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born of wisdom and charlty two thousand
years ago in the Mediterranean basin, con-
tinue to lead mankind toward a better fu-
ture, based on the inherent dignity of man
and his good will? Or will the selfish and pow-
er-hungry forces of totalitarianism cast new
foreboding shadows on the evolutionary,
and—at times—tortuous progress of man-
kind toward a better future?

In his tormented era of technological rev-
olution, intellectual dissent, uneasy search
for mew definition for old and accepted val-
ues, the cause of freedom of man stands In
bold relief, perhaps in even bolder relief than
during the times of Washington and Pulaskl.

The history of mankind, according to the
British historian Arnold Toynbee, is a serles
of challenges and responses. What humanity
went through in past ages, what it attained,
what it failed to accomplish, and the state
of world aflairs today, are the result of the
nature and valor of the responses the past
generations made toward evolutionary
challenges.

Currently, the existing balance of terror
in nueclear weaponry will, in all probability,
save us from an atomic holocaust. Physical
war is no longer a profitable venture for an
aggressor. It cannot be confined to one area
for any length of time, With major powers
involved, it would become a global cataclysm.
It would leave in its wake neither the van-
quished nor the victors.

In this new frame of reference, forced upon
mankind by the sclentific release of atomic
energy, the struggle for the supremacy of
one of the two diametrically—opposed forces
entered the arena of intellectualism, tech-
nological breakthroughs, and—above all—
education.

Only the more enlightened, more progres-
sive, bolder, and better-educated force will
prevail. Socio-political philosophy, human-
istic values, and the very way of life, are sub-
ordinate factors in this struggle. Their Tuture
and development is inexorably involved in
the outcome of the current contest.

Thus, in order to contribute to the final
victory of our ideals, our principles of free-
dom, our way of life, it is incumbent upon
us to provide the best possible education for
our young people.

They will be the Intellectual sentinels

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

guarding our expanding horizons of knowl-
edge and freedom. Schooled in the eternal
verties of our western civillzation and cul-
ture, they will overcome the atavistic forces
of totalitarianism and open new and happier
vistas for our nation, for our ancestral home,
Poland, and for humanity.

Mysterious and—at times—subterranean
forces of history are always acting for the
utlimate benefit of mankind, Ralph Waldo
Emerson defined this trulsm concisely when
he wrote that “the world exists for the edu-
cation of man."

We learn from history in order to better
understand the new, developing trends fac-
ing each generation.

And we know that the challenge we must
be responsive to at the present time is the
contest for the mind, soul, and heart of the
modern man. The militancy of today, unless
conceived constructively, has no place in
our advanced, civilized, and educated society.

We realize that the road to victory leads
through excellence in education. What an
educated mind can conceive, man can accom-
plish.

We must be committed to the education
of our children as firmly as Pulaski was
committed to freedom. After all, true free-
dom can flourish and expand only in an
enlightened society.

Our Polenia has a noble tradition in this
respect. Our fathers and grandfathers were
committed to the best possible education of
their children, and we are the beneficiaries
of their wise determination. Shining exam-
ples of this concern with education are the
Orchard Lake Schools in your vicinity and
Alliance College in Cambridge Springs, Penn-
sylvania,

As the chairman of the Board of Trustees
of Alliance College, I am deeply grateful to
Polonia in Detroit and in Michigan, generally,
for the generosity you have proved in many
occasions in effective support of Alliance
College.

This nationally-known institution of
higher learning will someday soon create
& unigque and vitally important center of
Polish and Slavic studies in America, and
you will share the credit for this accomplish-
ment through your attachment and gen-
erosity to the college.
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Both institutions close to your heart—the
Orchard Lake Schools and Alliance College—
are the gateways to Polonia's future, bright
with promise.

As once was said by an eminent Polish-
American scholar, "unity of purpose, one sin-
gle goal for all of us, is what we need first.
With it, we need unity of effort.

“Next, we ought to ask ourselves: "What,
in the history of mankind, alwuys survives?'

“Enowledge. The accumulati:n of expe-
riences, the achievements of cla sical litera-
ture, the written record of man’s accomplish-
ments—painting, musie, scripture, the thea-
ter. Folk tradition—the language and the
customs. These survive forever, unless they
fall into disuse.

“These are the finest things which any
national group can offer another, and enrich
society by contributing to the whole.”

We, Americans of Polish descent, should
translate these thoughts into reality through
our institutions such as Alliance College and
the Orchard Lake Schools.

Casimir Pulaski died for a great vision.—
of a free renascent Poland and of & naw,
vibrant, and noble nation, conceived in free-
dom and nurtured by the wisdom of men of
truly universal appeal, who gave us the Dec-
laration of Independence and the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

This vision became the guiding light in
the mysterious corridors of time, and in-
spired succeeding generations to a truly pa-
triotic life.

This vision Is the precious heritage Pulaski
left to us as Americans of Polish ancestry.

And we would be remiss in our duties, both
as Americans and as heirs to Pulaski’'s great-
ness, if we left this assemblage today without
the firm resolve to meet with foresight and
determination the primary challenge of our
times—the challenge demanding higher and
ever-more-excellent education for our chil-
dren.

We shall pay a most fitting and enduring
tribute to the Pulaski legacy by declaring
here and now our commitment to the higher
education of our young generation.

For the historic challenge of our times is
educational imperative.
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Reverend Mr. Louis H. Zbinden,
Jr., First Presbyterian Chureh, Lenoir,
N.C., offered the following prayer:

Let us not grow tired of doing good,
for, unless we throw in our hand, the
ultimate harvest is assured —Galatians
6: 9 (Phillips).

In this moment of quietness, we pause,
Lord, not to escape the issues of our day,
but to be fortified to meet them well
without losing our tempers, without
making hasty judgments. Recall in us
our allegiance to Thee.

In this glad season of expectation, in-
spire us to live with infectious hope and
contagious courage. May our impulses be
true and generous. Give us the grit to do
the things we talk about; the boldness
to implement the things we write about.

Though our stance and methodology
may differ, Lord, let our common desire
to serve, our concern for the unproduc-
tive, our yearning for peace, unify us.

Deliver us from artificiality in life, ar-
rogance in belief, and equip us for re-
sponsible performances.

Through Christ Jesus. Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr, Leonard,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on the following dates
the President approved and signed bills
of the House of the following titles:

On November 18, 1969:

H.R.10595. An act to amend the Act of
August 7, 1956 (70 Stat. 1115), as amended,
providing for a Great Plains conservation
program; and

H.R.11271. An act to authorize appropri-
ations to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and research
and program management, and for other
purposes,

On November 21, 1969:

H.R. 14030. An act to amend section 358a
(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, to extend the authority
to transfer peanut acreage allotments,

On November 26, 1969:

H.R. 474. An act to establish a Commission
on Government Procurement.

HR.11612, An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes.

H.R.12307. An act making appropriations
for sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
offices and the Department of Housing and
Urban Development for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, and for other purposes,

H.R. 12829, An act to provide an extension
of the interest egualization tax, and for
other purposes; and :

H.R. 14001, An act to amend the Military
Selective Service Act of 1967 to authorize
modifications of the system of selecting per-
sons for induction into the Armed Forces
under this act.

On December 1, 1969:

HR.4284. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to carry out the Standard Reference
Data Act; and

H.R. 14020. An act to amend the Second
Liberty Bond Act to increase the maximum
interest rate permitted on U.8. savings bonds.

On December 2, 1969:

H.R. 7066. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Williasn Howard Taft Na-
tional Historic Site.
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On December 5, 1969:

HR.3666. An act to amend section 338(c)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act;

H.R. 11363. An act to prevent the importa-
tion of endangered species of fish and wild-
life into the United States; to prevent the
interstate shipment of reptiles, amphibians,
and other wildlife taken contrary to State
law; and for other purposes;

H.R. 13018, An act to sauthorize certain
construction at military installations, and
for other purposes;

HR. 13949, An act to provide certain
equipment for use in the office of Members,
officers, and committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and for other purposes;

H.R. 14185. An act to revise the law gov-
erning contests of elections of Members of
the House of Representatives, and for other
purposes; and

H.J. Res. 1017. Joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R.2238. An act to provide for the relief
of certain civilian employees paid by the Air
Force at Tachikawa Air Base, Japan;

HR,4744. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Ezra L. Cross; and

HR.12785. An act to declare that the
United States holds in trust for the Southern
Ute Tribe approximately 214.37 acres of land.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J.Res. 10. Joint resolution authorlzing
the President to proclalm the second week
of March, 1970, as “Volunteers of America
Week.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso-
lution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

5.1646, An act to create an additional ju-
dicial district in the State of Louisiana, and
for other purposes;

5.2624. An act to improve the judicial ma-
chinery in customs courts by amending the
statutory provisions relating to judiclal ac-
tlons and administrative proceedings in cus-
toms matters, and for other purposes; and

S5.J. Res. 154. Jolnt resolution to authorize
and request the President to proclaim the
month of January of each year as “National
Blood Donor Month."”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12964) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary,
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses,” and that the Senate agrees to
the amendment of the House of Repre-
sentatives to Senate amendment No. 21
to the above-entitled bill.

