must say I share the same doubt, But,
in any event, from the February 25 edi-
tion of the Times came a column by
David Halberstam—a Pulitzer Price win-
ner and contributing editor to Harper’s
magazine. That column was entitled
“Laos and the Old Illusions,” and read as
follows:

LAosS AND THE OLD ILLUSIONS
(By David Halberstam)

So this time 1t 1s Laos.

On and on it goes: Who would have
thought that instead of the light at the end
of the tunnel we would have found a tunnel
at the end of the tunnel. The rationaliza-
tions are familiar: shorten the war, bring the
troops home quicker, protect American lives,
improve the morale of the South Vietnamese
Government, serve notice on Hanol of the
seriousness of our intent.

Yet one has a sense of microcosm about
Laos; If it invokes all the old rationales it
also reeks of all the old misconceptions and
illusions.

The first is the bellef that when we make
a move the other side has no alternative, no
counter-move. This is perhaps the most re-
markable continuing illusion of the war. Its
entire history going back to 1946 has been
that the Vietnamese Communist forces pos-
sess the greater roots in society, the greater
willingness to dle for their ideas. (Thus the
misconception of the Kennedy years when
the idea of limited war was fashionable: you
fight llmited war, but the other side, small,
underdeveloped, fights total war.)

The most neglected lesson of the war is
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that 1t 1s their country. Time iz on their
side, They can take all the time they want.
(If the guerrilla is not defeated then he has
won, once said the noted political sclentist
Henry A. Eissenger before he went from
critic to second-stage architect of the war.)
Whatever we do, they can match. We bomb
the North; they send men down the trail.
We send combat troops to the South; they
send more men down the trall. We go after
the Cambodian sanctuaries; they shift the
war to Cambodia where once agaln they are
stronger. So we move Into Laos, South Viet-
namese or American troops notwithstanding.
Does anyone familiar with the painful his-
tory of the war really belleve that they can-
not move somewhere else where we are weak
and they are strong?

The second {llusion might be called the {1-
lusion of tangible structures. Tralls, sanctu-
aries, main force units, depots, factories.
Things to be seen, photographed, identified,
and destroyed. This has always been a cen-
tral problem. Do you see it as a war in which
the tangible structures and the tangible force
levels are the given? Or do you see it as a
war in which these structures are the minor
temporary reflection of the other silde—the
real factor being his ideas, his determina-
tlon? Twenty-five years of war has proven
that the latter view is the dominant one
(“And how long do you Americans wish to
fight?"" Pham Van Dong asked four years ago
in Hanol. “One year? Two years? Twenty
years? We will be glad to accommodate you.”
Yet the instinct on the part of Westerners
particularly of Western military men, has
always been to concentrate on structures and
to overrate the results of temporary destruc-
tion of them.

There is a melancholy feellng to this, A
feeling that we are back where we were a few
years ago. The question is how and why we
got here again. The earllest tipoff came dur-
ing the silence of the 1968 campalgn; had
Nixon truly wanted to get out he would have
surfaced with his thoughts then.

Then in early 1969 when there was still
an official silence, when Mr. Kissinger went
around Washington telling people that the
greatest mistake of the Johnson Administra<
tlon was Clifford and Harriman’s attacks
upon the Thieu-Ky Government. And then
Nixon's own attack on Clifford. Quickly after
that the most important speech of the Ad-
ministration, Nixon’'s Nov. 3, 1969, speech
when he sald we would get out, but get out
with honor and where he bought the as-
sumptions and the rhetoric of the war; that
a viable non-Communist South Vietnam Is
vital to American Interest.

That policy has of course become clearer
ever since: The welcoming of hawkish labor
leaders to the White House, the honoring of
Joseph Alsop, the purging of a dovish Re-
publican Senator, the unleashing of the Vice
President upon the war’s critics, And Cam-
bodia and Laos. Last week Don Oberdorfer,
the Washington Post White House corre-
spondent, wrote a particularly incisive ex-
planation of what had happened, noting “the
cardinal point is that the President seems
truly to belleve that a non-Communist South
Vietnam is extremely important to the inter-
ests of the United States. He appears to be-
lieve this may be achievable and he is pre-
pared to take important risks and incur large
costs to further this cause.” In other words
the President appears to belleve that the
United States can win the war, or if you pre-
fer, can avold losing it. He means by “peace”
what other people think of as “victory.”

So that is why we are where we are, mak-
ing the same foolish mistakes and taking
the same foolish risks.

It is all so futile; for years now the only
question left on Vietnam is how much dam-
age we will do to ourselves as a soclety.
Elghteen months ago a group of forelgners
went by Mr. Kissinger's office and talked
about Vietnam with him.

Midway through Kissinger's explanation
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one of the foreigners sald 1t sounded like
they were repeating all the old mistakes.
Kissinger, who 18 known and liked for hls
humor, stopped and answered, no. *“We will
make our own mistakes in our own way and
they will be completely new mistakes.” Very
funny, very charming. Too bad he was
wrong.

Halberstam is known as a longtime
critic of the war, but he nevertheless
raises a most pertinent question: Is a
viable, non-Communist South Vietnam
vital to American interest?

That is a question, Mr. Speaker, I have
never been able to answer in the affirma-
tive, Which is why, over a period of
years, I have been saying that our in-
volvement—*“over-involvement,"” is a bet-
ter word—in South Vietnam's affairs was
a foreign-policy mistake of tragic pro-
portions; an assessment it was not pos-
sible for me to alter merely because it
had now become the lot of a President of
my own political party to try, among
other things, to correct that mistake.

Now, let' me try to make one thing
crystal clear at this point, Mr. Speaker,
if I can.

I do not—for one moment—doubt Mr.
Nixon’s determination to disengage us
from this conflict which has cost us so
dearly.

In point of fact, by any standard, the
speed and scale of our actual withdrawal
from the conflict for Vietnam—as di-
rected by the President—has been most
impressive.

The President has thus far kept every
promise he has made regarding with-
drawal to the American people. As de-
tailed in his foreign-policy report, when
he assumed office, the authorized Ameri-
can troop strength in Vietnam was 549,-
500, and troop levels in Vietnam had been
steadily rising during the previous 5
yvears as also—and so unhappily—had
been the level of U.8. casualties.

By contrast, as of January 1 of this
year, our authorized troop level in Viet-
nam was down to 344,000 and, by May 1
of this year, Mr, Nixon promises it will
drop to a new ceiling of 284,000.

To continue, 2 years ago American
combat deaths fer the previous 12
months were 14,561, and averaged 278
weekly. For 1969, the comparable fizures
were 9,867 and 180, respectively, While
for 1970, they were 4,183 and 80; and
for the last 6 months of 1970, were 1,337
and 51: besides which, except for the
past week, the decline has been con-
stant.

In addition to all of which, as I saw
for myself when I was in Vietnam last
July, US. forces are almost entirely out
of ground combat—large units, anyway,
and middle-sized units, too, for that
matter. In addition to which, again, al-
though the faet does not seem to be gen-
erally known, draftees—who, wrongly to
my mind, used to be carrying much of
the burden of ground combat in what
was essentially a political war in which
the security of the United States was, at
best, only peripherally involved—have
now been almost totally relieved of
ground combat duty, and risks, and are
now largely assigned to logistical or sup-
port activities. A

This reflects—and dramatically so—
the manner in which South Vietnam'’s
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own forces have been taking over this
war, which is still theirs, as it always
essentially has been to win or lose;
something that is also reflected—as re-
ported by the President—in the fact that
while, 2 years ago, the ratio of South
Vietnamese forces to American forces in
Vietnam was less than 2 to 1, today it is
more than 315 to 1. A fact still further
reflected in the war's dollar cost to us
which, 2 years ago, was approximately
$22 billion per year but is now down fto
about half that, according to Mr. Nixon.

For all of which President Nixon de-
serves our congratulations, and our
thanks, for he has certainly set us in the
right direction, at last, in Vietnam:
|{0ut.)l

Understanding the nature of the prog-
ress made in that direction helps us un-
derstand why, for instance, Secretary of
State Rogers has been heard to exclaim,
in response to the President’s critics:
“Do they not know we are getting out?”

As one who has supported the “Viet-
namization” policy—not because I saw
it as a perfect policy, nor anything like
an answer, in and of itself, to the burden
of responsibility we may wrongly have
assumed for the South Vietnamese, but
because it seemed the best course we
could then adopt—I do not now wish fo
be numbered among the President’s
critics.

However, Mr. Speaker—as now con-
fronted by the ambiguities surrounding
the issue of where we go from here with
“Vietnamization”—I can only answer
Mr. Rogers’ question this way: “Well—
yes, and no.”

For, at the risk of overburdening the
Reconp, I believe it would be of value
to ask my colleagues to consider two
more newspaper articles of recent vin-
tage that seem to round out the dilemma
I face, for such inferest as that may be
to others.

The first such item is a column by
Richard Wilson entitled “Confrontation
on Vietnam Policy,” as carried in Wash-
ington’s Evening Star on March 2:

CONFRONTATION oON VIETNAM PoLICcY

Now there can be no doubt that the issue
is jolned between President Nixon and all
those in both parties in the United States
Senate on when and how to terminate Amer-
ican involvement in Indochina.

Anyone who reads with any care the 60,000~
word statement on foreign policy submitted
to Congress cannot escape the conclusion
that the United States will be deeply In-
volved militarily for many years to come if
Nixon's policy prevatls,

Nor could anyone escape the conclusion
that the Democrats of the Senate, including
all the presidential candidates, are resolved
to bring Amerlcan Involvement totally to an
end at some certaln date far short of any
likely termination under Nixon's policy.

The result is a confrontation equally as
important as that on the battlefleld, The
Vietnam issue which was defused in the
election of 1968 and 1870 now promises to
become the paramount issue In 1972,

The President's policy statement contains
two essential polnts. First, there is no ex-
pectation of a negotiated settlement, and
even if there were one in Vietnam the war
would still go on in Cambodia and Laos.
Second, and this is a subjective conclusion,
the President will be compelled to create at
the best a Eorea-llke condition in a long-
term commitment to sustain a non-Commu-
nist government in South Vietnam. At the
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worst, heavy U.8. air support will be required
for long-continuing milltary operations of
the army of South Vietnam.

And the question now before the country
is whether or not the people of the United
States will support the President in a policy
falling far short of complete withdrawal from
Indochina,

The President has thus finally had the
fortitude to make explicit what had formerly
been merely sound conjecture. There will be
no early end to the war. He will not bug
out. He will not abandon South Vietnam to
the Communists for fear that if he does not
he will be defeated for re-election in 1972.

All plous disclaimers to the contrary, that
is what Nixon's eritics wish him to do. But
they were reasonably certain he would not
do it before they demanded he do so, and
now they are sure he will not.

In the White House there is total aware-
ness of the issue. It is condensed into the
oft repeated statement there that the people
will judge in 1972 if Nixon’s policy is sup-
portable,

To this end, and preliminary to a similar
report next year, the Nixon accomplishments
have been listed and highlighted lower cas-
ualties, troop withdrawals, a sharp increase
in the ratio of South Vietnamese to Ameri-
can fire fights but not any more a promise
to end the war, and not any more the slight-
est reliance on a negotiated settlement.

If one were to chart the temperature of
White House briefings over the last couple
of years it would show high readings of hope
and expectation in the earlier months slow=
ly receding into the lower degrees prevailing
today.

More and more the President's chief ad-
viser, Dr, Henry Kissinger, sounds like his
predecessor, Walt Whitman Rostow. More
and more President Nixon faces the dilemma
of President Johnson, But when all that is
sald, and the long-range nature of the con-
test in Asia is appreclated, still Nixon has
wound down the war, as President Johnson
would also undoubtedly have done had he
not decided that he could mnot unite the
country behind his policies,

Even with the war winding down, the
country is not united, and there will come a
time when Nixon, like Johnson, must con-
sider whether or not he can hold the country
to a steady course for another period of
years to achieve a stable non-Communist or
non-aligned South Vietnam.

It would seem now as unlikely that Nixon
would decide he could not hold the country
steady as it was unlikely Johnson ever
would have come to such a conclusion,

But the recurrence of one phrase in Nixon's
report to Congress must be noted. He hsas
laid strong emphasis on the limits to Ameri-
can policy imposed by the extent of support
for it' by the American people.

That is the matter at issue right now, and
once again. Since it welghs so heavily on
Nixon's mind, it must be consldered the con-
trolling factor In whether or not he can car-
ry out his policy.

That is why the result of the present con-
frontation in American domestic politics is
as important, or more important, than the
confrontation on the battlefield.

Mr. Wilson flatly states:

The United States will be deeply involved
(in Vietnam) militarily for years to come if
the Nixon policy prevails—

And that—
there will be no early end to the war.

This is a prospect that I, for one, do
not believe a majority of the American
people is—rightly or wrongly—willing to
accept; and I have to say I have grave
doubt of the President’s ability to rally
the American people behind such a pol-
icy. I say that because I think a majority
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of them tend to believe—as I believe—
that we have done about all we can for
the South Vietnamese, and that it is
beyond our power, as well as being far
outside the scope of our strategic inter-
ests in Southeast Asia, to now attempt to
guarantee, or insure, for them the success
we hope they will eventually have.

My reasons for taking such a posi-
tion are quite well summed up in the last
insertion I wish to submit with these
remarks, Mr. Speaker, which is the lead
editorial for the March 3d edition of the
Wall Street Journal, that addresses it-
self to the choice to be made as between
what the writer describes as “Vietnam-
ization’s two-pronged purposes”:

THE SUBTLE QUESTIONS

At this point, we think the questions
to ralse about the South Vietnamese strike
into Laos are not the obvious military ones;
indeed, we think it a mistake to judge the
operation a fallure too hastily. The questions
of the moment, rather, are more subtle ones
about an evolution, or clouding, or even
escalation of the purposes of the Vietnamiza-
tion policy.

The strategic justification of the Laos op-
eration, It’s important to remember, is to
reduce the North Vietnamese offensive ca-
pabllity in South Vietnam next year, when
American forces will be smaller and more vul-
nerable. One way to do this is to disrupt sup-
ply routes, the original tactical intention of
the mission. The penetration was apparently
stopped short of its planned depth when it
became evident the North Vietnamese were
choosing to fight. But if the enemy spends
his men and material fighting for mountain-
tops in Laos, he will not have them to spend
in South Vietnam next year. Thus the allled
strategy can work even If the outcome of the
Laotlan fighting is in itself inconclusive.

The obvious risk is that the outcome will
be worse than that. So far the South Viet-
namese have taken a number of individual
defeats without cracking, and no doubt the
heavy fighting has been costly for the Com-
munists. There are suggestions, though, that
the enemy is massing for a huge battle, an-
other great throw of the dice. By massing,
he will be open to heavy punishment from
U.S. airpower. But he can hope to humiliate
the South Vietnamese army, and to unravel
the Saigon government and the whole Viet-
namization policy.

This very high risk in the Laotian strike,
even if it is In fact offset by a comparably
higher chance of success, seems to us to
raise questions about the administration's
fundamental purpose in Indochina. We have
always understood Vietnamization as a two-
pronged policy. The paramount purpose was
to withdraw American forces, but a second-
ary purpose was to preserve at least a chance
that & non-Communist government could
be maintained in Salgon. Giving Saigon that
chance was necessary to American honor and
world credibility, but if South Vietnam did
fall when the time came to stand alone, at
least American troops would no longer be
Involved.

The questions start because on its face the
Laotlan operation looks more like an at-
tempt to insure a non-Communist South
Vietnam than an attempt to insure con-
tinued American withdrawals. Not that its
success would not speed withdrawals, but
one wonders whether risks of this magnitude
are really critical to their continuation.

One wonders even more after a remark-
able article by Peregrine Worsthorne of the
London Sunday Telegraph, based on private
interviews with President Nixon and his na-
tional security adviser, Henry Kissinger. In
an entirely sympathetic and optimistic way,
it describes how Vietnamization was once
merely a face-saving formula to cover a
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North Vietnamese victory, but has now be- g consensus among us—in order to try

come a way to guarantee a non-Communist
South Vietnam.

We hope as hard as we can that evenis
vindicate the optimism Mr. Worsthorne de-
scrlbes. We have long been convinced that,
after all that has been done so far, it will be
far better for the United States both at
homeé and abroad if a non-Communisi Sai-
gon remains to show for the sacrifice. And
just because optimism has been wrong in
the past is no guarantee it will always be
wrong in the future; this administration’s
track record remains pretty good as its
withdrawals testify.

But even if some sort of success ls finally
won in Vietnam, it will not begin to bal-
ance the costs we have pald in blood, in
treasure and in the strain on the American
social fabric. The purpose of ending these
costs must remain the keystone of policy,
and there is a danger it will be subtly
downgraded if the administration starts to
smell a larger success. If it looks as if Sail-
gon's independence can in fact be guaran-
teed, there will be a temptation to run a
few more risks, risks that may compromise
the purpose of withdrawals.

If the Laotian operation does fall in any
dramatic way all this may not matter, for
then perhaps the administration will never
have to choose between its two purposes, But
we desperately hope it can keep and has
kept a firm grip on the first purpose of
withdrawal. The load of accumulated grief
is such that doubt lingers, that we are
haunted by the thought of future troubles
when we will look back and say, we had a
chance to get out with a modicum of honor
but we did not take it.

I hope—with Mr. Nixon—for the suc-
cess of the current Laotian operation.
One can hardly do otherwise, under the
circumstances. And I was pleased to have
the President say, at last week's press
conference, that its success will permit
our current troop withdrawal program
to go forward, at least at the present rate
of about 12,500 men being brought home
monthly, for sometime into the immedi-
ate future. We will apparently have to
wait until April for more specific White
House advice on this.