TRIBUTE TO REV. LOUIS H.
ZBINDEN, JR.

(Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
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dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, our guest chaplain today
is the Reverend Louis H. Zbinden, Jr.,
pastor of the First Presbyterian Church
in my hometown of Lenoir, N.C.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Zbinden is a native
of Chattanooga, Tenn. a graduate of
Southwest University in Memphis, Tenn.,
a graduate of Union Theological Sem-
inary in Richmond, and he did addi-
tional graduate work at Princeton Sem-
inary in New Jersey, He has served a
pastorate in Fort Defiance, Va., which
is in the congressional district of our col-
league, JACK MarsH, and is now serving
as pastor of the First Presbyterian
Church in Lenoir, N.C.

Reverend Zbinden is making an out-
standing contribution to the religious
and civie life of my hometown. I know
my colleagues will join me in welcom-
ing him as guest Chaplain today.

—————

VOTE OF CONFIDENCE IN REPUBLIC
OF CHINA AND SOUTH EKOREA

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

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am ex-
tremely disappointed that one of the
larger newspapers in Washington would
misrepresent facts, and apparently in-
tentionally. When a newspaper inten-
tionally and knowingly completely mis-
represents facts, it renders a great dis-
service.

Yesterday, the House of Representa-
tives, by a vote of 250 to 142, approved
an additional $5415 million for the Re-
public of China and $50 million for Ko-
rea. This was a voite of confidence for
those who recognize the dire need to
strengthen the military forces of these
two allies.

Rather than bringing about the near
defeat of the foreign aid bill, the amend-
ment for military equipment for China
passed the bill. Many Members who
never before have voted for foreign aid
voted for the bill on yesterday simply
because in their wisdom they knew that
we must delay no longer updating the
military forces of the Republic of China
and Korea,

I repeat, I am shocked and disap-
pointed that an influential newspaper—
not influential with me but with some—
would try to influence people by misrep-
resenting facts, and by the wording of
the article, intentionally and if we should
lose our way of life, it will, to some ex-
tent, be because of people in high posi-
tions out of Government who endeavor to
confuse responsible people through cold,
calculated misrepresentation. Such an
outfit cannot survive permanently, but I
am afraid it will survive long enough to
do some harm.

Some of us are determined to watch
publications like the Washington Post
and as far as possible set the record
straight and establish the truth, and have
no fear in so doing. I cannot restrain my-
self from saying that I am anxiously
awaiting a copy of the Washington Daily
Worker to see if they have the same in-
terpretation of what happened yesterday.
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Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr., SIEES. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the distinguished gentleman for
straightening out the facts and bring-
ing the truth to the attention of the
House.

Just in case the publication in ques-
tion made an honest mistake—some-
!;imes this happens—and in case the ed-
itors failed to see the outcome of the
vote for a small beginning to modern-
ize the forces of Nationalist China and
South Korea, I take pleasure in remind-
ing them the outcome was 250 to 142,
That is not ciose. It probably provided
the impetus which passed the bill.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
!;he distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida. If the publication made an honest
error, then I will be very happy to apol-
ogize, but I am afraid I cannot share
the gentleman’s enthusiasm.

Mr, SIKES. I suggest it would be bet-
ter for the publication to apologize. As
usual they were in the wrong.

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes. I am sure it would
be more appropriate for the Washing-
ton Post's news twisters to apologize, but
their record for straightening out inten-
tional misrepresentations is zero and, in
all probability, will be the same this
time. So, I shall not delay my departure
for Louisiana after we finish our busi-
ness here waiting for an apology.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF RECEPTION
FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNIVER-
SITY OF TEXAS FOOTBALL TEAM

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

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce to the House that this
afternoon at 1:30 there will be a recep-
tion in the Speaker’s private dining
room for three members of the Univer-
sity of Texas football team. Those mem-
bers are James Street, Ted Koy, and
Glenn Halsell, all tricaptains of the
University of Texas football team.

All Members of the House, especially
including friends of Arkansas and Penn
State and Notre Dame, are welcome to
come and shake hands with those mem-
bers of the Nation's No. 1 football team.
We are proud of these young men and I
know you will want to express your
thanks and appreciation for their out-
standing athletic performance.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TO
FILE REPORT ON HR. 15165,
COMMISSION ON POPULATION
GROWTH

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Government Operations may have
until midnight tonight to file a report on
the bill (H.R. 15165) to establish a Com-
mission on Population Growth.

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

There was no objection.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a querum is not
present. )

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 1is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to

their names:
[Roll No. 811]

Fraser
Fulton, Tenn.
Fugua
Gallagher
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Gubser
Hagan
Hanley

Hays
Hosmer
Hull

Karth
Kirwan

Eyl
Landrum
Lipscomb
Long, La.
Lowenstein

Lukens
Mailliard
Morton
O’'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Powell

Reid, N.X.
Reifel

Riegle
Rooney, N.X.
Ruppe
Scheuer
Smith, N.Y.
Thompson, N.J.
Tunney

Uttt

Vander Jagt
Whalley
Wiggins

Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashley
Baring
Blanton
Cahill
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Collier
Conyers
Cowger
Davis, Ga.
Dawson
Digas
Dulski
Eilberg
Fascell

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 377
Members have answered to their names,
8 quorum.

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

with.

MAKING IN ORDER THE CONSIDER-
ATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATION BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR
1970 ON ANY DAY AFTER TODAY

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order on any day after today to bring up
the supplemental appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1970.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object—and I do
not intend to object—does the gentleman
from Texas, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, have any idea
whether it will be programed this week
or next?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, it is hoped that it will
be programed this week. It will be re-
ported out tomorrow as a minimum bill,
the administration having pared the re-
quest down to a figure of something in
excess of $200 million. I think it could be
passed without any general debate. There
will be a few items on which there will be
differences of opinion. However, the re-
port is available to Members and the bill
is available at this time in the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. I would hope we
could pass it and send it over to the other
body, thus clearing all of the appropria-
tions on the House side.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Would it be possible to
have some notification from the leader-
ship, say, an hour or two or three before
the bill is called up so we might have the
information available?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
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tleman from Michigan will yield further,
I shall be glad to request the leadership
to give ample notice and I am sure that
the leadership can arrange to see that
there is notice as to when the bill will be
brought up. I would hope and believe
that we can dispose of it within less than
an hour because of the nature of the bill.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the rentleman from Texas?
There was no cbjection.

NEWSPAPER ACCOUNTS OF VIO-
LENCE DURING PRESIDENT
NIXON'S ATTENDANCE AT FOOT-
BALL HALL OF FAME DINNER IN
NEW YORK

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

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, last evening I was privileged to
fly with President Nixon aboard Air Force
1 to attend the Foothall Hall of Fame
dinner in New York.

This morning I read newspaper ac-
counts of the violence which occurred
outside the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel where
the President was honored by the Na-
tional Footbhall Foundation as recipient
of its Distinguished American Award.

I traveled with the Presidential party
in the motorcade to the hotel and I
merely want to state that from my van-
tage point the President received a warm
welcome from New Yorkers. The mi-
nority of protesters who resorted to vio-
lence while proclaiming a personal devo-
tion to peace struck me as being hypo-
crites.

Their actions are a disservice to the
vast majority of peace-loving Americans
who champion peace through nonviolent
expressions.

Aside from the violence, which we did
not encounter, the trip to New York and
attendance at the Hall of Fame dinner
was an impressive experience. I was par-
ticularly proud to be on hand for the
induction of one of my constituents and
former junior high school classmate,
“Chuck” Bednarik, of Bethlehem, Pa.,
into the Football Hall of Fame.

“Chuck™ was an outstanding athlete
and has long been an outstanding exam-
ple of the finest quality of good sports-
manship. He has a keen interest in Amer-
ican youth and has worked tirelessly to
inspire young Americans to exemplify
good sportsmanship.

“Chuck” has my warmest congratula-
tions. His attainment of a place in Foot-
ball’'s Hall of Fame is richly deserved.
“Chuck” is the second football great from
Bethlehem to achieve this distinction,
sharing the honor with V. J. “Pat”
Pazzeti, former all-American from Le-
high University.

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
THE SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION OF THE COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION AND LABOR TO
SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE
TODAY

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select Sub-
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committee on Education of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor be permitted
to sit toeday for hearings on the bill H.R.
13916, the Mobile Teachers’ Retirement
Assistance Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there obijection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

Mr. HALL, Mr, Speaker, reserving the
right to object, may I inquire if this has
been cleared with the minority members?

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Missouri that
1 think that it has. I know that the rank-
ing member of the full committee, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AYRres), has
been advised of this several days ago, and
that he has entered no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that
the gentleman withhold his request for
the time being until it is cleared; other-
wise I shall be constrained to object.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Indiana withdraw his request?

Mr. BRADEMAS. If the gentleman
from Missouri wishes to object, I shall
have no other alternative.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

TAX REFORM ACT

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

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, at such time
as a request is made for a conference on
the Tax Reform Act of 1969, I expect to
offer a preferential motion to instruct the
House conferees to insist upon the House
provisions relating to the oil, gas, and
mineral depletion allowance and to pro-
vide tax relief by way of increased de-
pendency exemptions.

The House provisions relating to de-
pletion allowance provides for a reduc-
tion of the depletion allowance to 20 per-
cent and elimination of the foreign de-
pletion allowance. The language relat-
ing to increased dependency exemptions
instructs the conferees to accept the Gore
amendment or a modification of that
proposal.

I hope that the membership of the
House will support this motion which will
probably occur tomorrow or the next day.
If a motion should be made to table my
preferential motion, I hope that the
membership of the House will vote
against the motion to table, so that the
House can express its will on these two
important issues for which record votes
were not allowed in the House.

ROGERS OFPPOSES CASSIUS CLAY-
JOE FRAZIER FIGHT TO BE HELD
IN TAMPA, FLA.

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

Mr, ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I was shocked to learn that the Gover-
nor of the State of Florida has given his
official endorsement and the sanction of
the State of Florida to a proposed heavy-
weight title fight between Cassius Clay,
otherwise known as Muhammad Ali, and
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Joe Frazier to be held in Tampa, Fla.
early next year.

I do not feel that the boxing ability of
Clay is the proper issue, but rather the
issue is whether the official sanction of
the State of Florida should be given to
a sporting event involving a man who has
been convicted in a U.S. district court
in Houston, Tex. for refusing induction
into the armed services of the United
States.

Clay was convicted on June 20, 1967,
for refusing induction, and was sen-
tenced to 5 years in prison and given a
fine of $10,000. That conviction was
affirmed by the fifth circuit court of
appeals in May, 1968. Clay petitioned
the U.S. Supreme Court for a writ of
certiorari. The Supreme Court‘granted
the petition, vacated the judgment and
remanded the case to the U.S. district
court in Houston in order for that court
to determine whether the unauthorized
use of electronic eavesdropping equip-
ment affected the original conviction.

The U.S, district court, on July 14,
1969, determined that the original eon-
viction was proper and Clay has now
appealed his conviction to the fifth cir-
cuit court of appeals.

Moreover, the cities of Dallas, Chicago,
and Miami, Fla., have previously denied
Clay permission to box.

I do not believe the citizens of the
State of Florida want this man convicted
of a erime in the U.S. courts to have the
privilege of going about his business with
the official blessings of the State of Flor-
ida and I earnestly hope that the city of
Tampa will not permit this fight to be
held.

PERSONAL EXEMPTION

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

Mr, HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day of this week I was unavoidably de-
tained from the Chamber, being on offi-
cial business for the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

Mr. Speaker, on the one vote which
was taken, on the Defense appropriation
bill, had I been present, I woud have
voted “yea”.

INSULT TO HARD-WORKING FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES IN BOSTON
POST OFFICE

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

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, I am
sending to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service today, to call to
their attention, correspondence which
I have received from the employees of
the Hartford Post Office, forwarding a
copy of a bulletin issued by the regional
director of the Boston Post Office. The
bulletin contains what appears to be a
gratuitous and unnecessary insult to the
hard-working Federal employees, with
the implication that it is a common at-
tribute and should be corrected.

Aside from the obvious consideration
that the bulletin appears to be poorly
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done and must have been printed and
distributed without careful editing by
the director whose name headlines it, the
exhortation is in poor taste to employees
who are heading into the busiest season
of the year. Many of them have ex-
pressed their indignation to me and I
share their concern about this haphazard
approach to &n important aspect of the
American system.

“THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS"—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 91-202)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read, and referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Americans have long given their first
concerns to the protection and enhance-
ment of Life and Liberty; we have
reached the point in our history when we
should give equal concern to “the Pur-
suit of Happiness.”

This phrase of Jefferson’s, enshrined
in our Declaration of Independence, is
defined today as “the quality of life.”” It
encompasses a fresh dedication to pro-
tect and improve our environment, to
give added meaning to our leisure and
to make it possible for each individual to
express himself freely and fully.

The attention and support we give the
arts and the humanities—especially as
they affect our young people—represent
a vital part of our commitment to en-
hancing the quality of life for all Amer-
icans. The full richness of this nation’s
cultural life need not be the province of
relatively few citizens centered in a few
cities; on the contrary, the trend toward
a wider appreciation of the arts and a
greater interest in the humanities should
be strongly encouraged, and the diverse
cultures of every region and community
should be explored.

America’s cultural life has been de-
veloped by private persons of genius and
talent and supported by private funds
from audiences, generous individuals,
corporations and foundations., The Fed-
eral government cannot and should not
seek to substitute public money for these
essential sources of continuing support.

However, there is a growing need for
Federal stimulus and assistance—grow-
ing because of the acute financial crisis
in which many of our privately-supported
cultural institutions now find themselves,
and growing also because of the expand-
ing opportunity that derives from higher
educational levels, increased leisure and
greater awareness of the cultural life.
We are able now to use the nation’s cul-
tural resources in new ways—ways that
can enrich the lives of more people in
more communities than has ever before
been possible.

Need and opportunity combine, there-
fore, to present the Federal government
with an obligation to help broaden the
base of our cultural legacy—not to make
it fit some common denominator of offi-
cial sanction, but rather to make its
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diversity and insight more readily acces-
sible to millions of people everywhere.

Therefore, I ask the Congress to ex-
tend the legisiation creating the Nation-
al Foundation on the Arts and Humani-
ties beyond its termination date of June
30, 1970, for an additional three years.

Further, I propose that the Congress
approve $40,000,000 in new funds for the
National Foundation in fiscal 1971 to be
available from public and private sources.
This will virtually double the current
vear’'s level.

Through the National Foundation’s
two agencies—the National Endowment
for the Arts and the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities—the increased
appropriation would make possible a
variety of activities:

—We would be able to bring more
productions in music, theatre, literature
readings and dance to millions of citizens
eager to have the opportunity for such
experiences.

—We would be able to bring many
more young writers and poets into our
school system, to help teachers motivate
youngsters to master the mechanics of
self-expression.

—We would be able to provide some
measure of support to hard-pressed cul-
tural institutions, such as museums and
symphony orchestras, to meet the de-
mands of new and expanding audiences.

—We would begin to redress the im-
balance between the sciences and the hu-
manities in colleges and universities, to
provide more opportunity for students to
become discerning as well as knowl-
edgeable.

—We would be able to broaden and
deepen humanistic research into the
basic causes of the divisions between
races and generations, learning ways to
improve communication within Ameri-
can society and bringing the lessons of
our history to bear on the problems of
our future,

In the past five years, as museums
increasingly have transformed them-
selves from warehouses of objects into
exciting centers of educational experi-
ence, attendance has almost doubled;
in these five years, the investment in
professional performing arts has risen
from 60 million dollars to 207 million
dollars and attendance has tripled. State
Arts agencies are now active in 55 States
and territories; the total of State ap-
propriations made to these agencies has
grown from $3.6 million in 1967 to $7.6
million this year. These State agencies,
which share in Federal-State partner-
ship grants, represent one of the best
means for the National Endowment to
protect our cultural diversity and to
encourage local participation in the arts.

In this way, Federal funds are used
properly to generate other funds from
State, local and private sources. In the
past history of the Arts Endowment,
every dollar of Federal money has gen-
erated three dollars from other sources.