I was also pleased to hear the Presi-
dent, at that press conference, tell us
that our goal is still one of “a total with-
drawal of all American forces,” even if
he then shaded that by reminding us
that we are for such total withdrawal
“on a mutual basis,” and stated again
that “we will have to maintain at least
a residual force in South Vietnam” so
long as there are American prisoners of
war held by North Vietnam.

But, having said all that, Mr. Speaker,
what can I do—what can be done by
those of my colleagues who feel as I do—
to encourage the President to keep, in the
words of the “Journal’s” editorialist, a
“firm grip on the first purpose of with-
drawal?”

The right answer does not come easy.
It nmever has, for there are no easier
answers for us than for the President.

But one thing we ought to do, it seems
to me, is to put our stamp of approval
on Vietnamization—which we have
never yvet formally done—as being our
Nation’s present policy toward termi-
nating our role in South Vietnam, We
ought to do so if for no other reason than
that the President should not, alone, con-
tinue to carry the burden for the success,
or failure, of such a policy.

We also ought to do so—if we can find
wesyat g F
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to clarify for ourselves, and for the peo-
ple of both the United States and South
Vietnam, exactly what Vietnamization
means, and what we expect to be able
to accomplish thereunder if all attempts
at a negotiated settlement of the war
should fail.

No less is required of us, as a partner
under our Constitution with the Presi-
dent in attempting to shape our Nation’s
long-range foreign policy.

We can—we must try to—succeed in
living up to this responsibility despite
the failure of past Congresses, when con-
fronted with the dilemma of Vietnam,
to do so.

Finally, we ought to begin anew that
search for some consensus among us as
to the right way to end this war be-
cause—as I suspect is the case, Richard
Wilson's column to the contrary—if the
President has not yet made up his mind
about  “where we go from here” with
his disengagement policy, and if that
question is being still debated at the
White House level, Mr. Nixon needs, and
may privately want, our advice.

There is presently pending before this
and the other body any number of so-
called end-the-war resolutions.

I do not question the sincerity of the
proponents of any of them, but I do
question—even as I suspect they do—
whether any of those resolutions have
any better chance in this Congress than
their counterparts had in the last.

In an effort last year to bridge that
gap between what was politically feasi-
ble and what was not, I offered two reso-
lutions—House Concurrent Resolution
703, and a stripped-down version there-
of, House Concurrent Resolution 756.
The thrust of both of these proposals
was in the direction of validating a total
U.S. withdrawal, via Vietnamization,
from former Indochina, in a sense-of-
Congress form, and both included ap-
proval in that form of our withdrawal
from participation in ground combat ac-
tivities, except insofar as it might be
necessary for our remaining troops to
defend themselves, on or before May 1,
1971, This is a goal that, thanks to the
President, now seems to be well in sight.

In any event, I have now up-dated my
prior efiort along these same lines and
am, today, offering a new proposal.

In doing so, I have purposely switched
from a concurrent resolution to a joint
resolution—as some interested colleagues,
last year, suggested ought to be the leg-
islative approach in order to “wire in”
President and Congress in any such at-
tempt at confirming, or validating, our
policy toward ending this conflict as now
laid down by Mr. Nixon but, unfortu-
nately so far, without formal adoption
by the Congress.

As is stated in the new offering, any
such policy ought to be a joint under-
taking by both President and Congress.
Surely, the President, alone, should not
carry the burden of responsibility for the
success or failure thereof; and I, for one,
think 1t important for us to try to bolster
the President's determination—if, in
fact, it needs bolstering—relative to the
irreversibility and totality, eventuality,
of the Vietnamization policy. In any
event, Mr. Speaker, the text of the joint
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resolution I am now introducing reads
as follows:

“Whereas, the people of the United States,
at great cost and sacrifice to themselves, have
over a period of years been providing direct
military assistance to the people of South
Vietnam in an attempt to preserve for them
the opportunity to determine their own po-
litical future without outside interference,
and

“Whereas, by so doing, we have fulfilled
several times over whatever commitment we
may have had to the people of South Viet-
nam, and

“Whereas, the time is fast approaching
when the people of South Vietnam must be
left to their own devices and determination,
and

“Whereas, the President of the United
States, in his foreign Policy Report as sent
to the Congress on February 25, 1971, has de~
fined our present policy towards ending the
conflict in Vietnam sas well as in adjoining
areas of former Indochina as being one of
seeking ‘above all a rapid negotiated solu-
tion’ thereof and, meanwhile, in the absence
of such a settlement, of seeking ‘through
Vietnamization, to shift American responsi-
bilities to the South Vietnamese,' and

“Whereas, the burden of responsibility for
fashioning and carrying out a policy to bring
peace to Indochins through negotiations or,
falling that goal, to disengage our forces from
the conflict therein, should not fall solely on
the President of the United States, but rather
should be a responsibility shared by both
the President and the Congress of the United
States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress
joins with the President in confirming, as
the constant primary goal of our policy to-
wards the conflict in Indochina, the search
for a negotiated end to the war therein for
all participants; and be it further

Resolved, That the President be supported
and encouraged in all his efforts to achleve
such a negotiated settlement of the political
issues dividing the people and nations of In-
dochina, including the related 1ssues in-
volved in obtaining agreement for the release
of all prisoners of war, journalists and other
innocent civilian wvictims, as held by both
sides in the conflict; but, irrespective of any
such settlement, be it further

Resolved, That United States troop with-
drawals from Indochina be continued, on an
irreversible basis, until all United States
armed forces are withdrawn from Indochina;
and be it further

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress
in this regard, that United States servicemen
in Indochina should be withdrawn from any
and all participation in ground combat ac-
tivities therein on or before June 1, 1971,
except insofar as it may be necessary for
such remaining therein after such
date to defend themselves or their positions;
and be it further

Resolved, That it is further the sense of
Congress, in this regard, that all other United
States servicemen in Indochina, including
those specifically engaged In combat-support
activities of whatever nature, should be
withdrawn therefrom, pursuant to the Presi-
sg]tl:ﬁ orders, at the earliest practicable

Mr. Speaker, what would the adoption
of any such resolution—and the lan-
guage of the one I am suggesting is ob-
viously subject to improvement—accom-
plish?

As I see it, it would accomplish a
number of things, first and foremost
among which would be joining together—
at long last—of President and Congress,
since the President would have to accept,
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unless he chose to veto the same, in this
first attempt at a formal, public consen-
sus respecting our Nation’s plan for ter-
minating this long and unfortunate con-
flict. One of the advantages of achiev-
ing such a consensus, if it can be
achieved, is that the spoken and un-
spoken questions relating to “where we
go from here” in Vietnam—and the
chance of a divisive, partisan debate over
those questions—might be ended. That
possibility, alone, makes any such effort
worth while.

Second, as I see it, we would be putting
the Republic of South Vietnam—and its
people—on notice, in a way that has not
yet come home to them, concerning the
finality of our intentions to disengage
ourselves from this conflict, and to turn it
back to them, with some confidence in
the chance that they can, as the Presi-
dent put it, now “hackit.”

Third—and assuredly we have to con-
sider, Mr. Speaker, the growing morale
problems pertaining to those troops we
still have in Vietnam, and those that will
arise in the minds of those being sent
there to replace them—we would be in-
serting the word “terminate” into the
Vietnam vocabulary, and assuring those
who have been and will be carrying the
personal risks of combat in Indochina
that an end to those risks is in sight.

Personally, in this connection, I would
like to go further than I have in setting
a time-frame for any such fermination.
My colleagues will note that I have, as
I did last year, fallen back to a “sense of
Congress” approach to this difficult ques-
tion—including an end to ground combat,
for our people, except insofar as those re-
maining in Vietnam may have to defend
themselves or their position, by this June
1, which is surely an attainable goal, and
then have fallen even further back, as
some may say, to a meaningless “earliest
practicable date” for the withdrawal of
all of the rest of our combat-support
troops.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I do not believe such
an expression of congressional policy
would be altogether “meaningless,"” weak
though it may seem on the surface.

Let us remember, in this connection,
that we are searching for a consensus
relative to our policy toward this war—a
consensus not found, if indeed it was
legislatively found then, since the ill-
fated “Tonkin Gulf Resolution.”

Let us also remember, in this con-
nection, that we will be asking the Presi-
dent to accept, and sign, whatever policy
statement we may be sending him in this
regard; and that he, in considering the
same, must be cognizant of his need to
retain all the flexibility he can for direct-
ing our disengagement from Vietnam,
both as Commander in Chief and as a
prudent negotiator, with especial em-
phasis on his latter responsibilities since
the pace of American withdrawals, along
with the prisoner-of-war issue, may well
be the key to whatever chance still re-
mains of successful negotiations at Paris.

Surely, most of us have been around
these parts long enough to know that leg-
islation is, as has often heen stated to be
the case, the “art of the possible,” I have
had to compromise with myself, in sev-
eral ways, in drafting my proposal. It is,
in many respects, not what I might wish
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it to be. But, at the same time, I believe
it to be a proper vehicle for at least be-
ginning a dialog as to how we can bridge
the gaps of attitudes and opinions that
exist between us, as well as those that
exist between the constituents we each,
after our own fashions, do our best to
understand and represent in this Cham-
ber.

But, Mr. Speaker, we owe it to those
constituents—as well as to the honor of
this body—to attempt to bridge those
gaps in the most constructive fashion
possible; and these remarks, as well as
my resolution, are offered in that spirit.
If there are any among my colleagues
who wish to join in such an effort, their
assistance, their suggestions and advice,
are earnestly solicited.

QUESTIONS SURROUNDING BONN'S
“OSTPOLITIK”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr, BUCHANAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, over a
yvear has passed since West German
Chancellor Willy Brandt obtained world-
wide attention by announcing his new
policy, “Ostpolitik,” of seeking recon-
ciliation with his nation’s old enemies
in Communist Eastern Europe. Because
of the considerable U.S. investment and
stake in European defense as well as our
strong ties with the Republic of West
Germany, I feel that it is appropriate for
us to review the results of this policy
during the past year and to examine its
future, potentially far reaching, implica-
tions.

We are all, of course, aware of the
tremendous controversy which has sur-
rounded this policy. The outburst of
domestic opposition in West Germany
has been extremely widespread and
fierce, involving, among others, members
of the German Bundestag. The posi-
tion of the U.S. Government has been
continuously surrounded by confusion—
with recurring press reports of official
opposition accompanied by denials of the
same by various government spokesmen.

By far the greatest attention and con-
troversy has centered on two concrete re-
sults of “Ostpolitik” thus far—the Polish
and Soviet treaties—and domestic oppo-
sition has centered on the feeling that in
these treaties West Germany gave away
? great deal and received nothing in re-
urn.

As a member of the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs and one who feels
both great friendship for the West Ger-
man Republic and great concern for the
future defense of the free world, I have
particular reservations about the Soviet-
German Nonaggression Treaty which
was signed in Moscow on August 12, 1970.

Because the Soviet Union has never
been known to enter into such agree-
ments without the expected results ac-
cruing primarily to its advantage, and
further because the Soviet Union has sel-
dom abided by the treaty commitments
to which it has agreed, I feel that this
particular treaty should be viewed with a
great deal of caution from the outset.

The nonaggression aspect of this
treaty, furthermore, is cause for not only
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caution but great wonderment as well.
There is certainly no question but that
West Germany, with its limited military
offensive capability, represents no pres-
ent or future military threat to the So-
viet Union. And given the already-men-
tioned Soviet record—or “nonrecord’—
of treaty compliance, it is difficult to be-
lieve that anyone could expect this treaty
to deter the Soviets from aggression
against West Germany.

It is an easy task indeed to discover
some of the varied benefits which the So-
viet Union would derive from such a
treaty. The Soviet “image” has already
benefited by the fact that many persons
have seized upon the treaty as new evi-
dence that the Soviet Union is becoming
an inereasingly amicable member of the
world community of nations. The treaty,
furthermore, essentially recognizes the
status quo in Europe—dealing a critical
blow to the hope held by countless West
Germans, of assisting those Germans
living under Soviet occupation in East
Germany. Most of all, the troubled So-
viet economy is strengthened through
this treaty by its linkage with the strong-
est economy in Western Europe. The pre-
amble of the treaty includes a very
significant paragraph concerning “ex-
tension of economic cooperation” and
separate economic negotiations and ar-
rangements have already begun. This
economic aspect of the treaty must also
be viewed in a defense-security context,
since any arrangements of economic
benefit to the Soviet Union will obviously
make it easier for them to fuel the arms
race unhindered by domestic economic
difficulties,

Discerning benefits which would ac-
crue to West Germany from this treaty
is obviously a far more difficult task and
one in which I have been unsuccessful
thus far. The treaty has not yet been
ratified by the West German Bundestag
and Chancellor Brandt has made a satis-
factory solution of the Berlin problem
a precondition to submitting the treaty
for ratification. Those of us who share
the above concerns will, however, con-
tinue to watch with great interest the
debate in Germany on this important
matter.

REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1971 AND
FEDERALIZATION OF WELFARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. CoTTER) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing two bills that will pro-
vide the Ways and Means Committee
with proposed legislation that will as-
sure that States which carry a large tax
burden and/or welfare burden receive
an equitable share of any program that
seeks to turn Federal taxes back to State
and local governments.

Two suggestions that have gained sup-
port are the general revenue-sharing
proposal of President Nixon and vague
statements that would have the Federal
Government take over all costs of wel-
fare.

To alleviate some of the confusion, I
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am introducing two bills that have fea-
tures whieh I feel should be incorporated
into each proposal to assure that States
like Connecticut, which carry a heavy
tax burden and a heavy welfare burden,
receive their fair share.

REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1971

As the President correctly pointed out,
$9 out of $10 collected in personal
income tax are collected by the Federal
Government. However, the President does
not take this factor into account when it
comes to allocating the money under his
revenue-sharing scheme; he only uses
population and State and local taxation
as the basis for local allocation of funds.
In Connecticut, for example, $0.74 of
every personal tax dollar goes to the
Federal Government. Moreover, Con-
necticut ranks second in the Nation in
Federal taxes collected per $1,000 of per-
sonal income.

I think these few statistics demon-
strate that the President’s allocation
formula is deficient and that the total
tax effort as well as population should
be utilized in determining the overall
allocation to the States. Therefore my
bill proposes that funds will be allocated
on population and total; that is, State,
local, and Federal, tax effort.

There is a second feature of my bill
that should be in any revenue-sharing
bill. There should be special emphasis
in areas of high population density.
These areas should receive additional
assistance. For this reason, in my bill
I have earmarked 10 percent of the
money for areas of high population
density within the Nation to assure that
our inner cities get additional funds.

These urban areas are the hardest hit.
Faced with a dwindling tax base and
accelerated demands for necessary goods
and services, palpable needs of the inner
city must be recognized and effectively
dealt with. By reserving 10 percent of the
revenue-sharing fund, a small but neces-
sary step will be taken to meet these
problems.

My bill also includes specific prohibi-
tion against either the State or local gov-
ernment unit from using revenue sharing
in a discriminatory manner. If discrim-
ination is found in the use of these
revenue-sharing funds, the funds will be
stopped immediately and will not be
resumed until the governmental unit has
proven that this condition has been fully
corrected.

Let me pause briefly to outline the
components of the bill:

A general revenue-sharing trust fund
of 85 billion. This figure can be increased
if there are adequate revenues.

An allocation formula that takes into
account total—State, local and Federal—
tax effort and population for 90 percent
of the trust fund.

The 90 percent is to be divided equally
between State and local governments.

Ten percent of the trust fund will be
given to those areas of high population
density in addition to their regular share
of the revenue trust fund.

All funds must be used in such a man-
ner that will not discriminate against
any individual. Any discrimination will
result in the termination of funds until
the discrimination is fully removed.
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FEDERALIZATION OF WELFARE

There is another bill that I am today
introducing which would have the Fed-
eral Government assume the State and
local share of welfare costs that are
matched by the Federal Government.
The legislation is drawn to give the State
the option of either allowing Federal
takeover or keeping the same system, If
the State opts for Federal assumption—
I believe that all States would—then the
States must return one-half of the sav-
ings to the local government. Therefore
this bill insures that all the money saved
by the States would be equally shared
by the State and local governments.

There are two potent arguments in
favor of federalization of welfare. First
and most important, it would provide
direct relief to the overstrained State and
local tax dollar. It would mean that
those cities being crushed under spiral-
ing welfare burdens would get needed
assistance.

Second, it would create a more uni-
form welfare system. It is widely held,
and correctly so, that the welfare system
as presently constituted is an unmiti-
gated disaster. Welfare reform is the
highest congressional priority and I feel
that there will be final congressional
action this year. However, I do not feel
that the problems will be solved in one
bill. A Federal welfare system could
make easier correction of problems in
the Nation's welfare systems. Such a na-
tionwide system could lessen migration
to the inner cities that all too often
places a citizen in an alien and hostile
environment. In short, federalized wel-
fare could be more easily changed than
the 50 different State administrations
that now become involved.

These changes are still far down the
road, but the immediate effect would be
to 1ree tax dollars. In Connecticut, for
example, Federal assumption of welfare
would release an estimated $96 million.
Of this, $48 million would be returned to
the local governments.

Mr, Speaker, as I said at the outset,
I am introducing these bills to place be-
fore the Ways and Means Committee al-
ternative proposals that will insure big
taxpaying States such as Connecticut
their fair share of Federal-sharing mon-
eys, whatever method is used.

I am confident that the members of
Ways and Means and of this House will
give serious attention to these proposals.
Both proposals are offered in the hope
that this Congress will not accept any
program without understanding each of
the components and problems. I am cer-
tain that this will be the case.

INCREASED SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Massachusetts (Mrs.
HECRLER) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, in some primitive societies, the
old and the incapacitated are taken out
and left to die.

In sophisticated, technological 20th-
century America we are doing essential-
ly the same thing.
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We are leaving the old and the dis-
abled to limp and wither economically
while we go about our parliamentary
gamesmanship.

Mr. Speaker, I rise on this special or-
der to object to the ransoming of old-
er Americans for passage of welfare re-
form. I urge this House to enact so-
cial security legislation—inecluding the
10-percent increase and the cost-of-liv-
ing escalation—quickly and separately
from welfare reform.

I take notice of today's developments
in which a Member of the other body
suggests we attach the social security
bill as a rider to the debt-limit increase
to free it from the time-consuming
maneuvering on welfare reform.

If that is a way to move quickly, I
support it.

My only objection is to the necessity
of tying social security legislation to
something else, of hitching it to some
other star. Why cannot this Congress
simply honor this Nation's commitment
to its retired workers free and clear of
any cloakroom plots? Why cannot this
Nation discharge its debt to these peo-
ple, a recompense to which they are
fully entitled by virtue of their contribu-
tions, financial and otherwise?

Mr. Speaker, the country hurtles for-
ward in pursuit of its own grail. Those
who have withdrawn from the chase are
due some peace and comfort and secu-
rity. Their fixed incomes should become
unfixed to allow them freedom from the
worry of keeping up with the economic
pace which passes them by.

This House acted last year quickly and
responsibly on this social security legis-
lation. It became enmeshed in the other
body in other considerations and died
in the lameduck session. It was reintro-
duced in the 92d Congress as H.R. 1, the
first bill on the first day. Now, 2 months
later, it languishes while the legislative
chess game is played out.

In the meantime, the cost of living
goes up, higher and higher and our senior
citizens fall further and further behind
in trying to meet the requirements of
ordinary daily living.

The promise that the benefits in the
legislation are retroactive are of little
consequence to people trying to match
stationary pensions against multiplying
food, rent, transportation, and medical
bills. The retroactivity, when it comes,
may not allow them fo catch up, much
less stay even.

And that raises another point. By the
time older people get these increased
benefits, the cost of living will have out-
distanced them again and they will be in
need of another increase. H.R. 1 is highly
important but should include the cost-
of-living escalation which will eliminate
the need for this House to come riding
over the hill with an increase every time
disaster is about to overtake social se-
curity recipients.

This escalator clause should end the
chronic fear of economic extinction and
allow this House to say “We have per-
manently righted a wrong. We have
solved a nagging national problem.” That
is a great deal for this House to be able
to say to the American people.

It seems quite apparent that the senior
citizens are being held hostage In the
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legislative chess game as we consider the
total issue of changes in other segments
of our society in the area of welfare, for
example. If we can separate these sec-
tions of H.R. 1, it is important that this
bill be improved. It is important that
the increase be at least 10 percent. It
is also important that the cost-of-living
escalator clause be included.

It would be a great help to our senior
citizens to have an increased earnings
allowance. I would suggest it be increased
to $3,000 for each individual. An un-
realistically low limitation deprives so-
ciety of the contribution senior citizens
can make. Their skills and talents must
be solicited rather than discouraged, as
presently is the case.

If we increase the earnings allotment,
we are saying to them: “If you are still
willing to partly earn your own way, you
can be more adequately compensated.”

The entire legislation would then free
them from their present helplessness of
being able neither to receive adequate
compensation nor earn enough to make
it adequate,

These people, Mr. Speaker, are our
mothers and fathers, aunts and uncles,
grandmothers and grandfathers. 'They
have given us the gift of life, the privilege
of American citizenship in this the great-
est country in the world, and the inesti-
mable inheritance of this country for
which they labored so long and so faith-
fully. We owe them a very great deal.

And we must not overlook the younger
survivors and disabled who also receive
benefits under social security and who
are no less in need and no less deserving
of help than their elders.

These are reasons enough for us to act
quickly and decisively on this matter.
Our original good faith of last year has
become warped and frustrated; we must
not permit social security to be a hostage
to welfare reform.

I urge the Committee on Ways and
Means to set this legislation free so we
can pass it. Endless submersion in wel-
fare reform will benefit neither program.
Let us be able to consider each on its
merits and enact each for its own
reasons.

It seems to me that at this point we
must acknowledge the contributions and
the needs of our elder Americans, for
many have waited too long. The time for
enactment of this needed social security
legislation is now.

Mr. ZWACH, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. T am
happy to yeld to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. ZWACH. I commend the gentle-
woman for bringing this to the atten-
tion of the House, and I wish to associate
myself with her remarks.

Mr, Speaker, I am privileged to join
with others here in attempting to eall
to the attention of the House of Repre-
sentatives, the great need for a con-
cerned effort to get action on increased
social security benefits.

More than 26 million elderly Ameri-
cans depend on social security benefits to
meet living costs. And to most of these
Americans, the low fixed income they
receive is not sufficient to assure them a
decent standard of living,
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We have been promising these people
an increase in benefits since last May,
when the House first passed this legisla-
tion. It is now almost a year later, and
we still can give no assurance of when
this increase will come into being.

There is no logical explanation for fail-
ure to act on this legislation; we know
that as well as our elderly citizens. These
people deserve more than empty prom-
ises of help at a time when continued in-
flation eats away their income. They
deserve more than a day-to-day exist-
ence.

We have been promising them help
and it is long past time that we collec-
tively illustrate that we do, indeed, in-
tended to help them by making this the
first order of business and enacting this
legislation without any more delay.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion. I recall well that as we both first
came to serve in this honorable body we
then expressed the same concern for the
senior citizens which prompts our action
today.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to have this opportunity to partici-
pate in this important special order be-
cause the subject at hand is most im-
portant and pressing: Social security
recipients all over this country continue
to be foreed to live on insufficient bene-
fits while their important benefits in-
crease remains bogged down in the Ways
and Means Committee in legislation
which includes the controversial and
unrelated welfare reform program.

It is imperative that the social secu-
rity increase be separated from the wel-
fare program so that, as quickly as pos-
sible, those who depend on social security
may receive a 10-percent increase in ben-
efits, together with provisions for auto-
matic cost-of-living increases.

As you know, this matter of increased
social security benefits and automatic
cost-of-living increases has already been
the subject of long and unnecessary de-
laying tactics for almost a year. On
May 21, 1970, the House passed legisla-
tion which provided for a benefits in-
crease and automatic cost-of-living in-
creases. This legislation then became the
target of Senate delaying tactics, which
stalled their passage until December 29,
1970, when it was passed with over 100
differences from the House-passed ver-
sion.

In the 91st Congress the Senate was
responsible for this high-priority legisla-
tion not being enacted. I urge my col-
leagues in this 92d Congress not to per-
mit another such inexcusable delay to
be caused by the action of the House in
tying this important social security leg-
islation to the highly controversial wel-
fare reform program.

A 10-percent increase in social security
benefits and provisions for automatic
cost-of-living increases are needed by
countless Americans right now.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, today,
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts
has taken a special order to discuss a
matter which has been of great concern
to all Members of this body. Because of
irreconcilable differences between the
House and Senate versions of the Social
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Security Act of 1970, it was never agreed
upon by the Congress. This is indeed un-
fortunate since the ravages of inflation
have continued to eat away at the fixed
incomes of many of our senior citizens. I
hope this body will take speedy action on
House Resolution 1 when it is reported
to the House floor.

I find that there is a basic philo-
sophical inconsistency found in the So-
cial Securify Administration’s position
with regard to the income limits which
are placed upon those receiving Old Age
Survivors Insurance benefits. The Social
Security Administration has supported
the concept of a guaranteed annual in-
come for all Americans which would
guarantee a base income regardless of
whether or not a person works or ever
worked in his life. On the other hand,
there are many senior citizens who have
contributed to the growth of this nation
and have paid into the social security sys-
tem for over 30 years. It is their funds
which have enabled Social Security to be
as actuarially sound as it is now.

Under the present law, a person re-
ceiving social security benefits can earn
an income of no more than $1,860 with-
out losing part of one’s benefits. As you
might have noticed, I emphasized earned
income. Funds from investments and
annuities are not counted. Thus we have
a situation facing us in which the Social
Security Administration will pay people
a guaranteed income whether they work
or not, but at the same time workers who
paid for their Old Age Survivors In-
surance for over 30 years are being
denied this benefit. I believe this inequity
should be removed as soon as possible,
and I plan to offer legislation within the
near future to do so.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the distinguished Congress-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs.
HeckrLer) in her plea that the soclal se-
curity legislation providing increases in
benefits be expedited, even if this means
severing other matters including wel-
fare reform from the bill before the
House Ways and Means Committee and
having the committee act on those por-
tions separately.

I am aware of the great and desperate
need for welfare reform—but I believe
that proposals for welfare reform should
be considered on their own merit. The
controversy which has been stirred up
regarding various welfare proposals
should not be permitted to delay action
on the social security benefit increases
that should by all rights have been en-
acted last year.

True, the bill provides that whatever
social security benefit increases are even-
tually provided will be retroactive to this
January, the same effective date as was
given in the legislation the House passed
last year but which died in the other
body. However, the elderly and disabled,
caught in the intolerable crush of infla-
tion, need these increased benefits now,
not several months or perhaps a year
from now. We cannot continue cruelly
holding out false hope to social security
heneficiaries, many of them so dependent
entirely upon their social security checks
that even a day or two delay in the
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delivery of a check can mean a very real
and major personal economic crisis to
them. Welfare reform and other propos-
als in the bill before the House Ways and
Means Committee are important but are
not of the same degree of urgency as is
the necessity for immediate enactment of
social security increases, preferably with
built-in cost-of-living increases such as
were adopted by House floor amendment
in the last Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means for acting de-
liberately and with due circumspection
regarding the various proposals in this
omnibus bill, especially when far too
often even amendments to the basic
Constitution of this Nation are reported
by other committees with little or no
hearings and with little true study or
discussion, under pressures of the
moment and for the sake of expediency.
However, the social security aspects of
this bill have been thoroughly explored,
and were acted upon during the previous
Congress. I strongly urge, and on behalf
of social security beneficiaries of north-
west Iowa and throughout the Nation,
I plead, that the social security provisions
in HR. 1 be divorced from other
provisions in that Ilegislation and
be reported at the earliest possible mo-
ment, and that all necessary action be
taken by the leadership in the House and
in the other body to speed enactment of
these social security amendments into
law.

We owe it to the elderly and disabled of
the Nation to act at least as quickly on
meritorious social security proposals as
this body has acted in the recent past on
increases in pay and benefits for its own
Members and employees.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

CBS AND MIKE WALLACE DESERVE
MUCH CREDIT FOR EXPOSING
FHA ABUSES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PATMAN), is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, since early
last summer, the Banking and Currency
Committee has had the FHA 235 pro-
gram under close scrutiny. We have been
deeply concerned about apparent abuses
stemming from extensive real estate
speculation in this program. We have also
been deeply concerned about the fact
that FHA has allowed so many substand-
ard dwellings to be approved for this
program.

In many areas, it appears that the
FHA 235 program is finaneing slums and
enriching speculators rather than pro-
viding decent housing for low- and mod-
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erate-income families as the Congress
intended.

On January 6, the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee issued a detailed report
on these abuses in various cities across
the land. Since that time, Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, George
Romney, has suspended part of the FHA
235 program pending an investigation of
the 235 projects nationwide. At the same
time, the General Accounting Office is
conducting an investigation. The Bank-
ing and Currency Committee is keeping a
close watch on these investigations and
is continuing to monitor complaints that
are coming in from all over the Nation
about the Depariment of Housing and
Urban Development and FHA,

The Banking and Currency Committee
has requested that Secretary Romney
appear before it on March 31 to make a
progress report on HUD’s efforts to cor-
rect the abuses and to put this vital
housing program back on the track.

Mr. Speaker, public opinion—and the
public spotlight—are essential to gaining
reform in these Federal housing pro-
grams so that the people—and not the
speculators—are the beneficiaries of the
tax moneys which must be expended.
Many news media have done excellent
jobs of investigating abuses in these
housing programs in their areas. This
investigative reporting has done much
to bring the spotlight to bear on FHA
and to prevent the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development from sweep-
ing the facts under the rug.

Special commendation must go to the
Columbia Broadcasting System which
has done much to bring national atten-
tion to the abuses in the FHA 235 pro-
gram. On January 5, the CBS program,
*60 Minutes,” carried an in-depth film
story about the FHA 235 program in sev-
eral major U.S, cities, The commentary
of Mike Wallace and the contents of this
show angered the bureaucrats at HUD
but it also brought action.

On March 2, “60 Minutes” returned to
the FHA 235 program with a detailed
analysis of the situation in Spokane,
Wash. Once again, the CBS news team
has evoked anger from the housing
bureaucrats but this program has helped
assure that HUD will not be able to hide
the facts from the American public.

The investigators for the Banking and
Currency Commitiee have looked at the
FHA 235 program in Spokane and in
other cities where CBS did its filming.
The findings of the CBS investigative re-
porters coincide with those made by the
investigators for the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee. Despite the angry out-
bursts by HUD, the facts are there and
every bit of evidence I have seen would
indicate that CBS has presented this
story in a fair and objective manner.

Mr. Speaker, we often hear criticism of
the television networks. Many times,
television news programing is correctly
criticized for its lack of courage and for
the apparent dodging of controversial
issues.

The handling of the FHA 235 story on
“60 Minutes"” provides an effective and
strong answer to this criticism. When
the abuses are corrected in the FHA 235
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program, a lot of the credit must go to
the courageous reporting of Mike Wal-
lace and Jeff Gralnick, producer of these
shows on “60 Minutes.”

Mr. Speaker, some Members of the
House did not have an opportunity to see
these excellent news shows and I am
placing in the Recorp the transcripts of
the January 5, 1971, and the March 2,
1971 programs:

CBS: 60 MinuTes, JANUARY 5, 1871

WaLLACE. The Department of Housing and
Urban Development and its Federal Hous-
ing Administration may be well on the way
toward insuring itself into a national scandal.

That charge is made in a scathing report
by the House Banking and Currency Com-
mittee to be released in Washington tomor-
row morning. The report focuses on the FHA
235 program, a program designed to make it
possible for people who previously couldn't
afford to own their own homes—to do just
that.

Under FHA 235, with just $200 down, a low
or moderate income family can buy a home.
The FHA helps. It appralses the house, says
the house 1s worth what the seller is asking.
Then the FHA guarantees the mortgage and
pays almost all the interest on it.

Since FHA 235 began twoO years ago, more
than 100,000 homes—new and old—have
been purchased under it. More than a bil-
lion and a half dollars have been committed
by the taxpayer to back up those purchases,
and all the while the Congress has received
a stream of complaints from those who have
bought these FHA 235 homes.

It is those complaints that triggered the
investigation by the House committee. Its
chairman, Wright Patman, is satisfied there
is substance to the complaints and he told
Housing and Urban Development Secretary
George Romney just that.

Parman. I called Mr. Romney’s attention to
the fact that the law is not working. It's
greatly abused. It contains many terrible
scandals, It's a detriment to the people who
are involved in the purchasing of homes
under these contracts and possibly cause
them great harm in the future. And some-
thing should be done about it immediately.
It should be stopped. It's too much of a na-
tional scandal now to be allowed to go on.

WaLrace, When Chairman Patman says
“national scandal” he is talking about a
house like this one in Washington, D.C.
Bought by a speculator for $10,000, sold by
him three months later, with FHA approval
and a 235 mortgage for $17,600, despite 30
major housing code violations.

Or this house in Washington. A speculator
bought this one for $9,700. He got FHA ap-
proval for a 235 mortgage and sold it for
$15,800, despite a dozen building code viola-
tions.

Or this rather nice looking house in Pater-
son, New Jersey, $1,900 and sold eight months
later, after rehabilitation, for almost $19,000.
Until a week ago the owner, a widow with
six children, had no heat on the first floor.

We’ll look more closely at an FHA 230 sale
later in this report, but first let’s take a look
at some other aspects of what Chairman Pat-
man calls “a national scandal.”

Elmwood Park, a subdivision in St. Louis
County, Missourl. New homes here, and FHA
235 guarantees mortgages on these, too.
Thirty-two new homes bought by people try-
ing to get out of public housing projects,
trying to make a better life for themselves
and thelr children. Thirty-two home own-
ers—all disappointed, all angry.

Paul Brolles is typlical. He is head of the
newly formed Elmwood Park Homeowners
Association.

BroILES. A year ago we bought these houses
from £14,000 to #16,000. Sight unseen. And
because the mortgages were guaranteed by
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the FHA, we felt as though the houses would
be worth from #$14,000 to $16,000. We were
also told that the neighborhood would be
integrated. But the houses aren’t worth from
$14,000 to $16,000 and the neighborhood isn't
integrated. A lot of the houses have leaking
basements. And if you're one of the lucky
ones, then the builder gives you a pump,
which pumps right out into the backyard.
It's got the place looking llke & swamp
around here. The back steps are—from any-
where from, let's say, ten inches to almost
two feet from the ground and if a child—
for a small child or a crippled person, it’s im-
possible to use them. So they're just totally
useless. We even had one house where the—
where the ceiling is beginning to come in,
where the roof leaked on the plaster and,
well, the ceiling is dropping. We have several
of the basements with uncovered insulation.
It was never covered up. It's coming out of
the walls. And we asked the builder about it.
He said they were finished. Well, they're not
finished with me and they're not finished
with the people that's buying them. Now,
they all got showers but the builder never
bothered to put the tile in the shower stall.
We asked the builder about it and he comes
out with “Supposed to be a waterproof
paint.” It's not waterproof and it Just falls
in. When you stop and think you got 30 years
to pay for a house that’s falling in in one
year—in less than one year—well, what would
it look like in ten?