THE FEDERAL ROLE

At a time of severe budget stringency,
a doubling of the appropriation for the
arts and humanities might seem extrava-
gant. However, I believe that the need
for a new impetus to the understanding
and expression of the American idea has
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a compelling claim on our resources. The
dollar amounts involved are compara-
tively small. The Federal role would re-
main supportive, rather than primary.
And two considerations mark this as a
time for such action:

—Studies in the humanities will ex-
pand the range of our current knowledge
about the social conditions underlying
the most difficult and far-reaching of the
nation’s domestic problems. We need
these tools of insight and understand-
ing to target our larger resources more
effectively on the solution of the larger
problems.

—The arts have attained a prominence
in our life as a nation and in our con-
sciousness as individuals, that renders
their health and growth vital to our na-
tional well-being, America has moved to
the forefront as a place of creative ex-
pression. The excellence of the American
product in the arts has won worldwide
recognition. The arts have the rare ca-
pacity to help heal divisions among our
own people and to vault some of the bar-
riers that divide the world.

Our scholars in the humanities help us
explore our scciety, revealing insights
in our history and in other disciplines
that will be of positive long-range
benefit.

Our creative and performing artists
give free and full expression to the Amer-
ican spirit as they illuminate, criticize
and celebrate our civilization. Like our
teachers, they are an invaluable national
resource.

Too many Americans have been too
long denied the inspiration and the up-
lift of our cultural heritage. Now is the
time to enrich the life of the mind and
to evoke the splendid qualities of the
American spirit.

Therefore, I urge the Congress to ex-
tend the authorization and increase sub-
stantially the funds available to the
National Foundation for the Arts and
Humanities, Few investments we could
make would give us so great a return in
terms of human understanding, human
satisfaction and the intangible but essen-
tial qualities of grace, beauty and spir-
itual fulfillment.

RicHarD NIxXoON.

THE WHITE House, December 10, 1969.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4293,
EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
4293) to provide for continuation of au-
thority for regulation of exports, and
ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment of the managers on the part of
the House be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Novem-
ber 24, 1969.)

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the
statement has been available for at least
2 or 3 weeks, I ask unanimous consent
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to dispense with further reading of the
statement.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 1 hour,

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we bring you the confer-
ence report on export control, the Export
Administration Act of 1969.

The Senate-passed bill proposed to let
the existing Export Control Act expire
on its termination date and proposed to
regulate and promote the expansion of
exports thereafter under authority of a
new act. The House, on the other hand,
had passed a bill to extend for 2 years
the existing Export Control Act of 1949
with one amendment to the findings,
one to the grant of authority, and one to
the section on enforcement.

The Senate had struck out all of the
House bill after the enacting clause and
had inserted a substitute amendment.
The committee of conference agreed to
a substitute for both the Senate amend-
ment and the House bill. The managers
on the part of the House agreed to the
appropriateness of enacting a new law
to take effect on the expiration of the
existing act., However, a preponderance
of the provisions of the existing law
would be reenacted under the confer-
ence substitute. Under it, the President
retains plenary power to control exports.

The managers on the part of the House
insisted upon and prevailed in their
position that the legislation in confer-
ence was for purposes of regulation and
control, not for the purpose of trade ex-
pansion, and that the President continue
to possess full authority to control ex-
ports for reasons of national security,
foreign policy, and short supply.

The Senate-passed amendment called
for the establishment of an Export Ex-
pansion Committee composed of 15
members to be appointed by the Presi-
dent to study ways to promote, with spe-
cial emphasis, trade with Communist
countries. The managers on the part of
the House, while recognizing the need
and benefits of a continuing and ex-
panded foreign trade, objected and pre-
vailed, pointing out that the purpose of
the legislation is regulation and con-
trol. In five other instances, Senate lan-
guage with respect to expansion or pro-
motion was rejected by the House man-
agers. In each instanee in which the
House had passed provisions to amend or
extend existing law, the intent of the
House language is preserved in the con-
ference substitute, and in all but one
instance the specific language of the
House amendments is preserved.

The White House has not indicated to
me that it is opposed to the conference
report, and rightly so, since it is well de-
signed to remove the handicap with
which our trade programs have been bur-
dened in international competition, and
to prompt efforts by our Government to
achieve a more effective, multilateral ex-
port control mechanism with our allies.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good conference
report, and I urge its adoption.
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At this time I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr, ASHLEY),

Mr. ASHLEY. I thank the gentleman
from Texas for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, there may be some as-

pects of the conference report with which
the Members of the House are not famil-
iar because of the fact that the other
body passed a bill with a substantial
number of provisions found neither in
the House-passed bill nor considered by
the House.
. The Senate-passed bill introduced, for
the first time, a declaration of policy to
restrict the export of goods and tech-
nology which would make a significant
contribution to the military potential of
a nation or nations which would be det-
rimental to the national security of the
United States.

At the same time, the Senate-passed
bill, in granting full authority to the
President to prohibit and curtail exports,
encouraged him to exercise that author-
ity in a way which will inerease exports.
Because it found that the unwarranted
restriction of exports and the uncer-
tainty of policy toward many categories
of exports were without efficacy and were
diminishing our economic strength, the
other body wrote provisions which would
require the Secretary of Commerce to
promptly review the control lists with a
view to making changes consistent with
a policy designed to remove the discrimi-
nation against American exports in in-
ternational competition.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. WHALEN. As a member of the
House Armed Services Committee I have
several concerns with respect to this
conference report. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would yield for a series of ques-
tions I should like to pose.

The first has to do with the policy re-
view of control lists.

The question of prompt review of the
control lists is one of the objections which
have been raised in connection with the
conference report. As a member of the
Armed Services Committee, I am as con-
cerned as any of my colleagues to make
certain that we continue to prohibit ex-
ports of significant military applicability
to nations which threaten our national
security.

Is there anything to the charge that
the conference substitute places impos-
sible demands upon the Secretary of
Commerce by requiring him to canvass
the Government defense, laboratories
and private defense contractors and
complete his review within 6 months?

Mr. ASHLEY. I am very pleased that
the gentleman has asked that question.

There is no requirement for a canvass
and there is no 6-month limit for review
of the control lists.

Nothing in the language of the report
puts such requirements on the Secretary.
He is required to make “promptly such
changes and revisions in such list as may
be necessary or desirable in furtherance
of the policy, purposes and provisions’” of
the act and to include an initial detailed
statement with respect to actions taken
with respect to review, changes, and re-
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visions of the list in the second quarterly
report following enactment. It is clear
that the completion of a review within
6 months is neither anticipated nor re-
quired in view of the language calling
for “a detailed statement with respect
to actions taken in compliance in the
second quarterly report—and in any sub-
sequent report with respect to actions
taken.” There is to be a prompt initia-
tion of review and revision, but there is
no terminal date.

Mr. WHALEN, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for another question?

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield.

Mr. WHALEN. This has to do with
another objection that has been made
that products or fechnology available
from any other source, including Russia
and other Communist countries, eannot
be subject to export control unless the
President discloses the substance of in-
telligence reports, to the detriment of
our national security, These are strong
charges. Is there any foundation to
them?

Mr. ASHLEY. These charges, which
have received some publicity, are with-
out substance.

Such charges could only be seen as
rash and unwarranted.

Full Presidential authority to control
exports in the interest of national se-
curity is maintained. Where reporting to
the Congress is required, no stipulations
whatsoever are made with respect to the
release of classified information of any
confidential business data.

Nothing prohibits export controls on
items available from Russia or other
Communist countries. The language of
the report merely indicates that it
should be made clear which categories of
goods and information continue to be
subject to express permission on national
security grounds, for which nation or na-
tions, and for what reasons other than
unavailability from foreign countries. It
may be that it has not yet been deter-
mined whether goods or information of
comparable quality and technology are
not readily available to such nation or
nations from other sources. Or it may be
that there are other reasons, which ought
to be made clear to the Congress, for con-
tinued control of a category which is
readily available to such nation or na-
tions from other sources. In the past,
hundreds of categories have been con-
trolled for political purposes, foreign or
domestic, and unreported on that basis,
under a false cloak of national security.
The character of the reasoning and the
detail is left to the discretion of the
President.

Mr. WHALEN, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further for one final
question?

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

Mr. WHALEN. Is there anything to the
objection that the conference report fails
to make provisions for the so-called
“basket categories,” which are essential
for the control of new products and tech-
nology with strategic potential, but for
which separate classifications do not
exist?

Does the language of the report re-
quire advance individual identification
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of all products by the Commerce Depart-
ment? I know this sounds like an ex-
treme charge, but coula it possibly au-
thorize the uncontrolled export of new,
strategiec technology?

Mr. ASHLEY. The gentleman from
Ohio is certainly correct if he surmises
how extreme and unfounded such an ob-
jection is. A charge like this betrays a
fundamental misunderstanding of the
export control procedures and processes
and it completely overlooks the provi-
sions of section 13(b) of the conference
amendment.

Under established procedures, two
types of licenses, general and validated,
are obtainable by the exporter. A general
license permits certain categories of
goods to be shipped to virtually any des-
tination in the world.

If the exporter finds in reviewing the
commodity control list of the Compre-
hensive Export Schedule, that his prod-
uct does not fall into a commodity cate-
gory for which only a general license is
required, he must apply for a validated
export license, which is a document is-
sued only upon formal application. It is
not up to the Commerce Department to
identify new products in anticipation
that someone may wish to export them
in the future. It is incumbent upon the
exporter to determine with certainty
that his product is only subject to gen-
eral license before he ships it without
first obtaining a validated license. Sec-
tion 13(b) preserves these forms of ac-
tion required under existing law.

Hence, the charge with regard to the
statement made with respect to the po-
tential danger in connection with the
“basket categories” simply is without
foundation.

Mr. WHALEN. I certainly thank the
gentleman for answering these questions
and certainly the gentleman has removed
the doubts which may have been planted
in my mind as a result of some of the ob-
jections we have heard. I am most ap-
preciative for the very close attention
which the gentleman has given to this
legislation over the last several months
and for the clear explanation he has pro-
vided now.

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

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

Mr, FINDLEY, I have been very dis-
turbed about some of the restrictions
which cur Government has placed upon
the shipments of grain to bloc countries.
Some of them I think could be removed
by Executive order. For example, there is
a requirement on grain shipments to al-
most all of the Eastern European coun-
tries that a specific license be secured
for each shipment.

Another requirement that applies to-
day on some grain is that an entire ship-
ment cannot be unloaded in a country,
but part of the cargo has to be first un-
loaded in a free world port. That is a
ridiculous requirement.

Mr. ASHLEY. I agree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. FINDLEY. Another requirement is
that half of some shipments must go in
U.S. vessels, Can the gentleman from
Ohio tell me if the conference report
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deals in any way, directly or indirectly,
with these requirements, liberalizing
them in some respect?

Mr. ASHLEY. In all truth, the con-
ference was not in a position to deal with
the matters which the gentleman has
raised, mainly because neither the House
bill nor the Senate-passed bill contained
provisions with respect to these matters.

Mr. FINDLEY, May I ask the gentle-
man, does it deal——

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ar-
BERT). The time of the gentleman from
Ohio has expired.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr, Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas for the additional
time,

Let me go on further to say that cer-
tainly our subcommittee and the full
committee were fully aware of the prob-
lems raised and the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr., Mize) as a member of the sub-
committee, can perhaps amplify further
on this matter, and I will yield to the
gentleman for that purpose.

Mr. FINDLEY. May I direct a fur-
ther question to the gentleman from
Kansas, then?

Mr. ASHLEY. By all means.

Mr. FINDLEY. Does the conference re-
port in any way liberalize the require-
ment for a specific license on each ship-
ment of grain?

Mr. MIZE. If the gentleman will yield,
I would say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois the answer to that question is “No."”
But I do think that in the hearings on
this matter both in the House and in the
Senate this problem was aired thor-
oughly, and the matter of whether or
not to offer an amendment to cover the
items that the gentleman from Illinois
has alluded to was discussed. But we do
feel that these matters can be resolved
administratively, and the language in
the hearings suggested that it look at
these matters very carefully, and I think
it will,

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
just one final question that I would ask
to have considered.

Is there anything in the language of
the conference report or the legislation
to which it pertains which would restrict
the authority of the President to lift by
Executive order these restrictions on
grain shipments?

Mr. ASHLEY. Absolutely none.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make it clear
that there is nothing in the conference
report that inhibits the authority of the
President in any way whatsoever. In all
truth, the main thrust of this legislation
is to continue the restrictions on the
export of strategic goods and materials
largely for purposes of our national
security.

At the same time, it has become abun-
dantly clear that there are some 2,200
categories of goods, products, and tech-
nology, many of which have no strategic
value whatsoever, and are by any defini-
tion peaceful goods, and yet the require-
ments for licensing do put our competi-
tors at a very significant disadvantage.

It has been largely this kind of situa-
tion that is sought to be resolved by the
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conference report. If the President con-
tinued to control grain commodities on
grounds of national security, in view of
their obvious availability elsewhere, he
would be required to give his reasons for
continuing to require express permission
to export.

It has been largely this kind of a situa-
tion that is sought to be resolved by the
conference report.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the genfleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me. Page 2 of the confer-
ence report, in paragraph (5), states:

It is the policy of the United States (A) to
oppose restrictive trade practices or boycotts
fostered or imposed by foreign countries
against other countries friendly to the United
States, . . .

I have in mind the country of Rho-
desia, which is certainly friendly to the
United States, and which this Govern-
ment is boycotting. This has forced
American industry to buy chromium ore
from Russia at an 8l-percent increase
in price since there is no other supplier
of high-grade chromium other than
Rhodesia capable of meeting the de-
mands for this high-grade ore.

In the opinion of the gentleman does
this language have meaning, or is it
simply window dressing?

Mr. ASHLEY. As the gentleman knows,
the boycott provision as retained by the
Congress is operative at the discretion
of the President.

Mr. GROSS. Then does that mean it is
within the discretion of the President fo
elect to trade with Communist Russia
rather than with Rhodesia; is that what
the gentlemen is saying?

Mr, ASHLEY. The Export Control Act
is an act, as the gentleman knows, which
restricts the export of goods and com-
modities from the United States to the
Soviet Union and to other Communist
countries, and to such other destinations
as the President may designate, for rea-
sons for national seeurity, foreign policy,
or short supply.

Mr. GROSS. But this does not limit it
in any sense. There is nothing that limits
it to exports. The language I have just
read fto the gentleman is general
language. Incidentally, I might say that
our balance of trade with Rhodesia,
prior to the boycott, was most favorable
to the United States. I do not understand
why any President would penalize this
country by loss of exports and at the
same time forcing industry to deal with
and pay premium prices to Sovief Rus-
sia.

Mr. ASHLEY. I can appreciate the
sentiments of the gentleman. In all
truth I think it must be said that that
is not covered by the conference report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. WIDNALL).

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, we on
the minority side are urging you to op-
pose the adoption of the conference re-
port.

In view of the colloquy just prior to my
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rising, between the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. AsuaiLey) and the gentleman from
Ohiv (Mr. WHALEN), I would like to read
a letter which I received from the Seec-
retary of Commerce, which was dated
December 3, 1969, in which he says:

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., December 3, 1969.
Hon. WiLLiaM B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Brii: You have asked for the Ad-
ministration's position on the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 as reported out of
conference last month.

As you know, the Administration’s pref-
erence from the outset has been for straight
renewal of the Export Control Aet of 1949.
The House passed a two-year extension of
this Act with a useful modification which
presents no great difficulties internally nor
could it be misinterpreted as an undue *lib-
eralization” signal. However, we do not
support the conference version which is be-
ing interpreted as calling for broad imme-
diate lberalization. We feel strongly that
any significant liberalization of East/West
trade should be a part of broader improve-
ments in overall East/West relations.

In addition to the policy difficulties which
the conference-approved bill creates for the
Administration, the language of the author-
ity sectlon is such a drastic change from the
former act that a substantial question is
raised as to whether, should it become law,
the national security can be adequately pro-
tected. Specifically:

1. Section 4(a) calls for the Administration
to review within six months all products
and technologles with the intention of de-
controlling those which do not make a sig-
nificant contribution to the military poten-
tial of Communist countries. It is literally
impossible to canvass defense laboratories
and defense contractors with respect to all
of the thousands of such highly sophisticated
products in any short period, and even with
a best efforts attempt, the margin for human
error and the attendant security risk is
great.

2. Section 4(b) provides that if strategic
products or technology are avallable from
any foreign source, comparable items from
U.S. companies cannot be subject to export
control, unless the President makes a spe-
cific determination that this i{s necessary in
the interest of national security, and reports
in detail to Congress the reasons for such
determination. This requirement for detailed
public disclosure of the reasons for retaining
control over strategic commeodities and tech-
nology despite foreign avallability could be
detrimental both to our national security
and our foreign relations and also damage
U.S. firms in regard to matters of trade con-
fidentiality.