WaLLacg. After talking to Mr. Broiles and
seeing the conditions in Elmwood Park, we
tried to talk with the builder of these homes.
He refused comment and hung up on us.

On the West Coast, a simllar story, except
at Frontier Homes outside Seattle the home
owners are white. There are 57 homes in this
subdivision, in the $13,000 to $18,000 range.
Good-looking homes, it would seem to some-
body driving through. But though they are
just one year old, they have already been
classified “an instant slum" by an investiga-
tor for the Banking and Currency Committee.
Mrs. Donna Tetzlaff’s $17,000 home is typical,
she says:

Mrs. TETZLAFF. I have many problems with
my house. It's a little over a year old and
it’s falling apart. Here is an example. This
is common with these houses. I have water
in my light fixtures from the bathtub up-
stairs. The water was coming out this outlet.
It was repaired. Now, it's coming out here.
They came out and fixed the floor. You'd
walk in the front door, the whole house
would shake. This 1s the patchwork repair.
We've complained to the builder. We've com=-
plained to FHA. And we have complained to
the Congress. All we get 1s a runaround and
patchwork.

WarLrAce. The Tetzlaffs and the rest of the
homeowners here have organized, and they
are suing. But many are not waiting. “For
Sale” signs dot this community of new
homes. But Frontler homeowners are having
trouble selling, because the reputation of the
subdivision is no secret. For them, and for
the Elmwood Park homeowners, in Missourl,
all the FHA says it can do is try to persuade
the builder to take actlon by suggesting that
he might—in the future—have trouble doing
business with the FHA, unless he fixes
what's wrong. Beyond that, the homeown-
ers are simply stuck. But in even worse
shape are some of the people who bought old
houses with the help of FHA 235,

A case in point in Paterson, New Jersey.
The 400 block on Graham Avenue, obviously
in decay. “For Sale” signs on almost every
house. And yet, there is a $20,000 house on
this street, according to the FHA, which ap-
proved and helps to pay the mortgage on it,
in that amount. Number 471 Graham Ave-
nue. It used to be a condemned tavern. It
was bought by a real estate speculator for
$1800 in November of 1969. He did some elec-
trical work, some plumbing and heating
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work, about three thousand dollars worth.
He was notified by the City of Paterson that
the work being done on this house, the con-
version from tavern to residence, was in vio-
lation of the law. Still, he sold the house, had
the FHA appralse 1t and the FHA approved a
mortgage for $20,000,

Living In It now are Willlam Gurley, a
truck driver, his wife and six children. They
like their home—even though the old bar
lights are still on the ceiling and the old
bar still lines their living room wall. They
like it, but the City of Paterson says they
have to leave it.

GuURLEY. Well, the city's trylng to get us
out.

WaALLACE. The City of Paterson? Why?

GURLEY. Because (indistinct) was a tavern
and it wasn't fit for living quarters.

Warrace. Do I understand that you want
to sell this house now, Mr. Gurley?

GURLEY. Yes, I would sell it.

WaLLACE. Why?

GoUrRLEY. Well, because if it's not fit for
living quarters, I'll sell it and get my money
back out of it.

Wavrrace. And the Clty of Paterson says it's
not fit for living quarters?

GurLEY. That's right.

WALLACE. S0 the Gurleys won't be able to
sell their house. The City of Paterson won't
let another buyer take it. The FHA can do
nothing for the Qurleys, so the Gurleys' only
hope i1s to try to track down the original
speculato.- and sue him. In the meantime,
though, they have been ordered to vacate
471 Graham Avenue by February First. So
they lose, the FHA loses, the taxpayer loses.
The speculator does not,

How does all this happen? I talked with
Eugene Gulledge, Assistant Secretary at the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the man in charge of FHA 235.

235 can be a haven for a fast buck opera-
tor, a shoddy operator, a quick get-in, quick
get-out artist.

GuorLEpGeE, I think it can be; it has been.
I don’t think it's going to continue to be. I
think we, administratively, have been able
to recognize the fact that this is drawing
flies like honey, and as a consequence we've
been able to erect some proper safeguards
to—certalnly reduce to a minimum the pos-
sibility that fast buck artists are operating
in this particular field, to the detriment of
the homeowner, We have been aware of some
of these activities. We have moved to correct
those of which we've been made aware. We've
issued directives and instructions to warn
our offices about the possibility of this type
of activity golng on. Another thing is that
we have instituted steps to make certain that
people who buy houses for the purpose of
re-selling them, a purchaser-seller in this
particular case, sometime called a specula-
tor—but that's a—that’s a language people
don't like to use sometimes; it has unsavory
connotations. But a purchaser-seller, he has
got to certify to us now—he hasn't been
doing it—but now he has to certify to us
what he pald for it, what he’s done for it and
what his costs of repair were, all on a form
which in case there—there is deception or
fraud, he can be prosecuted for having done
80,
Warrace. How long ago did this regulation
go into effect?

GurreEDpGE. Oh, it’s just gone into effect In
the past two weeks,

WaLLAcE. How come it took almost two
years; to get this kind of watchdog regula-
tlon

GuiLeEpGE. The reason we didn't do it two
years ago instead of now is frankly we didn't
know the problem existed two years ago.

Warrace. During those two years the trou-
ble in the 2385 program developed almost un-
noticed. Who's to blame? Let's go back to
Wright Patman.

Who's at fault? Is it the FHA?
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Patman. I think the FHA has been at least
careless and negligent in the performance of
thelr duties.

WALLACE, How?

Parman. I can't just say to someone that
they are guilty of theft or extortion or cor-
ruption, but I know that there's bound to
be corruption in this program somewhere.
It couldn't exist that way otherwise, It
lends itself to corruption. Potential corrup-
tion is all over the place.

WaLrace, When Chairman Patman talks
of “corruption” 1t's not just speculation, His
investigators have turned up more than one
case that suggests a pattern to them, We
talked with Patman’s chief investigator,
James Doherty.

DoreErTY. One appralser contacted the
committee and we sat down and talked with
him. And he indicated that on these 235
appraisals, whenever he would make them,
the real estate broker or dealer would meet
him at the house, would make solicitous
remarks about his future, about how little
money he was making working for the gov-
ernment and how bright he was and this
kind of thing. He, of course, would cut these
conversations off. The implication being that
if he carried them on, there would be some-
thing in it for him. And he summed up by
saying that, “I can't say that my fellow—
my colleagues in the office—take bribes,” he
says, “but I can say that the clear implica-
tion is that they're offered.”

Warrace. Doherty adds that what he found
in the Middle West he found elsewhere in
the country, too. So, charges of scandal,
hints of bribery and a lot of unhappy home-
owners, as a result of FHA 235. How does the
FHA view it? Eugene Gullege agaln,

WaLLAcE. Mr. Secretary, Chairman Pat-
man has characterized this whole business
as developing into a national scandal. Is
that too serlous a charge?

GuLLEGE. I believe it's an overdrawn charge
I think anything which—which is wrong is
scandalous, but it's not a national scandal
unless it's widespread and national pattern.

WaLLace. Washington, D.C., Paterson, New
Jersey, St. Louis, Missourl, Seattle, Washing-
ton? That's national.

GULLEDGE. These are all the areas where
complaints have been recelved. No attempt
had been made to see what—what are the
areas where complaints have not been re-
ceived. I simply don’t think it's a national
scandal. It's scandalous but not a national
scandal.

WALLACE. So even Mr. Gulledge of the FHA
admits It's a scandal.

The dimensions of the scandal won't be
known for sometime because the investiga-
tion is really just getting underway now.
The FHA, we learn, is looking into every case
we have cited tonight. The U.B. attorney's
office in Newark, New Jersey, is looking into
several of the FHA 235 transactions in Pater-
son. And the FBI has launched at least 30
separate investigations into possible fraud or
bribery, not in all of the FHA's many pro-
grams, just In the 2356 program.

The Committee report, as we sald, comes
out tomorrow morning. It is full of tales of
greed and stupidity and bureaucratic inept-
ness, of a well-meaning notion gone wrong
at a painful cost to the American taxpayer.
An alde to the House Banking and Currency
Committee sums it up this way: “Either the
FHA is the most naive and inefficient agency
in the Federal Government,” he says, “or it
is in bed with the real estate operators.”

680 MiNUTES, MARCH 2, 1971
Mrxke WALLACE. Two months ago on 60

Minutes . . . we told the story of what Chair-
man Wright Patman of the House Banking
and Currency Committee In a scathing re-
port) called a national scandal.

The scandal he referred to involved shoddy
workmanship and less than savory financial
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practices in a low and moderate income
federal housing program called FHA 236.

Nine days after the broadcast, elght days
after the chairman’'s report was published,
Housing Secretary George Romney suspend-
ed a portion of FHA 235.

Seldom have we recelved more mail than
after that broadcast. Some of it from real
estate people who felt we had told too much
of the bad and not enough of the good about
FHA 235. . . . But most of it came from
homeowners who told us more stories of how
they had been bilked.

One of the angriest communications came
from Spokane, Washington. Its subject: not
just housing abuses but what the House
Committee report and our broadeast had
caused to happen in Spokane.

We thought we'd take a look,

To an outsider Spokane seems remarkably
troublefree. No real racial problems, The city
is 98 per cent white. No real trouble with the
young, save for the usual . . . a little mari-
huana, Its unemployment is holding at about
the national average and over-all business
is pretty good, we're told. Not bad for an
American city of 180,000 in the early seven-
ties, Civic boosters of what they like to call
the capital of the great inland empire are
proud of it. But about six months ago a
small group of church-financed social ac-
tivists called Spokane Resource Advocates
began digging into FHA 235 transactions.

Now, under FHA 2356 with Just $200 down a
low or moderate income family can buy a
house. The FHA helps. It appraises the house,
and when it is satisfied the house is worth
what the seller is asking, the FHA guarantees
the mortgage and pays almost all the in-
terest on it. Under FHA 235 $20 million in
new mortgage money was funneled into
Spokane. A million of that went for real
estate commissions. But when Spokane Re-
source Advocates dug Into a lot of these
deals they found what an investigator for
Chairman Patman's committee called “the
worst money-grabbing and the worst attitude
on the part of local FHA authorities” of any
of the citles he'd investigated. For example,
Spokane Resource Advocates brought this
house to the attention of Chairman Patman’s
man. Bought for $750 in 1970 after it had
been gutted by fire, it was sold six months
later for over $13,000 with FHA approval. We
tried to find out how much money had been
put into rehabilitating this house, but the
realtor involved wouldn't tell us. But what
worrles the old couple who bought it is not
so0 much the money as their safety. Their
home still sits shored up on the charred main
beam left after the fire. Another exhibit, this
house, bought for $6,900, then resold quickly
for $11,000, with FHA approval, According
to the FHA this house didn’t need rehabil-
itating. So far the people who bought it have
discovered the roof leaks and needs to be re-
placed; the wiring Is faulty and needs to be
replaced, as does the water heater. The FHA
calls this house one of their “mistakes."”
‘There is another interesting house. It is a
derelict, 1ast occupled over a year ago. In 1966
its market value was a thousand dollars. Cur-
rently it carrles an FHA appraisal of $14,000.
A man who knows real estate looked at this
house and laughed. The role of Spokane Re-
source Advocates in focusing congressional
attention on Spokane and in drying up fed-
eral housing money Infuriated the real estate
community. They were especlally angry at
the man who heads up this small group of
social activists. His name is Raymond Rasch-
ko, 32 years old, seven years a resident of
Spokane, a graduate social worker, recipient
of the Office of Economic Opportunities ur-
ban service award. (One of Raschko's chief
critics, J. S. Rosemond, president of Far West
Securlties.)

J. 5. RosemonDd. I believe these statements
were sent in to Mr. Patman's committee
by the Spokane Resource Advocates. I do not
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know whether Mr. Raschko was the author
of the statements. But I do belleve they
came from the Spokane Resource Advocates
group. This is what I don't like the new
media putting out in the city of Spokane,
because it's falsehood, actual falsehoods.
They're not true facts.

Warrace. A group that calls itself the
Spokane Self-Help Development Committee
sat down last month to see what could be
done to get FHA 2356 money coming into
Spokane again. Its angriest rhetoric revolved
pro and con around Ray Raschko.

JAMES BLacKE. And what has he accom-
plished? He's accomplished the stopping of
& program. It—he's got the buyers all bugged.
He'’s been in their houses—each of the buy-
ers bugging him about these things, He sent
out slanted questionnaires. He's got the peo-
ple to the point where they wouldn't like
Santa Claus.

RascHEO. This is something that bothers
me greatly, to somehow kick the evidence
by kicking me. Now, that does not help the
people themselves, you know, and if we say
we're concerned about them, we—why do we
do things like that? The entire proceedings
today have been nothing more than an at-
tempt to discredit the hearings that took
place in October.

Vorce. I think that you must remember
that you're taking in a lot of territory and
it’s unwarranted. You're charging this panel
with anything, and we've got you back here
by special permission and at our indulgence,
and you can go ahead and talk about this
thing, but you go ahead, but don’t you
charge us with anything, because you are
wrong.

Warrace. One thing was not brought up In
this hearing. Two days after the Patman
committee report was published Ray Raschko
had recelved a death threat. According to
the FEI, which entered the case because the
malils were used, the threat is under active
investigation. We asked Raschko if he takes
it serlously.

RascHEO. Well, to be honest with you, at
first I did not take it serlously at all, maybe
because sometimes I don’'t take myself that
seriously, or as being that lmportant in
reference to a threat to some people. But it
was in the last week . .. I find myself taking
it a little more serlously than I did.

WarrLace. Then Raschko surmised why the
community is so angry.

RascHEKO. They like Spokane as it is. They
like to make money in Spokane. They like
to live in Spokane. They like to be not
bothered by other people,

WALLACE. John McClaughlin apparently
was another bother. He is not a member of
Raschko’s group. He has been in the real
estate business for fourteen years, managed
a local title insurance company. He began
to cooperate with Raschko after a con-
ference in which his company’s policy made
clear.

McCLavGHLIN. But this was a very high
level conference, at which we were posed
with problems that existed in soclety, and
we were told that we had to get involved
in these solutions to these problems; that
we were the solutions to these problems, and
that nothing would be done unless we did
get involved.

WaLLAcE. So John McClaughlin did get in-
volved, agreed to serve on one of Raschko's
panels. This 18 what happened.

McCravcHLIN. When it was found that I
was geing to be a member of the panel, the
real estate Industry stopped support of Trans-
America Title Insurance Company, of which
I was then manager. Our orders fell off from,
say, twenty a day to five a day, and it con-
tinued like that.

This finally culminated in my being re-
placed as manager, and I believe that it
finally culminated in my termination by
TransAmerica. I've tried to get other jobs
in Spokane along this line, but unfortu-
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nately . . . I can't. I think that the people
that are in this industry have said no, John
McClaughlin can't get a job in Spokane.

‘Watrrace. The firm that fired McClaughlin
would tell us only that It was a manage-
ment decision. A similar company that al-
most hired him but didn’t wouldn't com-
ment, beyond the rhetorical question: Would
you hire a man who gave your industry a
black eye? Our investigation of what hap-
pened to this man led us to this man, Wal-
lace Bostwick, director of the FHA office in
Spokane. He refused to be interviewed on
film, but he testified at this hearing, It turns
out that Bostwlck’'s name 1s on the share-
holders’ list of the same company that re-
fused to hire Johm McClaughlin, Chairman
Wright Patman regards the fact of Bostwick's
stock ownership in the title insurance com-
pany as an apparent conflict of interest, and
his committee is investigating. So we come
back to the hearing. Fifteen hours of testi-
mony, & lot of satisfled 235 home owners
brought forward, and there are many in Spo-
kane, as elsewhere in the country. But when
it came down to questions about how many
people felt they were abused by whom and
how, this is what happened.

RascHEO. We have recelved 87 formal writ-
ten complaints of a serious nature concern-
ing these homes, and this is approximately
fifty-one per cent of all of these houses that
have been brought into this program in Spo-
kane today.

Mr. Brack. Rashko says he has 87 or some
major complaints. I suggest to you that he's
been in these houses coaching these people
on these complaints. We did go to every
house that we were involved in at the start
of this thing and we did have some com-
plaints, but we felt that we came away with
satisfaction from everybody. He's got the
FHA so scared to death that right now—
that they’re so tough . . . that they—you

can't get a program through them.
WomaN. I have dealt with the very same

people that the real estate men are sitting
up here and saying, you know, I work over-
time; you know, I do this and I do that. And
these poor dumb folks, they just don’t un-
derstand what's golng on. The truth Is, yes,
that the poor dumb folk have not had an
opportunity before to buy a home. But the
very shrewd realtor has had a very good op-
portunity to take full advantage of the poor
dumb folk,

J. 8. RosemonD, I will not say that we are
not whitewashing some of the abuses that
we've been having, because there have been
some abuses, But I will not stand for peo-
plv¢ making statements, that the program
has not given decent housing to people in
Spokane In ninety per cent or more of the
Ccases.

Rascuko. You know, we've been accused,
you know, of exaggerating the amount of
abuses in Spokane, you know, as If, you
know—if it was only ten per cent, that’s
okay—you know, and I would seriously ques-
tion that. But I also serlpusly question the
ten per cent.

Voice. Yet every single one of your abuses
simply vanishes In smoke when you get
down to the hard facts.

RascEEO. Yes, I'm sure, with all the straw-
men that—you know, that you've been put-
ting together all day, and lighting, and if
they go up in smoke, this looks very true.
You can feel very comfortable. I only ask
you to go out and physically view these
houses.

WaLrace. And so this angry dispute goes
on. In the meantime there are still fami-
lies who live in substandard 235 homes. Rob~
ert Schroeder is one of them. He paid $10,-
000 for his home last year. Its previous mar-
ket price had been $3,000 and the FHA had
said it needed no rehabilitation.