3. The language of the conference-approved
bill is unclear as to whether the government
maintains its authority as presently to con-
trol items involving new technology in “all
other"” or so-called “basket categories” until
they have been reviewed and determined to
be safe for export. Without such *“basket
categories” national security would be com-
promised by allowing uncontrolled export of
many heretofore unidentified new products
and technologies.

Failing the extension of the original Ex-
port Control Act of 1949 as amended by the
House, the Administration strongly supports
the substitution of the House Authority See-
tion 3 of HR 4293 for the conference-
approved Authority Section 4,

Sincerely,
MAURY,
Secretary of Commerce.

The three minority members of the
conference sent a letter to Members of
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the House in which we urged opposition
to the adoption of the conference report.
We did not sign the report, and we hope
it will not receive your support because
the all-important section 4, the “author-
ity’" section, of the report is almost ver-
batim the Senate language to which we
strenuously object for the following
Teasons:

First. It will be impossible to canvass
the Government defense laboratories and
private defense contractors throughout
the United States to ascertain which of
the many thousands of commodities,
technologies, and information affected
by the bill would, or would not, make a
significant contribution to the military
potential of Communist countries within
the 6-month period to which such re-
view is limited by section 4(a).

Second. Section 4(b) provides that if
strategic products technology or infor-
mation are available from any other
source including Russia and other Com-
munist countries or friendly nations not
allied with the United States, such items
cannot be subject to export control un-
less the President makes a specific de-
termination that this is necessary in the
interest of national security. Even if the
President makes such a determination,
the President then must report in detail
to the Congress, his reasons for same.
This reporting mandate will require de-
tailed public disclosure which could, and
no doubt would, be detrimental fo our
national security, our foreign relations
and would damage U.S. firms in regard
to matters of trade confidentiality.

Third. No provision is made for the
maintenance of controls over ‘basket
categories”—groupings of many similar
producis in general categories without
individual identification. Use of basket
categories is essential to control of the
exportation of new preducts or tech-
nology having strategic potential but for
which a separate classification does not
exist because such new product or tech-
nology has never been previously iden-
tified. The Senate language in the re-
port requires individual identification of
all products subject to control and there-
fore inability to identify many new prod-
ucts and technologies would authorize
their uncontrolled export even fo the
detriment of our national security.

In summary, we concur with many in
the Congress who believe the Export
Control Act needs updating. We agree
that some of its provisions have been
unnecessarily restrictive but we reject the
radical changes proposed by the Sen-
ate and incorporated in the conference
report.

We think it extremely unwise and not
in this Nation’s interest to shift the
burden of proof to the President in total
disregard of the fact that justification of
his actions may entail the divulging of
information which would be contrary to
the national security interests of this
country. When we in the House adopted
an amendment to the Export Control
Act making “availability” elsewhere of
the proposed export a matter to be con-
sidered by the President in exercising
his control authority, we restricted the
application of such availability test to
those nations with which we have de-
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fense treaty commitments—in other
words, we can have an impact upon trade
policy and shipment of goods from other
free world nations but we have no similar
power or control with respect to the ship-
ment of goods among and within the na-
tions of the Communist bloe.

Defeat of the conference report will
parmit an opportunity to reexamine the
guestions and issues we have raised
herein and hopefully the adoption of the
House “authority” section.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BRownN),

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, several weeks ago I came
down to the well of this House and urged
my colleagues to adopt an amendment to
the Export Control Act which I was of-
fering. I appreciated the substantial sup-
port the amendment received In the
course of its adoption. Those who op-
posed the amendment looked upon it as
a liberalization of the law, although I
consider it a modernization or updating
of the law,

This amendment to the “authority”
section of the bill required the President
to take into consideration the availabil-
ity of items from other nations with
which we have defense treaty commit-
ments when making his determination as
to whether or not an export from a firm
in this country should be controlied or
restricted. I argued then, as I argue now,
that a realistic export control policy for
this Nation must take into consideration
the export policies of our friends and
allies, for we are concerned with what
Communist bloc nations, including Rus-
sia, receive from the free world in the
way of exports more than we are in what
nation does the trading. To the extent
that we only interdict our source of sup-
ply by our Export Control Act, we do not
deny receipt of strategic goods to our ad-
versaries but in effect only penalize our
exporters.

The modification in the “authority”
section adopted by the House realistically
dealt with the problem. But at the same
time, it did not jeopardize the exercise
by the President of proper controls over
exports. It was a sensible modification of
the Export Control Act, regardless of
whether one views it as a liberal, a
moderate, or a conservative, as those
terms are used.

Subsequent to the House action the
other body passed amendments to the
Export Control Act which, in effect, con-
stituted a rewriting of the law. Its action
effected a significant liberalization of
the law, and went far beyond what we
had done in the House with respect to
modification of the “authority” section
of the law.

In conference, much of the policy
thrust of the bill adopted by the other
body was incorporated in the conference
report, although some of us who par-
ticipated in the conference thought some
of the steps taken were too big and too
fast, we acceded to the arguments and
actions of the other body.

However, the mandate of the language
of the “authority” section of the bill ap-
proved by the other body was such a
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departure from existing law, or even ex-
isting law as modified by the House ver-
sion, that the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, the gentleman from Kansas, and I
could not accept the same, and as a
consequence we did not sign the confer-
ence report.

I am sure you, too, are opposed to
trade in strategic goods by exporters of
this Nation with nations of the Com-
munist bloe, including Russia; yet, the
language of the “authority” section of
the conference report, which was the
Senate language, denies to the President
the right to restrict or control such trade
unless he satisfies the two-factor test of
section 4(b) or makes an absolute deter-
mination that such trade would be detri-
mental to the national security of the
United States and explains his reasons
for such determination in a “full and
detailed statement” in the next quarterly
report to the Congress.

The strategic importance of most ex-
ports which may have military signifi-
cance detrimental to the national secu-
rity of the United States must nec-
essarily be established from intelligence
reports. Disclosure of the substance of
these reports to the general public,
through a detailed quarterly report to
the Congress, would not be in this Na-
tion’s interest. It, therefore, would be al-
most essential for the President to at-
tempt to satisfy the two-factor test of
the “authority” section for the control of
exports which does not necessitate the
filing of such a report.

It is this two-factor test within the
“aquthority” section that causes me the
greatest concern. If you have read the
language of the report, you will know
that it denies to the President the right
to control exports either through the es-
tablishment of restricted trade lists or
by denial of export licenses, unless the
President satisfies both requirements of
such section. This test provides that with
respect to any export control action, the
President must determine: first, that the
item to be restricted or denied a license
“would make a significant contribution
to the military potential of such nation
or nations which would prove detrimen-
tal to the national security of the United
States’; and, second, such item or items
“sought to be exported are not readily
available to such nation or nations from
other sources.” Since this is a twofold
test, satisfaction of only one of the re-
quirements is not sufficient to justify
controls.

Once again I emphasize this says
“other sources,” not nations with which
we have defense treaty commitments, as
the House language said, but this says
“other sources” and “other sources” un-
der any interpretation means any sources
within the world, and not just the free
world.

The impact of this twofold test is to
deny to the President the right to control
the export of items to any nation even
though such item or items may have
substantial military significance detri-
mental to the United States, if such item
or items are readily available to such
nation or nations from any other source,
including a source within the Communist
bloc of nations, even Russia, since the
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term “other sources” has in no way been
limited by the conference report.

The questioning of the Senator from
Minnesota, the leading proponent of the
Senate version, regarding his interpre-
tation of this language of the conference
report—I refer Members to the CoNGRES-
sIONAL REcorp for November 14, pages
34290 through 34293—clearly estab-
lishes that either the Senator and his
colleagues in the Senate did not mean
what they had written or did not say
what they meant.

Nevertheless, the language is not pat-
ently ambiguous and therefore is not
subject to interpretation, regardless of
the amount of legislative history which
the Senate or this collogquy establishes in
the pages of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

My purpose in opposing the adoption
of the conference report is to permit an
opportunity for the Congress to adopt
the House version of the “authority”
section and for no other reason.

Section 4(b) of the conference report,
which is the Senate language, is totally
unacceptable to the administration, and
to many of us on the committee, and
should be unacceptable to the Members
of the House.

I reiterate that urging the defeat of
the conference report, as I am doing at
this time, I am not advocating that I, or
you, should reject all of that report.

Rather, it is necessary for us to reject
the conference report if we are to be in
a position to replace the objectionable
provisions of the report’s “authority”
section only with the acceptable and re-
sponsible provisions originally adopted
by the House. If we defeat the conference
report, I will immediately move to have
the House recede and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amendment,
and in this action I understand I have
the concurrence of the chairman.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. Just to attempt to
clarify in my own mind the essential
issue here, is the gentleman’s objection
primarily the requirement of public dis-
closure which might in turn impair our
security interests? Would that be an
oversimplification?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Somewhat
of an oversimplification, because it is
only in the situation where the President
cannot meet the two-factor test that he
would have to make a determination of
control just on the basis of the national
security and give his reasons in the
quarterly report. The two-factor test is
primarily the test he should use. It is the
two-factor requirement that makes it
very difficult to control exports under
that part of the law and as a consequence
he would be required to rely upon the
national security provision and give his
reasons in the report.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Do I correctly under-
stand that the gentleman said that T had
concurred with the gentleman in offering
his motion?
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Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Procedur-
ally only, Mr. Chairman. I do not sug-
gest that you concur in the substance
of what I propose to do. I did mean you
had procedurally agreed I could make
such a motion, since otherwise it would
be the prerogative of the chairman.

Mr. PATMAN. I had told you I had not
made up my mind on what we sheculd do,
should the conference report be rejected.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. That is not
my understanding, Mr, Chairman, but if
that is your understanding I accept it.

Mr. PATMAN. That is my understand-
ing.
Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHLEY. The gentleman from
Michigan was the author of the avail-
ability test that was written for consid-
eration by our subcommittee and by the
full committee. Can the gentleman tell
me with respect to this dual test, which
he feels is so onerous, what earthly dif-
ference it makes whether the commodity
or the product or the technical knowl-
edge is available from Great Britain,
Italy, or from Czechoslovakia? If we are
going to talk about availability as a ra-
tional, valid test, why do we choose to
differentiate as to the source of that
availability?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. The gen-
tleman from Ohio will agree that we have
an export control law primarily to be
able to control exports to the Commu-
nist-bloc nations and Russia. We think
that should be a free world policy, a mul-
tilateral policy, more than just a policy
of this Nation. We cannot have any con-
trol over exports from the nations of
Eastern Europe or the Communist-bloc
nations.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HALPERN) .

(Mr. HALPERN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues ought to be fully cognizant of the
broad support which is being expressed
for this legislation. I would like to ad-
dress myself to this aspect of this issue.

On November 17 to 19, the 56th annual
foreign trade convention was held in
New York under the sponsorship of the
National Foreign Trade Council.

The council is made up of more than
600 companies of highly diversified inter-
ests, representing every segment of the
American economy, and drawn from all
over this country.

Attendance at the convention is not
confined to members of the council. Reg-
istered delegates to the convention num-
bered more than 2,000, including many
officials of our Government along with
representatives of the business commu-
nity. The convention was chaired by
James M. Roche, chairman of the board
of General Motors.

The convention was very much aware
of the conference substitute for H.R.
4293, agreed to on November 6, in its de-
liberations, and it addressed itself spe-
cifically to the question of East-West
trade as it is affected by our export con-
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trol policy and procedures. The conven-
tion adopted unanimously, a declaration
with language on export controls, to
which not a single objection was raised,
as follows:

Subject to limitations imposed by con-
siderations of natlonal security, the Conven-
tion favors the relaxation of restrictions and
simplification of regulatory procedures on ex-
port sales of nonstrategic goods and services
to the Soviet Union and to the countries of
Eastern Europe.

The Convention welcomes the detalled re-
view of U.S. policies in respect to trade with
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe which
has been occasloned in both the Senate and
the House of Representatives by considera-
tion and enactment of bills for renewal or
modification of the Export Control Act of
1049, as amended, now due to expire on De-
cember 31, 1969,

The view of the Conventlon is that the
terms and administration of the required
new legislation as it emerges from Congress
should assure, first, the effective prohibition
of export of goods and techmnology which
would be detrimental to United States secu-
rity Interests; and, second, that U.S. export
controls in other respects are brought into
closer conformity to the controls which other
cooperating nations exercise through the
Coordinating Committee of the Consultative
Group (COCOM) of which the United States
is a member.

The Convention recognizes that there are
many obstacles to expansion in U.S. trade
with the Soviet Union and the countries of
Eastern Eurcope and that such expanded
trade can only develop as there is a demon-
stration of mutual benefit. The Convention
opposes, however, continuation of U.8. uni-
lateral controls on the literally hundreds of
procducts on non-military character which
the Soviet Union and Eastern European
Countries can readily obtain from COCOM
countries other than the United States.

The National Foreign Trade Council
endorsed this declaration of the conven-
tion and sent it to each Member of Con-
gress, along with several other recom-
mendations on foreignm economic policy
issues. I would like to insert at this point
in the Recorp a listing of the distin-
guished members of the board of direc-
tors of the Council and of the delegates
to the convention.

It seems clear, Mr. Speaker, that it is
time to come into closer step with public
opinion in this area. I believe the con-
ference report accomplishes this and con-
stitutes a signal achievement. I do not
share some of the apprehension ex-
pressed. I urge the adoption of the report.

The list follows:

Nationar Foreicw Trape Councin, Inc.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Chairman: Robert J. Dixcon, Johnson &
Johnson International.

Gerard Alexander, The B, F. Goodrich Com-
pany.

Claude H. Allard, Uniroyal International.

John H. Andren, Manufacturers Hanover
Trust Oompany.

J. A. Black, Otis Elevator Company,

Richard M. Bliss, Bankers Trust Company.

Bart H. Bossidy, Celanese Corporation.

R. L. Brittenham, International Telephone
& Telegram Cor'poratlon.

Anthony J. A. Bryan, Monsanto Company.

E. E. Buchanan, Bethlehem Steel Corpora-
tion

Willard C. Butcher, The Chase Manhattan
Bank.

Guillermo Carey, The Anaconda Company.

James H. Carpenter, Colgate-Palmolive
International Inc.
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David H, Conklin, E, I, du Pont de Nemours
& Compsany.

G. A. Costanzo, First National City Bank.

F. O. Cullen, Del Monte Corporation,

Daniel A. Cummings, Sears, Roebuck and
Co.

E. J. Dailey, RCA Corporation.

Jose de Cubas, Westington Electric Infer-
national Company.

Paul Dietz, Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing
Company.

Mario A. Di Federico, Firestone Interna-
tional Company.

R. Stanley Dollar, Jr., The Robert Dollar
Co.

Harry B. Duane, Norton Company.

James A. Farley, The Ccca-Cola Export
Corporation.

Willlam L. Henry, Gulf Oil Corporation.

James A, Farrell, Jr.,, Past-Chairman,
NFTC.

Marvin 8. Fink, Ebasco Industries Inc.

David J. Fitzgibbons, Sterling Drug Inc.

L. W. Folmar, Texaco Inc,

Victor C. Folsom, United Fruit Company.

Berent Friele, International Basic Econ-
omy Corporation.

Harlow W. Gage, General Motors Corpora-
tion.

G. H. Gallaway, Crown Zellerbach Corpora-
tion.

C. Dillon Glendinning, Mobil Oil Corpora-
tion.

Austin J. Gould, Eastman Kodak Com-
pany.

George Haynes, The National Cash Register
Company.

William L. Henry, Gulf Oll Corporation.

E. S. Hoglund, Past-Chairman, NFTC.

Joseph W. Holton, Armco International.

M. O. Johnson, International Harvester
Company.

Antonie T. Enoppers, Merck & Co., Ine.

N. A. Liberatore, Lone Star Cement Corpo-
ration.

Walter L. Lingle, Jr., The Procter & Gamble
Company.

L. R. Lyon, Fluor Corporation.

F. N. Mansager, Hoover Worldwide Cor-
poration.

F. Arthur Mayes, AFIA.

John J, McMullen, United States Lines,
Ine.

Allen W. Merrell, Ford Motor Company.

I. J. Minett, Chrysler Corporation.

Alfred F. Miossi, Continental Illinois Na-
tional Bank and Trust Company of Chicago.

John G. Montag, Caterpillar Tractor Co.

James Montgomery, Pan American World
Airways, Inc.

William T. Moore,
Lines, Incorporated.

Robert M. Norris, National Foreign Trade
Council, Ine.

Sydnor Oden, Anderson, Clayton & Co.

J. Warren Olmsted, The First National
Bank of Boston.

George L. Parkhurst, Standard Oil Com-
pany of California.