Scaroeper. To get any outlets to work
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in the diningroom we have to turn—Iit may
sound funny, gentlemen, but it isn't—the
basement lights on to make them work.
Now we have no outlets whatsoever in the
diningroom, except one, because all the lights
in the basement have shorted out, eXcept
one, and that's the one over the washing
machine. When the wind blows in this
house—I don't know if any of you gentle-
men. . ..

I'm sure you have been through Grand
Canyon. I've got Grand Canyon through the
front room.

WaLrace, Mr, Schroeder testified that he
went to the local FHA office . . . to his con~
gressman . ., . even to his senator, Henry
Jackson. He said they all told him there was
nothing they could do.

That raises an important question: Can
nothing be done for Mr. Schroeder . . . and
hundreds . . . perhaps thousands of 235
homeowners like him around the country
. + « perhaps in your hometown?

What is going to happen—as well—to men
like Ray Raschko and John MecClaughlin?
Those are questions Housing BSecretary
George Romney will be asked to answer when
he testifies later this month before Chailr-
man Patman’'s committee,

WELFARE REFORM VERSUS
REVENUE SHARING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BUrRkE)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BUREE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, for those people who have not
read the newspapers during the past 24
hours, I will say we have learned that a
special truth squad, so-called, has been
set up by the Republican National Com-
mittee, and this squad is going to go
around the country to sell revenue shar-
ing. It is my understanding that a former
head of the sales department of the
Procter & Gamble Soap Co., is going to
head this squad. I imagine that this
group will be known for its soft soaping
of the American public. I can imagine
the type of soap opera that they will put
on, trying to sell this nefarious scheme to
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, everyone knows how
quickly things move today, one develop-
ment leads to another and how briefly
things remain the same. However, I am
amazed at how quickly things have
changed in the campaign for revenue
sharing in the last few weeks. Just a
short 3 weeks ago, I delivered a speech
on the floor of the House discussing the
exaggerated claims of the national
budget and even more dangerous impli-
cations of revenue sharing. At that time,
I had to admit that I was sticking my
neck out and was inevitably going to be
subjected to one of the truly great pres-
sure campaigns in recent memory. At
the time it seemed that in addition to
the administration here in Washington,
every local and State official across the
country was clamoring for relief, not
some time in the future, but here and
now—right away. The ranks of the reve-
nue-sharing forces seem solid, united,
well-organized, and well-financed.

Today, just a short 4 weeks later, the
change which has taken place is truly
remarkable. The proponents of revenue
sharing are fighting and arguing
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amongst themselves. Here in Washing-
ton, the Governors of diverse States and
mayors of large cities, who a few weeks
ago were beating the drums for an idea,
a concept yet to be spelied out—revenue
sharing—have been reported with not-
able frequency in the daily press as in-
creasingly critical of the details of the
administration’s revenue-sharing pro-
posals as they have been spelled out.
Hardly a day goes by that some Senator
or Representative in the legislature of
my own State has not contacted me
indicating that they, too, were develop-
ping serious reservations about revenue
sharing, and were looking at some of the
more attractive alternatives. A few weeks
ago the news from Massachusetts seemed
to be that the whole legislature was ir-
revocably committed to revenue sharing
at all costs. Newspapers which had only
a few weeks ago pictured the astute
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee as out of touch with urban
America of the 1970’s and dragging his
feet on much needed reforms are now
praising him as the truly creative man
we knew him to be all along, crediting
him with fathering one of the potentially
greatest pieces of legislation of the cen-
tury, certainly the decade, and admitting
for the first time that there is more than
one way to take the States and cities and
towns of this country out of the dilemma
that confronts them, out of the fiscal
chaos they are swimming in, out of the
quicksand of ever-increasing burdens,
both financial and administrative.

The fact is that some quarters in the
last few hours have already begun to
write the epitaph for what was for a
short few months one of the most trend-
setting ideas ever to be trotted in front of
the grandstand of mass political appeal.
Siripped of its trappings and more care-
fully thought-out alternatives substi-
tuted, the idea of revenue sharing must
present a sorry sight, indeed, to those
that a few short months ago were hail-
ing it as the solution for most of the Na-
tion’s problems. Rather than watch it die
a slow and ungainly death, observe it
bogged down hopelessly in interminable
controversy and discussion, some seem
to have decided that the best thing is to
abandon it and bury it as quickly as possi.-
ble, A few weeks ago it was an idea
whose time had come; today it seems to
be in danger of being written off.

While I am not going to be quick to
join those who have written it off com-
pletely or those who have observed it
has not a chance of getting through Con-
gress, I certainly do feel that the appeal
is fast wearing off and the revenue shar-
ing movement is not sweeping the coun-
try. It has become bogged down. If has
suffered severe setbacks. Its very sim-
plicity contained the seeds of its own
downfall. Presented as a panacea for pro-
found and deep-rooted problems, it ran
into the justifiable skepticism it deserved.
As I have said repeatedly, no one dis-
agreed with the analysis of the prob-
lems which prompted the proposal. No
one is disagreeing that the mayors and
Governors around the Nation are con-
fronted with some of the most staggering
burdens shouldered by local officials in
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our Nation’s history. No one is disagree-
ing that one of the most alarming aspects
of the situation is that there seems to be
no end in sight. To me there was always
something artificial about the enthusi-
asm for the proposal, something manu-
factured.

I readily confess that if I were a mayor
confronted with the nightmare of stag-
gering debt confronting many of our
cities and towns, it would be a happy
solution to wake up one morning to find
a blank check from Uncle Sam in the
mailbox. But while a mayor’s enthusiasm
would be understandable, I fail to see
how this would necsesarily be translated
into popular support.

Now some have been able to trace the
origins of the idea of revenue sharing
back to the early 1950’s and to the eco-
nomic advisers of former administra-
tions. They have been credited with first
proposing the idea in any elaborate or
systematic form. Even if this is the case,
there can be no denial that the idea only
took on life in the past year. And then,
suddenly it was an idea whose time had
come. Suddenly no one needed to be a
lawyer or an economist to understand a
major revenue proposal. The man in the
street could comprehend it as quickly as
the Council of Economic Advisers.

If you stop to think about it, you could
trace the basic concept behind revenue
sharing to the early days of division in
our Republic which saw the start of a
debate which continues to the present.
Although the succeeding years seem to
have favored a strong National Govern-
ment instead of a weak confederation of
strong States, the debate has never been
resolved. Behind the revenue-sharing
camouflage, there is a strong bias for
States’ rights at the expense of a strong
Central Government. There is really
very little essential difference between to-
day’s new federalism with a return of
power to the local components and old
federalism with its distrust of a strong
Central Government. I am convinced
that one of the major reasons for the
disaffection of large numbers of legisla-
tors who were publicly embracing the
concept just a short while ago because
it constituted a novel innovation is that
they suddenly realized what it all boiled
down to. If this idea was, in fact, to be
the hallmark of the times, an idea whose
time had come, then we would have been
entering an era which would have wit-
nessed the reversal of the whole con-
stitutional thrust of the last 150 years, a
trend toward decentralization and the
gradual dismantling of the whole net-
work of nationwide standards and pro-
grams that have developed over the Na-
tion’s history. For no one is feolish
enough to believe that the $5 or $16 bil-
lion request this year is the real goal of
this program. This is merely the open-
ing round of a long drive to divert an in-
creasingly larger percentage of Federal
funds away from existing programs into
the blank-check category.

With the only criterion of how the
funds will be distributed, the mathe-
matical test of which State is making the
biggest tax effort, the great pockets of
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poverty, hunger, and illiteracy in this
country are understandably worried
about their future prospects. Similarly,
are those forced to live in the jungles we
call cities, strangled as they are by the
chaos, violence, and breakdown that is
the lot of city folk today across the Na-
tion. What is there which could possibly
attract them in a plan which is tanta-
mount to asking them to turn their backs
on the one place they could look to over
the years for a helping hand? Mayors
are beginning to express the view that too
much of the proposed distributed reve-
nues will stick in State hands. They are
only too well aware that most of the
great strides of the last 50 years in the
fleld of social reform were accomplished
only through concerted action at the na-
tional level. What evidence do we possess
that every State has been so reformed
during the last 50 years that the tene-
ment dwellers of the cities across the
Nation no longer have to look to the Fed-
eral Government to help them out of
conditions more complicated than those
presented 50 years ago by sweatshops
and child labor?

The budget proposed for 1972—that
same budget which proposes revenue
sharing—displays a “constant pattern
of cutbacks and reductions of wurban
programs and a low priority of funds for
the cities.” Facing the prospect of a fu-
ture without the full force and power of
the Federal Government behind the
spending of Federal funds, organized
labor at its recent convention was led
to observe that, while responsive to needs,
State and local school authorities “have
tended to slight the serious educational
needs” of minorities, the poor, the handi-
capped, and non-English-speaking chil-
dren,

In other words, the thing to remem-
ber is that the rush of Federal programs
which were passed during the Eennedy-
Johnson era after years of debate and
struggle did not spring out of thin air.
They were only pushed through both
Houses of Congress after it became pain-
fully eclear that serious problems had
been neglected for far too long across
this Nation. In proposing to divert funds
from these approved programs simply
because they have proved unworkable in
isolated instances or produced volumes
of redtape in others, is to turn one’s
back on the problems the programs were
designed to solve. Simply to divert
funds from programs which have been
justifiably criticized because of specific
shortcomings is to aect too hastily. The
problems they were designed to combat
would still remain. Newspaper accounts
of the past few years should have con-
vinced every Member here by now that
the problems are serious and cannot be
wished away.

We should be absolutely sure before
responsibility for their solution is ab-
dicated to local government that local
government is able to assume the re-
sponsibility. To judge from the past per-
formance of local governments across
the eountry in matters such as welfare,
medicaid, and education, there is every
reason to be doubtful that there are
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many cities, States, or towns that are
ready for added responsibilities. I am
not sure that the problems confronting
the Nation are all superhuman, but I
have a strong suspicion that many of
them are superlocal. The approach of a
rational man and a deliberative body in
all of this, it seems, is to face the need to
change existing programs in a spirit of
construective criticism and reform, not
destructive.

As I have said before, many existing
programs are properly described as reve-
nue sharing, and in addition possess the
invaluable plus which the present reve-
nue-sharing proposals either lack or de-
liberately avoid. When funds are dis-
tributed under existing grants-in-aid,
they are channeled in a manner so as
to establish across the land minimum
standards in certain categories. I, for
one, do not intend to advocate the ab-
dication by the Federal Government of
its responsibilities for these standards.
I, for one, do not intend to watch the
hard-won gains of the past 50 years be
wined away with the passage of a bill or
two this session. Ironically, I cannot help
but observe that historically this Na-
tion was only able to stomach the
thought of a graduated income tax on
the national jevel, the idea having proved
too big for any State to swallow on its
own. In fact, there are still some States—
some of the States which are fighting
the hardest for the revenue-sharing pro-
posal—which have yet to put their own
financial house in order to the extent
of accepting a graduated State income
tax, so hard do some prejudices die.

But it would be wrong to lose sight
of the opportunity presented by the
great national movement for revenue
sharing. We should not forget that there
is some good to be salvaged out of most
situations no matter how problem ridden.
I think that we are in a position to do
today what was unthinkable just a few
short months ago. Today the climate is
right for a major reform by the Federal
Government in what is perhaps the most
controversial area imaginable—welfare.
If we were to begin this year to take over
the responsibility for the administration
of a national system of welfare and foot
the entire bill, then we would not only
be tackling a problem which needs tack-
ling at all costs, but we would also be
accomplishing at the same time what the
proponents of revenue sharing have set
out to do—removing a significant finan-
cial burden from the shoulders of local
officials across the Nation. It makes no
sense to argue that in doing so we would
be taking the burden off the shoulders
of only the Governors and State officials,
since in most States welfare is a State
rather than a city matter. Relieved of
their welfare burdens, the States around
the country would then be in a position
to use the freed financia] resources at
their command for worthwhile local
projects. They would be spending locally
generated funds for locally approved
projects on both a statewide and local
level. Whether the cities and towns get
their fair share in a situation such as
this will depend on the ability of the
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cities and towns to see to it that their
interests are considered in the State
legislature.

Nor is there a State in this country
whose welfare burden is not something
the State would prefer to be without.
Those that argue that some States would
realize more than others under this pro-
gram are overlooking the fact that those
States with the heaviest welfare burdens
also happen to be those States which
contribute the most to the Central Gov-
ernment in Federal taxes. Far better to
live with this inequity than to adopt the
inequities of the administration’s reve-
nue-sharing proposals which, in my own
State of Massachusetts, for instance, end
up distributing to one of our most pros-
perous suburbs, Newton, twice the
amount earmarked for either Fall River
or New Bedford—classic examples of
cities in desperate need for Federal fi-
nancial relief where unemployment is
staggering, industry is dying, ghettos
exist, and riots have already occurred.
Within the logical framework of the Fed-
eral revenue-sharing proposals, those
cities and towns which can afford to raise
more taxes will receive more Federal
moneys. The old story once again of the
haves getting more, while the have-nots
get proportionately less.

In other words, granted we are in a
situation where the country is ready for
some dramatic redistribution of Federal
funds to the local communities. Not only
can we accomplish this but something
else as well. We can do something in the
field of welfare which should have been
done some time ago. Today, this great
country is experiencing the sorry situa-
tion of mass migration for no other rea-
son than to take advantage of the dif-
ferences in welfare payments in one
community over another. Those commu-
nities which are doing the best job and
sometimes the biggest job are forced to
do an even bigger job, simply because of
the absence of national standards in wel-
fare administration. In this light, all of
the publicity and effort expended in the
revenue-sharing drive will not have been
in vain, if, in the end, it contributed to
creating the climate for major congres-
sional action on this problem.

What I am saying is that there is pretty
well widespread agreement on the need
for some kind of revenue sharing. Where
we disagree is on what kind of revenue
sharing. We disagree on the best for-
mula for distribution. These matters can
be ironed out. I do not think anybody
should be geared only to the first thought
that comes along. Second thoughts are
sometimes more mature and can be the
result of sober reflection and serious con-
sideration of possible alternatives. Con-
sidering the alternatives, T think wel-
fare reform and assumption by the Fed-
eral Government is far and above the
most substantial service we could per-
form for the American public this ses-
sion, Talk about an idea whose time has
come; you are talking about welfare
reform.

‘We could be living in momentous times
in the weeks and months ahead, which
later Congresses will look back upon as
days when Congress finally got down to
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some serious legislation. Presently, the
Ways and Means Committee is consider-
ing H.R. 1 which contains in its original
form the basis for discussion and seed
for development of some form of welfare
reform legislation. I refer to the family
assistance plan provisions. These provi-
sions can be refashioned and remade in
such a manner as to approach meaning-
ful welfare reform. Today it is difficult
to predict what the final form will be.
The main reason for speaking today is
not to spell out the specifics which are
still taking shape, but rather simply to
let the country know that even the pro-
ponents of the administration’s revenue-
sharing bill should not lose hope because
their measure has suffered severe set-
backs. Things may well work out better
than they ever dared hope.

I want to point out to the Members of
the House that the distinguished chair-
man of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, WILBUrR MILLS, in my opinion is
one of the most solid and well informed
Members of the U.S. Congress. He is a
man who has given this subject a great
deal of study and thought in depth, and
I am sure he is going to come out of that
committee before the Easter recess with
a recommendation to help solve the prob-
lems of welfare in this Nation. I think we
should all listen to him and pay attention
to his recommendations. He has given
unstintingly of his time toward the solu-
tion of this problem. He understands rev-
enue sharing better, I believe, than any
Governor in this Nation. WiLsur MiLis
will come out with legislation that will
be the hallmark of this Congress. It will
be legislation that will be the first giant
step taken in this great country of ours
toward curing the ills and problems
caused by welfare, and I believe the Gov-
ernors of this Nation—and I refer spe-
cifically to my own Governor of Massa-
chusetts and the Governor of New York
—should wait and see and study the rec-
ommendations that are going to be made
by the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee on this welfare problem, because it
will be revenue sharing, it will relieve the
States of the terrible burden they pres-
ently have, and it will be the first step
taken in the last 50 years toward correct-
ing the real problems of welfare.

PRESERVE BUFFALO'S RAILROAD
PASSENGER SERVICE TO CHICAGO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RoN-
carLio). Under a previous order of the
House, the Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HaLrery) for
5 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, last
month Congressman Kemp introduced
H.R. 4570 which would incorporate a rail
passenger route from New York City to
Chicago by way of Buffalo into the Na-
tional Rail Passenger System now being
formulated. I rise to add my support to
Congressman Kemp’s bill.

The new rail passenger program has
been widely hailed as perhaps the best
approach to the nationwide problem of
vanishing passenger service by railroad.
The consensus is that this program has
a good chance of being successful, and if
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s0, will mark a new chapter in the trans-
portation of persons in this country. I
agree with Congressman Kemp that this
development is encouraging after so
many years of receding train service.

I was greatly disappointed, however,
when the Department of Transportation
presented its proposed rail transporta-
tion network for consideration and
found that direct Buffalo-Chicago rail
passenger service was completely
omitted.

For many years, Buffalo has enjoyed,
and depended on, rail service to Chi-
cago. The region in which Buffalo is cen-
tered has made decided progress in eco-
nomic growth in past decades, and I am
convinced that a large measure of this
development is due to the rapport and
direct communication with Chicago and
points west, as well as with the cities
which lie between Buffalo and Chicago.
Accordingly, it follows that to sever this
vital communieation link with Chicago
and other points could well damage and
curtail further development for this im-
portant region of western New York.

I called attention to the fact that
Buffalo has long had direct service to
Chicago. The passenger trains linking
Buffalo and Chicago were among those
the Penn Central Railroad attempted to
drop in its proposed discontinuance of
34 trains early in 1970. The Interstate
Commerce Commission blocked the mass
withdrawal of these trains.

Mr. President, the ICC for many years
has had jurisdiction over rail passenger
train matters. We must therefore
acknowledge that the Commission has
acquired a measure of expertise in evalu-
ating the overall worth of particular seg-
ments of train service. Accordingly, I
was greatly encouraged when the ICC
urged the Secretary of Transportation
to recommend the addition of certain
points to be included in the National Rail
Passenger System. Among the Commis-
sion’s suggested additions was a direct
run from Boston through Buffalo and
on westward to Chicago.

Mr. Speaker, I consider this suggestion
of the ICC most significant in that it
provides for direct service between
Buffalo and Chicago. I would like to point
out that the network presently incor-
porated in the system already provides
for direct New York to Buffalo service.
Therefore, the addition of passenger
service to points west of Buffalo would
achieve the objective of H.R. 4570.

I believe it would be entirely wrong
to cut off Buffalo’s rail passenger service
contact with points to the West, including
Chicago. I strongly urge my fellow Mem-
bers of the House to support H.R. 4570,
which would make such curtailment
impossible.

ANNIVERSARY OF HOUSE
PASSAGE OF HAWAII STATEHOOD
BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the Chair
recognizes the gentleman from Hawail
(Mr. Marsunaca) for 15 minutes.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, it was
12 years ago, on March 12, 1959, that the
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House of Representatives approved leg-
islation providing for the admission of
Hawaii as the 50th State of the Union.
The House action followed that of the
Senate, which, on the preceding day, had
passed the legislation by an overwhelm-
ing majority. It was highly gratifying to
the people of Hawaii that the House vote
was decisively in favor of statehood for
Hawaii.

In the intervening period of a dozen
years since that momentous occasion,
the people of Hawali have earnestly
sought to translate their sense of pro-
found gratitude into a program of re-
sponsible action. The record shows indis-
putably that they have achieved notable
success in that effort.

They have helped others to realize that
Hawaii's noncontiguous position, once
thought to be a serious stumbling block
to statehood, has absolutely no effect on
its working efficiency as a State. They
have demonstrated that people are not
any the less Americans because they hap-
pen to live on an island.

They have shown that people of diverse
cultural origins, instead of being a handi-
cap on the rest of the Nation, can by
their contributions make their State a
showcase of American democracy. They
have helped to weave a pattern of living
which inspired the late beloved Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy, who chose the
yvoungest State as the most appropriate
site for his first major civil rights speech,
to say, “Hawaii is what the United States
is striving to be.”

The record of achievements of the peo-
ple of Hawaii since being granted state-
hood is a source of great pride to them,
but they are not so interested in saying
“didn't we tell you so,” as they are in re-
affirming their faith in the United States
and in meeting their responsibilities to
the Nation under statehood. They view
the past 12 years as a period of fulfill-
ment and accomplishment, but they also
look forward eagerly to the challenges
and promises that the future holds for
Hawaii.

Looming large among Hawail's major
responsibilities of the future is the
strengthening of the bridge that it rep-
resents between the east and the west for
international cooperation and world
peace. This is a role which will become
increasingly vital as our withdrawal of
troops from Southeast Asia falls to the
point of no military involvement in that
part of the world.

One of the Nation’s greatest invest-
ments in peace, the East-West Center,
brought into being in 1959 by the prin-
cipal efforts of the then Senator Lyndon
B. Johnson, the then delegate to Con-
gress from Hawaii, John A. Burns, and
Congressman JoHN J. ROONEY of New
York, finds its home in Hawaii. At this
great institution Asians and Americans
have been granted and continue to have
an opportunity to meet one another in
an academic and social environment
which lends itself to a dynamic program
of interchange in which the participants
begin better to understand one another’s
problems, and to work out mutually ac-
ceptable solutions. How much better this
is than deciding issues on the battlefield.
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Mr. Speaker, on the occasion of the
12th anniversary of the passage of the
Hawaii statehood bill by the Congress,
therefore, I rise not only to express the
gratitude of the people of Hawaii, but
also to state their resolve to contribute
their full share towards a greater Amer-
ica in a better world. It is the resolve of
a young and vibrant State, one that will
continue to take its place among the
United States with pride and to serve
with honor and distinction the Union
of which it has become an inseparable
part.

FULL SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS
FOR WOMEN AT AGE 62

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. St GER-
MAIN) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, on the
first day of this Congress I introduced
HR. 62, legislation that gives a retire-
ment break to women who have worked
for most of their lives. It would change
the social security law so that women
with 30 years of coverage—120 quar-
ters—could retire at age 62 without any
reduction in their benefits. Under pres-
ent law there is a financial penalty for
retiring before 65. Thus, a person retir-
ing at 62 is entitled to only 80 percent of
normal retirement benefits.

Today I am reintroducing H.R. 62 with
100 cosponsors. It is my hope that the
Ways and Means Committee will take
cognizance of this support from so many
Members of the House, and include the
provisions of H.R. 62 in this year's social
security bill.

On February 2 I wrote to Chairman
Mirrs, noting that with the country's
present critical unemployment situation,
the passage of this bill would be espe-
cially timely. It would open up thousands
of jobs for Americans who are now look-
ing for work.

Though the Ways and Means Commit-
tee has requested departmental reports, a
thorough cost analysis of the bill is not
yet completed. From my own investiga-
tions, however, it is clear that the social
security trust fund can easily absorb the
added costs for the immediate future.

This bill is not a “giveaway.” This leg-
islation is a measure of recognition for
hardworking, productive Americans who
have already contributed far more to our
country than any benefits they will draw
from the social security fund. It is a
recognition for the contribution which
women have made toward the economic
and social development of our Nation
over the past generation.

On behalf of all the Members who have
cosponsored this bill, and the thousands
of women from every part of the country
who have declared their support, I ask
that this body act favorably and expedi-
tiously on this legislation.

REVENUE SHARING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the Chair
recognizes the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. AxpErsoN) for 60 minutes.
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Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois, Mr.
Speaker, Yesterday the distinguished
chairman of the Government Operations
Committee took the well of the House
to discuss the President’s proposal for
general revenue sharing. The gentleman
said that his purpose was to “help the
people of this country understand a lit-
tle more about revenue sharing than
they now understand.” I believe this
concern that the public develop a better
understanding of the complicated and
far-reaching issues involved in revenue
sharing is highly commendable—espe-
cially on the part of one already bur-
dened with such a huge load of responsi-
bilities as the gentleman from Califor-
nia. But in looking over the gentleman’s
statement and the colloquy that ensued
with a number of his Democratic col-
leagues, I wonder whether or not more
confusion than clarification resulted
from that dialog.

To begin with, the chairman strongly
implies that the present fiscal crisis of
the States and localities—which has
made revenue sharing necessary—re-
sults largely from what he conceives to
be the misguided economic policies of
the Nixon administration over the past
2 years. He states that the first act of
the Nixon administration was to disman-
tle economic policies that had resulted
in a “5l5-percent average annual growth
in productivity for 8 years” and replace
them with ‘“policies that have resulted
in the highest unemployment in 20
vears.” Recognizing that everyone should
be permitted to indulge in a little hyper-
bole and exaggeration for rhetorica] ef-
fect, I must nevertheless point out that,
according to this year's CEA report, pro-
ductivity growth in the economy during
the years of the past two Democratic ad-
ministrations was actually about a little
over half—3.5 percent annually—of what
the chairman claims and that the last
time we reached the current unemploy-
ment rate was 10 years ago—not 20.

But even after we have liberally dis-
counted the gentleman’'s claim about
economic growth under Democratic ad-
ministrations, the question remains as
to just how and in just what ways the
state of the economy is of significance
for the condition of State and loecal fi-
nances.

At this point, I believe the question of
revenue elasticity enters into the pie-
ture; that is, the degree to which the
tax base is responsive to changes in GNP.
In an earlier statement I made to this
body on revenue sharing, I pointed out
that over 60 percent of State govern-
ment tax revenue stems from sources
that grow anywhere from 0.3 to 0.9 per-
cent for every 1 percent of growth in
GNP. Local governments, still dependent
for over 80 percent of their revenues on
the property tax, also must rely on tax
sources that grow considerably slower
than the GNP. Revenues from Federal
corporate and income taxes, by contrast,
grow considerably faster than the econ-
omy—ifrom 1.3 to 1.5 percent for each
1 percent GNP increase—so that rela-
tively speaking, it is the Federal Govern-
ment that gets the real benefit from the
high-level economic performance of
which the gentleman speaks.
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By contrast, let us consider what might
be called the “inflation elasticities” of
the two levels of government. Between
1960 and 1970, the price level for all sec-
tors of the economy increased 31 percent.
But the index for those goods and serv-
ices which the Federal Government pur-
chased rose 43 percent and for those of
State and local government 54 percent.
This means that for each 1l-percent in-
crease in the cost of living, the cost of
goods and services purchased by the Fed-
eral Government increases 1.4 percent
and those of the State and local govern-
ment rise nearly 1.8 percent. The con-
clusion I draw from this is that the tax
revenue and expenditure structures of
State and local governments are such
that their fiscal situation is injured mueh
more by inflation than it is aided by eco-
nomic growth. And that if overly rapid
economic growth is purchased at the
price of an overheated economy—which
inevitably produces strong inflationary
forces—State and local governments suf-
fer.

So0, Mr. Speaker, let us not blame the
economic policies of the Nixon adminis-
tration for the current fiscal crunch at
the State and local level. As the above
figures readily show, the gains State and
local governments received as a result
of the economic growth under Demo-
cratic economic policies were offset many
times by the losses that stemmed from
the rampant inflation touched off by
these same policies. What President
Nixon has attempted to do is put the
brakes on this inflationary spiral and
the 3315 -percent reduction in the rate of
the CPI increase from the first to the
fourth quarter last year indicates that
he is having no small amount of success.

But regardless of the state of the econ-
omy and of the relative impact of infla-
tion and economic growth, there would
still be a fiscal crisis at the local and
State level simply because demands and
needs are growing faster than revenues.
Indeed, the gentleman from California
seems to admit this by suggesting that
if more revenue is needed, then it should
be up to lecal and State officials to take
the responsibility for raising it. To pro-
pose a system of revenue sharing, he
argues, is only to pass the tax-levying
buck from mayors and Governors to
Congress:

(The President) offers taxpayers the false
hope of tax rellef and the county supervi-
sors, mayors and state legislators, the hope of
immunity from the politically difficult job
of raising taxes to meet rising local needs, At
the same time he turns the burden of taxing
the same local pecple over to Congress.

But are we in fact just transferring
the job of “taxing the same local peo-
ple”? I think not. The plain fact is that
each dollar of Federal income tax levied
falls on a quite different group than each
dollar of State and local taxes. For as
long as I can remember, the Democratic
Party has touted itself as the champion
of the “little guy”"—the low and middle
classes—yet here we have a leading
spokesman of that party saying it would
be better to raise additional revenue
from taxes which bear much more heav-
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ily on the low-income groups. For exam-
ple, those earning less than $6,000 an-
nually contribute only 4.5 percent of
the Federal income tax dollar, but al-
most 16 percent of the sales tax dollar
and 17 percent of the property tax dol-
lar—the two primary sources of local and
State revenue. Put another way, in 1968
those between $2,000 and $4,000 annual
income contributed about 3.5 percent of
their income to Federal income taxes,
but almost 16 percent to local and State
taxes. So when we talk about shifting
some of the tax burden to the Federal
tax system we are not talking about
merely passing the buck for taxing the
“same local people.” What we are in fact
talking about is shifting the tax burden
in the direction of greater equitability or
toward those best able to pay. By being
content to indulge in mere political snip-
ing on this important issue, I am afraid
the distinguished chairman has missed
the important social policy issue implicit
in this aspect of revenue sharing.

This takes me one step further. It was
surprising enough to find the gentleman
from California engaging in a stout de-
fense of regressive taxation, but reading
along further, I find that he is joined by
another colleague in an odd colloquy on
the virtues of the current deductibility
allowance for local and State taxes. Since
only about 1 percent of local taxes and
less than 20 percent of State taxes come
from income levies, the $8.5 billion boon
that results from this provision accrues
largely from property and consumption
tax deductions. In light of the figures I
have just presented on the incidence of
these kinds of taxes among income levels,
I wonder just how desirable this new
source of “revenue sharing” found by
these gentlemen is after all. Moreover,
the gentlemen surely know that less
than a quarter of those with incomes
under $7,000 itemize, and therefore, po-
tentially can make use of this deduction,
whereas almost all taxpayers in higher
income groups do.

In making these points my purpose
has not been to make any all-out brief
for progressive taxation, although I do
think that is one important goal we must
have in mind as we fashion our revenue
systems. Rather it has been to show that
there is a lot more involved in revenue
sharing than passing the tax levying buck
and that in their zeal to reduce the
President’s proposal to merely a political
ploy, the gentleman from California and
his colleagues have only added to the
confusion, and have at least implicitly
endorsed some propositions that I doubt
very much they would adhere to in more
sober moments.

As if one surprise were not enough,
further scrutiny of the transcript of the
chairman’s revenue-sharing seminar
vields still another. This time it is a
round denunciation of “deficit sharing.”
Let me state candidly that I have heard
this criticism on more than one ocecasion,
but never before from the gentleman’s
side of the aisle.

Now let me say two things in response.
No one econtemplates financing revenue
sharing out of a budget deficit indefinite-
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ly. This year the economy is in a state
of slack and that requires—according to
principles now accepted by most econ-
omists—that the Federal Government
spend as if the economy were generating
revenue at full employment. If the econ-
omy moves back in the direection of full
employment as planned during the next
20 months, the deficit gap will be closed.
Surely, the gentleman from California
understands, and I daresay supports, this
full employment budget concept and it,
therefore, perplexes me as to why he
should drag this “deficit sharing” red
herring into the debate.

Beyond that I wonder if there is not a
very blatant contradiction between the
chairman’s blast at “deficit sharing” and
his advocacy of a number of added ap-
propriations that the President felt nec-
essary to veto or curtail on budgetary
grounds during the past year. The gentle-
man suggests we should have spent a
half billion more for education, a half
billion more for urban development pro-
grams, a quarter of a billion more for
health education, $350 million more for
hospital construction and the $9 billion
in various program funds the administra-
tion found it necessary to freeze during
fiscal year 1971.

If we add up all these additional ex-
penditures, my arithmetic suggests that
the gentleman would be perfectly willing
to add $11.6 on top of the expected $18
billion deficit for fiscal year 1971. How-
ever, if we net out the revenue sharing
money from the expected $11.5 billion
deficit for 1972 the deficit would be only
$6.5 billion. Yet, it appears that the
gentleman is scandalized by the thought
of adding $5 billion for revenue sharing
onto what would otherwise be a quite
modest deficit. For the life of me, I sim-
ply cannot understand the logic of the
gentleman'’s objection. Perhaps I should
seek out the counsel of some teacher of
the “new math” to help explain this
budgetary legerdemain.

Finally, let me make one observation
about the chart on the distribution of
revenue-sharing money in Los Angeles
county that the gentleman presents as
evidence that under revenue sharing
“from him that hath shall be taken
away, even that little which he seems to
have.” I submit that even relying on the
gentleman’s own chart, I do not see the
evidence for this assertion. The chart
does point out that the revenue effort
formula for distributing local funds is
not without flaw, because it is biased
in favor of the quite rare “industrial
suburb” with a relatively small popula~
tion and a high property tax base. But
it does not follow from this that “what
we are doing by this formula is giving to
the rich cities a preponderant amount on
this return of revenue, where the need

does not exist.”

According to my calculations, the av-
erage per capita revenue-sharing allo-
cation for each of the 30 odd cities in
Los Angeles County that have a median
per capita income above the average for
the county is $7.30. By contrast, the per
capita return for the 30 cities below the
median per capita income is £8.30. That
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is, the poorer cities will be getting, on
the average, 14 percent more per capital.
To be sure, the gentleman's chart con-
tains a few aberrant examples that would
tend to question the equitability of the
formula. But we must not confuse the
atypical with the general pattern.

Indeed, rather than rely merely on
statistics from Los Angeles County in
evaluating the distribution formula, I be-
lieve it would be more justifiable to look
at broad national patterns. Specifically,
I would call your attention to some very
revealing data contained in a recent
study by the Advisory Commission on In-
tergovernmental Relations. This study
compares the per capita local tax burden
in the central cities of the 37 leading
standard metropolitan statistical areas
with the per capita tax burden in the
noneentral city or suburban peripheries
of these metropolitan areas. Since these
37 SMSA's account for 20 percent of the
population of the Nation and over 50
percent of the local tax base, it is clear
that we are dealing with the basic con-
tours of the situation, not merely a few
aberrant cases.

This study shows that the per capita
loecal tax burden in the central cities of
these major SMSA’s average $200 per
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capita while the average for areas out-
side the central cities is only $150 per
capita. As a percentage of per capita in-
come these tax levels are 7.6 percent for
the central city and 5.6 percent for the
noncentral city. Overall, the noncentral
city areas raise only about 75 percent per
capita as much as the central cities do
in local tax revenues. Since the pass-
through formula is based solely on tax
revenue effort this means that the cen-
tral cities would average one-third more
revenue sharing money per capita than
the more affluent jurisdictions outside the
central city. Chicago, for instance, raises
$203 per capita in local revenue whereas
other jurisdictions in the Chicago SMSA
raise only $123; the pass-through dis-
tribution formula, of course, provides for
proportional benefits. I am appending at
the conclusion of my remarks a chart
compiled from the ACIR study that pro-
vides more vivid illustration of this point
by showing a comparison of per capita
revenue efforts in selected major SMSA’s.
I believe that these figures should lay to
rest once and for all the myth that rev-
enue sharing will be merely a bonanza
for the rich suburbs or that it scatters
its benefits indiseriminately. The chart
follows:

CHART I.—LOCAL TAX EFFORT AND PER CAPITA INCOME IN SELECTED SMSA'S

Central city

Outside central city
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mum level, regardless of how much
money a client earns; and

Fifth, it provides payment for outpa-
tient preseription drugs under the same
formula regulating inpatient drugs as
prescribed under medicare.

Major credit for these proposals, Mr.
Speaker, should go to the large number of
social security beneficiaries in the Fifth
District of North Carolina who suggested
some of these improvements in corre-
spondence with me.

It was on the basis of these suggestions
that I undertook this legislative project,
and I very much appreciate the wisdom
and the counsel and the practical ex-
perience that only our senior citizens can
provide.

I consider their advice a personal and
professional treasure from which I can
continue to draw in dealing with this
issue and others as well.

We have been working on this legisla-
tion for quite some time, trying to in-
corporate those provisions that would
provide the maximum good and meet the
most serious needs of the greatest num-
ber of people.

I believe that as a result of working
with social security beneficiaries them-
selves, I have prepared just such a bill.

I am personally indebted to them for
their participation in this effort, and I
believe it is time we repayed all 25 mil-
lion senior citizens in this country for

their tremendous contributions to our
national life.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the Chair
recognizes the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. Mizert) for 5 minutes.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at this
time to introduce for consideration by
this body some needed amendments to
the Social Security Act of 1935, as
amended.

The purpose of these new amendments
is to provide a level of assistance to our
senior citizens commensurate with their
longtime contributions to our society,
and, more basically, to our revenue
coffers.

No segment of our population has felt
the adverse effects of inflation more
keenly than our senior citizens, most of
whom live on fixed incomes gleaned
from social security benefits and mar-
ginal employment.

This Nation’s elders have for too long
been shortchanged and their needs too

long neglected. I believe it is past time
we remedied those conditions.

This legislation, in essence, provides
for five major improvements in the so-
cial security system as presently con-
stituted.:

First, it provides for a 10-percent,
across-the-board benefits increase for all
social security clients, retroactive to
January 1, 1971;

Second, it provides for automatic an-
nual cost-of-living increases, according
to the same formula prescribed in the
social security amendments bill passed
by this House in the 91st Congress;

Third, it liberalizes the earnings test
determining the amount of income a so-
cial security client can receive, making
it possible for these clients to earn $2,000
a year, rather than the present $1,680,
without suffering a reduction in benefits;

Fourth, it lowers from 72 to 70 the age
at which the earnings test ceases to apply
and benefits are provided at the maxi-

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the Chair
recognizes the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. MiLrLER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today we should take note of America’s
great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a nation. The
increased commitment we have made to
educating this Nation’s youth is reflect-
ed in the fact that in 1968 we spent $659
for each elementary and secondary pupil
in the country. This is compared to the
$95 per pupil we spent in 1920.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
oddress the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Patman, for 30 minutes, today; to
revise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, for 30
minutes, today, and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McEKINNEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. HarrerN, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. AxpersoN of Illinois, for 60 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Mzerr, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MirrER of Ohio, for 5 minutes, to-

day.
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(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. James V. StaNTON), tO re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr, Reuss, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. Rarick, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MaTsuNacA, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, St GeErmMAIN, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr,. McKinNEY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MORSE.

Mr, Price of Texas in three instances.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. HALPERN.

Mr. BELL.

Mr. Kemrp in three instances.

Mr, BROTZMAN.

Mr, Stercer of Arizona

Mr. SPRINGER.

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin.

Mr, ERLENBORN.

Mr. FrenzEL in three instances.

Mr. M1zeLL in two instances.

Mr, WymaN in two instances.

Mr. MICHEL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. James V. StanToN) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr, Rarick in three instances.

Mr. Wirriam D. Forp in two instances.

Mr. HarrinGgTON in two instances.

Mr. AxnNUNzIO in two instances.

Mr. PopeLL in three instances.

Mr. DiNGELL in two instances.

Mr. Dices.

Mr. Casey of Texas in two instances.

Mr. Poucinskl in six instances.

Mr, SisK.

Mr. GonzaLez in two instances.

Mr. JamEes V. STANTON in two instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in two in-
stances.

Mr. Ryax in five instances,

Mr. BENNETT.

Mrs. ABZUG.

Mr. Teacue of Texas in eight instances.

Mr. AnpErson of California in two
instances.

Mr. DRINAN.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 15

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, March 15, 1971, at 12
o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

403, A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a
quarterly report of actual procurement re-
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ceipts for the medical stockpile of civil de-
fense emergency supplies and equipment,
covering the period ended December 31, 1970,
pursuant to section 201(h) of the Federal
Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

404. A letter from the Director, Office of
Emergency Preparedness, Executive Office of
the President, transmitting a copy of the
statistical supplement to the stockpile report,
for the period ended December 31, 1970, pur-
suant to section 4 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

405. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Legislative and Public Affairs,
Agency for International Development, De-
partment of State, transmitting a quarterly
report on the programing and obligation of
contingency funds by the Agency, covering
the period ended December 31, 1970, pur-
suant to section 451(b) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

408. A letter from the Chalrman, Indian
Claims Commission, transmitting a report
on the flnal conclusion of judicial proceed-
ings In docket No. 326-I, Lemhi Tribe, Rep-
resented by the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes,
Fort Hall, Plaintiff, v. The United States of
America, Defendant, pursuant to 25 U.S.C
70t; to the Committee on Interlor and In-
sular Affairs,

407. A letter from the regional solicitor,
Tulsa region, U.S. Department of the In-
terior, transmitting a copy of the decision
on appeal in the matter of the heirship de-
termination of Adel Lessert Belimard, de-
ceased halfbreed Kaw Indian allottee, pur-
suant to Private Law 90-318; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

408, A letter from the reglonal solleitor,
Tulsa region, U.S. Department of the Interior,
transmitting a copy of the decision on appeal
in the matter of the heirship determination
of Clement Lessert, deceased halfbreed Eaw
Indian allottee, pursuant to Private Law
90-318; to the Committee on the J udiciary.

409. A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, transmitting a report on extraordi-
nary contractual adjustments authorized by
the NASA Contract Adjustment Board during
1970, pursuant to 72 Stat. 972; to the Com-
mittee on Sclence and Astronautics.

RECEIVED FrROM THE COMPTROLLER GGENERAL

410. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the administration of contracts and
grants for cancer research by the Natlonal
Institutes of Health, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, pursuant to a re-
quest of the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

e T —

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 5928. A Dbill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide an ald and
attendance allowance to any parent entitled
to dependency and indemnity compensation
who 1s helpless or blind or a patient In a
nursing home; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 5928. A Dbill to amend section 312 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 5830. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 5931. A bill to amend titles 10 and 37
of the United States Code In order to extend
medical care to any child with respect to
whom a member of the Armed Forces stands
in the relationship of legal guardian, to treat
such children as natural children for pur-
poses of computing allowances, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices,

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself and
Mr. McEKEVITT) :

H.R. 5832. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to review as to its suitabllity
for preservation as wilderness, the area com-
monly known as the Indian Peaks Area in
the State of Colorado; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 5933, A bill to provide elective cover-
age under the Federal old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system for all officers and
employees of the United States and its In-
strumentalities; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H.R. 5034. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and title IT of the So-
clal Security Act to provide a full exemption
{through credit or refund) from the em-
ployees’ tax under the Federal Insurance
Contributions Act, and an equivalent reduc-
tion in the self-employment tax, in the ecase
of individuals who have attained age 65; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CEDERBERG (for himself and
Mr. RUPPE) :

H.R. 5835. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating certain
rivers In the State of Michigan for potential
additions to the national wild and scenic
rivers system; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CHAPPELL:

H.R. 5936. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act to increase from #$1,680
to $2,400 the amount of outside earnings
permitted each year without any deductions
from benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 5937. A bill to amend the Intergov-
ernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to im-
prove intergovernmental relationships be-
tween the United States and the States and
municipalities, and the economy and effi-
ciency of government, by providing Federal
cooperation and assistance in the establish-
ment and strengthening of State and local
offices of consumer protection; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

H.R. 5936, A bill to make prohibitions
against the advertising of prescription drug
prices an unfair act or practice in com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 5839. A bill to amend the Fair Packag-
ing and Labeling Act to require the disclo-
sure by retail distributors of unit retall
prices of packaged consumer commodities,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 5940. A bill to require that durable
cnosumer products be labeled as to durability
and performance life; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

HR. 5941. A bill to amend the Federsl
Power Act to further promote the reliability,
abundance, economy, and efficiency of bulk
electric power supplies through regional and
interregional coordination; to encourage the
installation and use of Improved extra-high-
voltage facilities; to preserve the environ-
ment and conserve natural resources; to es-
tablish the Electric Power Environmental
Couneil; and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 5942, A bill to provide minimum dis-
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closure standards for written consumer prod-
uct warranties against defect or malfunction;
to define minimum Federal content stand-
ards for such warranties; to amend the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act in order to im-
prove its consumer protection activities; and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce,

H.R. 5943. A bill to protect the Nation's
consumers and to assist the commercial fish-
ing industry through the inspection of es-
tablishments processing fish and fishery
products in commerce; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

HR, 59044. A bill to amend the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 to expedite its implementa-
tion and to provide 100 percent Federal
financing of the benefits payable thereunder;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CORMAN (for himself, Mr.
HawrINs, Mr. LEcGETT, Mr. MILLER
of California, Mr. Moss, Mr. REEs,
Mr. Sisk, Mr. WaLDIE, Mr. CHARLES
H. Wimuson, Mr. VAN DeerLiN, and
Mr. ROYBAL) :

H.R. 5945. A bill to extend unemployment
Insurance coverage to employers employing
four or more agricultural workers for each
of 20 or more weeks; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. COTTER:

HR. 5946. A bill to establish a system for
the sharing of Federal revenues with the
States; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 5947. A bill to amend the Soclal Secu-
rity Act to provide for the full Federal pay-
ment of all costs Incurred under an ap-
proved State plan for old-age asslstance, ald
to familles with dependent children, aid to
the blind, aid to the permanently and totally
disabled, ald to the aged, blind, or disabled,
or medical assistance, if the State agrees to
share the savings 1t reallzes as a result thereof

with its cities and other political subdivi-
sions; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mrs. DWYER (for herself, Mr. HOr-

TON, Mr, CARTER, Mr. KErrm, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr., RIEGLE, Mr.
ZwacH, and Mr. EscH) :

H.R. 5948. A bill to establish an Office of
Consumer Affairs in the Executive Office of
the President and a Consumer Protection
Agency in order to secure within the Federal
Government effective protection and repre-
sentation of the interests of consumers, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. ERLENBORN:

H.R. 5948. A Dbill to provide for regulation
of public exposure to sonic booms, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R.6598560. A bill to authorize the pur-
chase, sale, and exchange of certain lands
on the Kalispell Indlan Reservation, and for
other purposes, to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.R.5951. A bill to authorize funds to
carry out the purposes of the Appalachian
Reglonal Development Act of 1965, as amend-
ed; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. FUQUA (for himself, Mr. Ra-
rIck, Mr. EscH, Mrs, Mmvxk, Mr, Bt
GERMAIN, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. O’'NEILL,
Mr, TEAGUE of California, and Mr.
HATHAWAY) :

H.R. 5952. A bill making appropriations to
the Secretary of Commerce for the fiscal year
1972 to earry out the provisions of the Na-
tional Sea Grant College and Program Act
of 1966; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 5953. A bill to amend title 38, United
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States Code, to increase the amount pay-
able on burial and funeral expenses; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.5954. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code so as to entitle veterans
of World War I and their widows and chil-
dren to pension on the same basis as vet-
erans of the Spanish-American War and
their widows and children, respectively: to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 5956. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to establish a
National Cemetery System within the Vet-
erans’ Administration, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. HAMILTON:

H.R. 58566. A bill to revise the Federal elec-
tion laws, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration.

HR. 5957, A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code so as to entitle veterans
of World War I and their widows and chil-
dren to pension on the same basls as veterans
of the Spanish-American War and their
widows and children, respectively; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
GROVER, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr, Don H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. ©ScHWENGEL, Mr.
SwyYDER, Mr, Zron, Mr, McDoNALD of
Michigan, Mr. HAMMERSCHEMIDT, Mr.
Mirrer of Ohlo, Mr. Mizerr, Mr.
TerrY, Mr. THONE, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
GERALD R. Forp, Mr. ARENDsS, Mr.
RHEODES, Mr. CoNABLE, Mr, ANDERSON
of Illinois, Mr. Bos WiLson, Mr.
Porr, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
MimvsHALL, and Mr. HoSMER) :

H.R.5958. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
DELLENBACK, Mr. JouNsoN of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. WyaTT, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr, Youne of Florida, Mr, SHRIVER,
Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. TALcoTT, MTr.
LENT, Mr. HARVEY, Mr. STEIGER of
Wisconsin, Mr. ScHNEEBELI, Mr.
MrcHEL, Mr. LuoJan, Mr. McCLOSKEY,
Mr. Mogrsg, Mr. HanseN of Idaho, Mr.
Wmw, Mr. RoeisoN of New York,
Mr. GoopriNnGg, Mr, MyErs, Mr, MAIL-
LIARD, Mr. PELLY, and Mr. CoLLINS
of Texas) :

HR. 5950. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
Guseser, Mrs. Rem of Tllinois, Mr.
Fise, Mr. McEKINNEY, Mr, GoLDWA-
TER, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr, BLACKBURN,
Mr. KUYRENDALL, Mr. Lroyp, Mr,
ZwacH, Mr. EerrH, Mr. BROOMFIELD,
Mr. TrHOMSON of Wisconsin, Mr,
KeaTivg, Mr., KEmp, Mr, BROYHILL
of Virginia, Mr. Frey, Mr. WYDLER,
Mr. BroyHILL of North Carolina, Mr.
SayLor, Mr. CorBETT, Mr. LaTTA, Mr.
PoweLL, and Mr. WyLE):

H.R. 5960. A bill to amend the Federal Wa-
ter Pollution Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
HunT, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. EscH, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr, WaARe, Mr. Quie, Mr.
SpENce, Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON,
Mr. CouGHLIN, Mr. CLANCY, Mr, VAN-
DER JaeT, Mr. Porr, Mr. Emvc, Mr.
Awprews of North Dakota, Mr, Bu-
CHANAN, and Mr, FORSYTHE) :

HR. 5961. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
Grover, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. Don H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. ScCHWENGEL, Mr. Ziow,
Mr. McDowarp of Michigan, Mr.
HamMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. Mmier of
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Ohlo, Mr. MmeLn, Mr. TERrY, Mr.
THONE, Mr. BAKER, Mr. GErALD R.
Forp, Mr. Arenps, Mr. RHoODES, Mr.
ConaBLE, Mr. AxpersonN of Illinois,
Mr. BoB WiLsoN, Mr. PorF, Mr. Magr-
TIN, Mr. DuNcaN, Mr. MiNsHALL, and
Mr. HoSMER) :

H.R. 5962. A bill to amend section 8 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
DEeLLENBACK, Mr, JorNsoN of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. WyarT, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr. SHRIVER,
Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. Tarcorr, Mr.
LenT, Mr. HarvEY, Mr. STEIGER Of
Wisconsin, Mr. ScHNEEBELI, Mr.
MicHEL, Mr. Lusan, Mr. McCLOSKEY,
Mr. Morsg, Mr, HanseEN of Idaho, Mr,
Wmn, Mr. RosisoN, Mr. GOODLING,
Mr. MYERS, Mr. MAILLIARD, Mr. PELLY,
and Mr. CorriNs of Texas):

HLR. 5963. A bill to amend sectlon B of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
GuUBSER, Mrs. REm of Illinois, Mr.
Fisg, Mr. McEmNEY, Mr. GoLbp-
WATER, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. EuvyKeENDALL, Mr. Lroyp,
Mr. ZwacH, Mr. Eerra, Mr, BrooM-
FIELD, Mr. THOMsoN of Wisconsin,
Mr. KeatiNg, Mr. Eemp, Mr. BroY-
HmL of Virginia, Mr. Frey, Mr.
WypLErR, Mr. BroyHmL of North
Carolina, Mr. SayLor, Mr. CoRrBETT,
Mr. Larra, Mr. PowerLn, and Mr.
WTYLIE) :

H.R.5964. A bill to amend section 8 of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
HuxT, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. EscH, Mr.
FreEnzenL, Mr, WARE, Mr. Quie, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr., J. WILLIAM STANTON,
Mr., CovueHLIN, Mr. CrANncy, Mr.
Vanper JacT, Mr. Porr, Mr. Eing,
Mr. AxprEews of North Dakota, Mr.
BucHaNAN, and Mr. FomrsYTHE):

HR. 5965. A bill to amend section 8 of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Commlittee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
GROVER, Mr. CrLEVELAND, Mr. Doxn H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. Zion, Mr. McDonNaLp of
Michigan, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr.
Mmrer of Ohio, Mr. Mizern, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. THONE, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
Gerarp R. Forp, Mr. AReNDS, Mr.
RHODES, Mr. CONABLE, Mr. ANDER-
son of Illinois, Mr. BoB WmLsoN, Mr.
PoFF, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
MinNsHALL, and Mr., HoSMER) :

H.R. 5966. A Dbill to amend Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
DELLENBACK, Mr. JoHNSON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr., WYATT, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr. Youwe of Florida, Mr. SHRIVER,
Mr. LanNDGREBE, Mr. TArcorT, Mr.
LENT, Mr. HaRVvEY, Mr. STEIGER oOf
Wisconsin, Mr., ScHNEEBELI, Mr.
MicHEL, Mr. LusaN, Mr. McCLOSKEY,
Mr. Morsg, Mr. Hansen of Idaho, Mr,
Winw, Mr. RoBrsoN of New York, Mr.
GooDLING, Mr. MYERS, Mr. MAILLIARD,
Mr. PELLY, and Mr. CoLrinNs of Tex-
as):

H.R. 5967. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Public Works.
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By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
Gusser, Mrs. Rem of Illinols, Mr.
Fisa, Mr, MCEINNEY, Mr. GoLDWA-
TER, Mr, EsSHELMAN, Mr., BLACK-
BURN, Mr, EUuYKENDALL, Mr. LLOYD,
Mr. ZwacH, Mr, KerTH, Mr., BROOM-
¥IELD, Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin,
Mr. EeaTmve, Mr. Eemp, Mr, Broy-
HILL of Virginia, Mr. FREY, Mr. WyD-
LErR, Mr. Broysmr of North Caro-
lina, Mr. SayvLor, Mr. CorBETT, Mr.
LaTra, and Mr, WYLIE) :

HR.5068. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
HunNT, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. EscH, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr. Ware, Mr. Quie, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON, Mr.
CoucHLIN, Mr. CraNCcY, Mr. VANDER
Jacr, Mr, Porr, Mr. EmnG, Mr, AN-
prews of North Dakota, Mr. BUCHA-
waN, and Mr., FORSYTHE) :

H.R.5069. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
Grover, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr, Don H.
CravseEN, Mr., SCHWENGEL, Mr, 8NY-
pER, Mr. Zrow, Mr. McDoNaLD of
Michigan, Mr., HaMmerRscEMIDT, Mr.
Mmier of Ohio, Mr, Mmenn, Mr.
Terry, Mr. THoNE, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp, Mr. ARENDS, Mr.
Ruopes, Mr. CoNABLE, Mr. ANDERSON
of Illinols, Mr. Bos WiLsowN, Mr.
Porr, Mr. MarTmN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
MinsHALL, and Mr. HOSMER) :

HR.5070. A bill to establish an environ-
mental financing authority to assist in the
financing of waste treatment facliltles, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Publie Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr. Der-
LENBACKE, Mr. JoNsoN of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr, Wvyarr, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr. SHRIVER,
Mr LawnpGreBE, Mr. Tarcorr, Mr.
LENT, Mr. Harvey, Mr. STEIGER of
Wisconsin, Mr. SCHNEEBELI, Mr,
MicHEL, Mr. Lusan, Mr. McCLOSEEY,
Mr. Morse, Mr. HanseEn of Idaho,
Mr. WmN, Mr. Rosson of New York,
Mr. GooprLing, Mr. Mryers, Mr.
Manriarp, Mr, PELry, and Mr, Cor-
LINS of Texas) :

H.R. 6871. A bill to establish an environ-
mental financing authority to assist in the
financing of waste treatment facilities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works,

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
Gueser, Mrs. Remn of Illinols, Mr.
FisE, Mr. McEmnNeEY, Mr, GoLp-
wATER, Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr, BLACK-
BURN, Mr. EuyRENDALL, Mr. LLOYD,
Mr. ZwacH, Mr. KerrH, Mr. BRooM-
FIELD, Mr., THOMsoN of Wisconsin,
Mr. KeatiNg, Mr. KEmp, Mr. BROY~
Hi of Virginia, Mr. Frey, Mr.
‘WyYDLER, Mr. BRoYHILL of North Car-
olina, Mr. CORBETT, Mr. LaTTA, Mr,
PoweLL, and Mr. WYLIE) :

HR. 5972. A bill to establish an environ-
mental financing authority to assist in the
financing of waste treatment facilities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
HuwnT, Mr. CEpERBERG, Mr, EscH, Mr,
FRENZEL, Mr. Ware, Mr. QUIE, Mr,
SpeENcE, Mr, J. WiLLIAM STANTON, Mr.
CouGcHLIN, Mr, CraNcy, Mr. VANDER
Jagr, Mr. Porr, Mr. EmnG, Mr. AN-
prews of North Dakota, Mr. Bu-
CHANAN, and Mr. FORSYTHE) :

H.R. 5073, A bill to establish an environ-
mental financing authority to assist in the
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financing of waste treatment facllities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.
By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr,
AppAaBe0o, Mr., Bapmro, Mr. Borawp,
Mr, Brasco, Mr. Carney, Mr, CONTE,
Mr. Driwan, Mr. Wirtam D. Forp,
Mr. GALLAGHER, Mrs. Hansen of
Washington, Mr, HAwxiNs, Mr, Lo-
JAN, Mr. Ling, Mr. MoorRHEAD, Mr.
Morse, Mr., PEPPER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr,
ROSENTHAL, Mr. RoYBaL, Mr. St Ger-
MAIN, Mr., ScHEUER, Mr. SToxEs, Mr.
Tierwan, and Mr. VANDER JAGT) :

H.R. 5974. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that individuals be
apprised of records concerning them which
are maintained by Government agencies; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr, EOCH (for himself, Mr. WaALDIE,
and Mr. WoLFF) :

HR.5975. A bill to amend title 5, Unlted
States Code, to provide that individuals be
apprised of records concerning them which
are malntained by Government agencies; to
the Committee on Government operations.

By Mr. KEOCH (for himself, Mrs.
Aszuc, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr, Borann, Mr.
Browxn of Michigan, Mr. CEDERBERG,
Mr. ConTE, Mr. EpwaArDs of Louisiana,
Mr. Hawrins, Mr. McCrure, Mrs.
Mmve, Mr. Morse, Mr. MuorrHY of
Ilinois, Mr. PePPER, Mr. SHOUP, Mr.
Sisr, Mrs, SuLLIvAN, Mr. THONE, and
Mr. WoLrr) :

H.R. 5976. A bill to extend to all unmarried
individuals the full tax benefits of income
splitting now enjoyed by married individuals
fliing joint returns; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

HR. 6977. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act so as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while recelv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.R.5978. A bill to permit American citi-
zens to hold gold; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

HR.5979. A bill to provide a mechanism
for equitable adjustments Iin the price of
gold, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 5980. A bill to preserve the domestic
gold mining industry and to increase the
domestic production of gold; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself and
Mr, ZWACHE) :

HR.5981. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to establish feed grain
bases, wheat domestic allotments, and up-
land cotton base acreage allotments for
certaln growers of sugarbeets; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MINISH:

H.R. 5982. A bill to provide a deduction for
income tax purposes, in the case of a dis-
abled dndlvidual, for expenses for trans-
portation to and from work; and to provide
an additional exemption for Income tax
purposes for a taxpayer or spouse who 1is
disabled; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MIZELL:

H.R. 5883. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Securlty Act to provide a 10-percent
across-the-board increase in benefits, with
subsequent increases based on rises in the
cost of living, and to liberalize the
test and lower the age at which it ceases to
apply, and to amend title XVIII of such act
to provide payment under the supplementary
medical insurance program for outpatient
prescription drugs; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.,
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By Mr. MONAGAN:

HR. 5984. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 and the Social Security
Act to provide a comprehensive program of
Health care for the 1970's by strengthening
the organization and dellvery of health care
nationwide and by making comprehensive
health care insurance avallable to all Ameri-
cans, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 5985. A bill to amend section 8339 (1)
of title 5, United States Code, to restore to
an annuitant for any period after retirement
in which the annuitant is not married the
amount of annulty reduction made under
such section for surviving spouse annuity
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R. 5986. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide additional increases
in certain civil service retirement annulties,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

H.R. 5987. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to Increase the Government con-
tribution for health benefits for enrolled
Government employees and annuitants to
6624 percent of the subscription charges, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. PODELL:

HR. 5088. A bill to authorize the estab-
lishment of an older worker community serv-
ice program; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

HR. 5980. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act so as to remove the lim-
itation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr, 8T GERMAIN (for himself, Mr.
ABOUREZK, Mr, Annasso, Mr. ANDER-
soN of Tennessee, Mr. BarreTT, Mr.
BeRGLAND, Mr. BEvILL, Mr. Bracer, Mr,
BrweaAM, Mr, BorLAND, Mr. BRADEMAS,
Mr. Beasco, Mr. BroOMFIELD, Mr.
Burke of Florida, Mr. Buree of Mas-
sachusetts. Mr. BurToN, Mr. BYRNE
of Pennsylvania, Mr. Carey of New
York, Mr. CarNEY, Mr. CARTER, Mrs,
CaisaoLM, Mr. CLARE, Mr. Cray, Mr.
Courrans of Tlinois, and Mr. CorTER) :

H.R. 5900, A bill to amend title II of the
Social SBecurity Act to provide that no reduc-
tion shall be made In old-age insurance ben-
efit amounts to which a woman is entitled if
she has 120 quarters of coverage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By ST GERMAIN (for himself, Mr.
DANTELSON, Mr, DELLUMS, Mr, DENT,
Mr. DEerwINsKI, Mr, DickinNsow, Mr.
Dicas, Mr. DonoraUE, Mr. DorN, Mr.
Drivan, Mr. Dursxr, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. Eopwarps of California, Mr, Em-
BERG, Mr. FmH, Mr. Pisaer, Mr,
Froop, Mr. Frowers, Mr. Wmriam D.
Forp, Mr. FoLTON of Tennessee, Mr.
GALLAGHER, Mr. GarmaTtz, Mr.
GeTTYS, Mr. GowzarLEZ, and Mr.
GOODLING) ¢

H.R. 5991. A Dbill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to provide that no re-
duction shall be made in old-age insurance
benefit amounts to which a woman is en-
titled iIf she has 120 quarters of coverage;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr., ST GERMAIN (for himself,
Mrs. Grasso, Mr. HarreErn, Mrs. Han-
sEN of Washington, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mr. HaATEAWAY, Mr. Havs, Mr, HeoE-
LER of West Virginia, Mr. Hicks of
Washington, Mrs. Hicxks of Massa-
chusetts, Mr, HorTOoN, Mr. HOSMER,
Mr. Howarp, Mr, HonGATE, Mr. JOEN-
son of California, Mr. EarTH, Mr,
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EKyros, Mr. Macpowarp of Massa~-
chusetts, Mr. Marsunaca, Mr, MIEVA,
Mr, Mmier of California, Mr. MoL-
LOHAN, Mr. MorGan, Mr. Moss, and
Mr, NepzI) :

H.R. 5992. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to provide that no reduc-
tion shall be made in old-age insurance bén-
efit amounts to which & woman is entitled if
she has 120 quarters of coverage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself, Mr.
NicHOLS, Mr. Nix, Mr. PePPEr, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr, PUCINSKI, MTr.
RanpaLy, Mr, RANGEL, Mr. REUSs, Mr.
RIEGLE, Mr. RoperTs, Mr. RoE, Mr.
Rocers, and Mr, RONCALIO) :

HR. 5993, A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that no reduc-
tion shall be made in old-age insurance bene-
fit amounts to which a woman is entitled if
she has 120 quarters of coverage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself, Mr.
FasceLL, Mr, O'NEILL, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI, Mr. RUNNELS,
Mr. Ry¥an, Mr. SarBAnNEs, Mr.
Scueuer, Mr. Sisx, Mr, SteEp, Mr.
TeAaGUE of California, Mr. TIERNAN,
Mr. Warpie, Mr. CHARLES H, WILSON,
and Mr, WOLFF) :

H.R. 5994. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Securlty Act to provide that no re-
duction shall be made in old-age insurance
benefit amounts to which a woman is en-
titled if she has 120 quarters of coverage; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R. 5995. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national cemetery in the Com=-
monwealth of Pennsylvania, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
falrs.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr. AD~-
DABEO, Mr. BELCHER, Mr. BIESTER, Mr.
Brasco, Mr. ByeNE of Pennsylvania,
Mr, Canp, Mr. CLARK, Mr, CoNTE, Mr.
CoreerT, Mr. Cérpova, Mr. DERWIN-
sK1, Mr. Doncan, Mrs. Dwyer, Mr.
Emserc, Mr. EviNs of Tennessee, and
Mr. ESHLEMAN) :

H.R. 5996. A bill to make Flag Day a legal
public holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr.
Froop, Mr. Forron of Pennsylvania,
Mr. ForroN of Tennessee, Mr. GAR-
MATZ, Mr. Gaypos, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
HacaN, Mr HALFERN, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mr. HeLsTosK1, Mrs. Hicks of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. HosmeR, Mr. HUNT, Mr.
JoHNSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. JOEN~
son of California, Mr. Jownes of
North Carolina, Mr. Kee, Mr. EING,
and Mr, KUYKENDALL) :

H.R. 5997. A bill to make Flag Day a legal
public holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr.
LENnOoN, Mr. MizerLn, Mr. Moor-
HEAD, Mr. MyYeErRs, Mr. Nmx, Mr. PEpP-
PER, Mr. PicErLE, Mr. PmwiE, Mr.
Price of Texas, Mr. REoDES, Mr. RoB-
ERTS, Mr. RoE, Mr. RoNcaLio, Mr.
RUNNELS, Mr. SHOUP, Mr. Snxes, Mr.
SKuBITZ, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STAGGERS,
Mr. STeELE, Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin,
Mr. THONE, and Mr. VANDER JAGT) :

H.R. 5008, A bill to make Flag Day a legal
public holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr., SAYLOR (for himself, Mr.
WaGGONNER, Mr. WHALLEY, Mr, WiIL-
Lrams, Mr. CHArRLEs H. WiLsonN, Mr.
WINN, Mr, Worrr, Mr. YATRON, Mr,
Youna of Florida, and Mr. CouGH-
LIN):
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H.R. 5999. A bill to make Flag Day a legal
public holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JAMES V, STANTON:

H.R. 6000. A bill to extend to all unmarried
individuals the full tax benefits of income
splitting now enjoyed by married individuals
filing joint returns; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R. 6001. 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; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.R. 6002, A bill fo provide for a compre-
hensive program for the control of noise,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R. 6003. A bill authorizing and request-
ing the President to proclaim 1971 and the
years leading up to and through the bicen-
tennial year, 1978, as a period of “Discover
Amerlea,” and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6004. A bill to amend the Scclal
Security Act to eliminate Federal assistance
for employable persons under the AFDC pro-
gram, to provide all needed rehabilitation
and employment asssistance for such per-
sons, to provide adequate child care through
a newly established Federal Child Care
Corporation, to provide temporary emergency
assistance to States to help them meet rising
costs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BENNETT:

HR. 6005. A bill to amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, to pro-
vide for Federal parking facllities and park-
ing areas; to the Committee on Publlc Works.

By Mr. ARENDS:

H.J. Res. 459. Joint resolution adopting the
American marigold as the national floral em-
blem of the United States; to the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H.J. Res. 460. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

My Mr. MAZZOLI:

H.J. Res.461. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBISON of New York:

H.J. Res. 462. Joint resolution declaring it
the sense of Congress that all American serv-
icemen be withdrawn from Indochina at the
earliest practicable date; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. STEELE:

H.J. Res.463. Joint resolution amending
the Fishermen's Protective Act of 1967 to
insure the safety of U.S. commercial fishing
vessels, crews, and equipment against illegal
harassment and seizure; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.J. Res. 464, Joint resolution amending
title 38 of the United States Code to au-
thorize the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs to provide certain assistance In the
establishment of new State medical schools
and the improvement of existing medical
schools affillated with the Veterans' Admin-
istration; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
falrs.

By Mr. SCHEUER:
H. Con. Res. 202. Concurrent resolution re-
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questing the President of the United States
to take affirmative action to persuade the
Soviet Union to revise its officlal policles
concerning the rights of SBoviet jewry; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. YATRON:

H. Con. Res. 203. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with regard
to the treatment of Soviet Jews; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. CONABLE:

H. Res. 202, Resolution to amend the rules
of the House of Representatives relating to
financial disclosure; to the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

By Mr. FLOOD (for himself, Mr. DEr-
WINSEI, Mr. Bow, Mr. CLEVELAND,
Mr. CoNTE, Mr,. DELANEY, Mr. DULSKI,
Mrs. DwYER, Mr, GErALD R. Forp, Mr.
GRIFFIN, Mr. MADDEN, Mr. MINSHALL,
Mr. Pucinski, Mr. St GERMAIN, and
Mr. WoOLFF) :

H. Res. 293. Resolution establishing a Spe-
clal Committee on the Captive Nations; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. KEATING:

H. Res. 204, Resolution to provide for an
investigation by the Committee on House
Administration of an alarm system for the
Capitol Bullding and the House Office Build-
ings; to the Committee on Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BELL (by request) :

H.R. 6008. A blll for the rellef of Kelly
Shannon; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr, GUDE:

H.R. 6007. A bill for the rellef of Betty
Mancilla Diaz; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr, LANDRUM:

H.R. 6008. A bill for the relief of Virgillio
Valdecanas and Erlinda L, Valdecanas; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, SHIPLEY:

H.R. 6009. A bill for the relief of the S. & K.

Masonry Co.; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.
By Mr. VEYSEY:

H.R. 6010. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Jaime C. Avecilla, Sr., and their children,
Jaime Gayla Avecilla and Delia Gayla Ave-
cilla; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

57. By the SPEAEER: A memorial of the
Legislature of the territory of Guam, rela-
tive to the proposed acquisition of Sella Bay
for an ammunition wharf; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

58. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep=-
resentatives of the State of Montana, rela-
tive to dust abatement in the Canyon Ferry
unit, Helena-Great Falls division, Pick-Sloan
Missouri Basin program of the Missourli River
Basin project, Montana; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

59. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Indiana, relative to the financial
responsibility of any individual for an ap-
plicant for public assistance; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

60. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Montana, relative to the certi-
fication of medical care facilities under medi-
care and medicaid; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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