Roland Pierotti, Bank of America N.T. &
S.A.

Donald C. Platten, Chemical Bank.

John Pugsley, United States Steel Corpo-
ration.

Thomas J. Smith, Farrell Lines Incorpo-
rated.

William H. Spoor, The Pillsbury Company.

Hoyt P. Steele, General Electric Com-
pany.

Harold R. Stephan, Republic Steel Corpo-
ration.

Malcolm C. Stewart, The Gillette Company.

Leroy D. Stinebower, Standard Oil Com-
pany (New Jersey).

William 8. Swingle, Past-President, NFTC.

Richard V. Thomas, Goodyear Interna-
tional Corporation.

Henry 8. Thompson, Insular Lumber Com-
pany.

W. E. Tucker, Caltex Petroleum Corpo-
ration,

Moore-McCormack
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Alfred H. Von Klemperer, Morgan Guar-
anty Trust Company of New York.

Sherwood Waldron, American Home Pro-
ducts Corporation.

Albert C. Wall, Chubb & Son Ine.

Philip C. Walsh, W. R. Grace & Co.

George C. Wells, Union Carbide Corpora-
tion.

B. H. Witham, IBM World Trade Corpora-
tion.

Charles R. Carroll, Counsel to the Board.

OFFICERS

Robert J. Dixson, Chairman.

Robert M. Norrls, President.

Melville H. Walker, Exec. Vice President &
Treasurer.

Robert T. Scott, Vice President.

Helene L. Bienzle, Secretary.

Eleanor Tremel, Assistant Treasurer.
Alexander U, Toschi, Assistant Treasurer.
ApvaNCE REGISTRATION TO THE 56TH NATIONAL
ForeElGN TRADE CoNVENTION, NEw YoOREK,

MN.Y., Novemser 17, 18, anp 19, 1969

(Includes guest observers from United States
and foreign governments and from inter-
national institutions)

A

Arround, A. Robert, Vice President, Inter-
national Section, First National Bank of Chi-
cago, Chicago, 111,

Achenbach, Dr. Richard, Consul, Consu-
late General of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, New York, N.Y.

Achikzad, G. F., Vice President, The Trad-
ing Company of Afghanistan, New ¥York,
NY

Achilles, Theodore C., Vice Chairman, Ex-
ecutive Committee, Atlantic Council of the
U.S., Washington, D.C.

Acosta, Allen H., Export Manager, Ache-
son, Colloids Company, Port Huron, Mich.

Adams, Frank J., Export Manager, The
Jaeger Machine Company, Columbus, Ohio.

Adams, Professor Robert W., Institute for
International Commerce, Graduate School
of Business Administration, The University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich.

Agnew, Harold A., Traffic Manager, Gran-
colombiana (New York), Inc.,, New York,
N.X.

Agullar, Rafael, Head Commercial Office—
Embassy of Spain, New York, N.Y.

Ahle, Rudolf, Consulate General of the
Federal Republic of Germany, New York,
N.Y.
Ahonen, Valno A., Vice President and Man-
ager, International Department, Peoples
Trust of New Jersey, Hackensack, N.J.

Ahuja, V. K, Consul General of India,
New York, N.Y.

Alexander, Gerald, Group Vice President,
The B. P. Goodrich Company, Akron, Ohio.

Alexander, John L., Manager, Forelgn Oper-
ations, Oneida Ltd., Oneida, N.Y.

Alexandrides, Dr. C. G., Institute of In-
ternational Business, Atlanta, Georgia.

Allfano, G. J., Vice President, Pittsburgh
National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Allen, Arthur P., Assistant Chief, General
Commercial Policy Division, Department of
State, Washington, D.C.

Allison, Duane, Director, Eastern Opera-
tions, Portland Public Docks, New York, N.Y.

Al-Qandi, Abdulla, Vice Consul, Consulate
of the State of Kuwalt, New York, N.Y.

Alvarenga Cabanas, Ruben I, Consulor,
Embassy of Paraguay, Washington, D.C.

Alyarez, P, J., Manager, Financial Plan-
ning, International, Lone Star Cement Cor-
poration, Greenwich, Conn,

Ammear, Hamed, Minister, Charge d'Affaires
al., Embassy of Tunisia, Washington, D.C.

Andersen, Aksel, N., Banking Officer, Ma-
rine Midland Grace Trust Company, New
York, N.Y.

Anderson, E. I, Vice President, Operations
Planning, RCA Sales Corporation, Indiana-
polis, Ind.

Anderson, John C, Assistant Vice Presl-
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dent, Forelgn Credit Insurance Association,
New York, N.Y.

Anderson, Richard E., Assoc. Technical Di-
rector, The Chase Manhattan Bank, New
York, N.Y.

Andren, John H., Executive Vice President,
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, New
York, N.Y.

Andrews, Dr. David B., Coordinator, Inter-
national Executive, Koppers Company, Inc.,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Andrews, Lindsay T., Assistant Vice Pres-
ident, Franklin National Bank, New York,
N.X.

Anger, Bert W., President, Nicholson File
International, East Providence, R.IL

Angle, Frank W., Director of Labor Rela-
tions, General Motors Overseas Operations,
New York, N.Y.

Angulo, Manuel R., Partner, Curtis, Mallet- .

Prevost, Colt & Mosle, New York, N.Y.

Anschultz, James W., Vice President, Bank
of the Commonwealth, Detroit, Mich.

Anthony, William J., Vice President, The
Fidelity Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Apeseche, F. P., Johnson & Johnson Inter-
national, New Brunswick, N.J.

Archer, A. J.,, Management Development
Manager, E. R. Squibb & Sons, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Archibald, C. I., Assistant General Man-
ager, International Banking Division, The
Bank of Nova Scotia, Toronto, Ontario,
Canada.

Arioka, Shigeru, Assistant Vice President,
Sumitomo Shoji America, Inc., New York,
MY,

Armishaw, W. F.,, Assistant General Man-
ager, Republic Steed Corporation, General
Export Division, New York, N.Y.

Armstrong, Col. Armour 8., Chief Office of
Ports and Intermodel Systems, Maritime Ad-
ministration, Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

Armstrong, Donaldson, Deputy Consul
General, Canadian Consulate, New York,
by Pk

Armstrong, Robert W., President, Revlon
International Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Armstrong, Willis C., President, U.S. Coun-~
cil of the ICC, New York, N.Y.

Arrouet, Francols V., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, French American Banking Corporation,
New York, N.Y.

Artigue, Plerre, Executive Secretary. The
Belgian American Chamber of Commerce,
New York, N.Y.

Arvani, Christopher C., Vice President, First
National City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Ashton, Professor David J., School of Inter-
national Business, Boston University, Boston,
Mass.

Aspinwall, Robert A., Treasurer, United
Aircraft Corporation, East Hartford, Conn,

Atherton, J. L., General Sales Manager,
Port of Beaumont, Beaumont, Texas,

Austin, Donald E., Manager, Overseas Cor-
porate Administration, General Motors Over-
seas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Austin, Dr. Ruben V., Dean, College of
Business and Economics, Robinson Hall, Uni-
versity of Delaware, Newark, Del.

Avery, J. E., Jr., Vice President, Johnson &
Johnson International, New Brunswick, N.J.

Ayers, Captain Willilam M,, President, Ayers
Steamship Company, Inc., New Orleans, La.

Ayoub, Sam, Assistant Treasurer, The
Coca-Cola Export Corporation, New York,
N.XY.

B

Babb, ¥. F.,, Manager, Sales Projects Fi-
nancing, General Electric Company, New
York, N.Y.

Bachmeyer, William L., Export Manager,
American Hospital Supply International,
Edison, N.J.

Back, L. A., Assistant Vice President, First
National City Bank, New York, N.Y,

Badour, Alan D., General Manager, Hen-
drickson International Corporation, Lyons,
I
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Baghal, Mohamed A., Executive Secretary,
g,s.-Arab Chamber of Commerce, New York,

5

Baker, Burke, Jr., Vice President, Admin-
istration, Anderson, Clayton & Co., Houston,
Texas,

Baker, Steve A., Credit Manager, Dana
World Trade Corporation, Fort Wayne, Ind.

Baldwin, Willlam H., Public Relations Di-
rector, National Foreign Trade Council, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Balgooyen, H. W., The Crossways, Katonah,

X

Ball, E. A, Boise Cascade International,
New York, N.XY.

Bannier, Miss Gisela, Consulate General of
the Federal Republic of Germany, New York,
NY.

Bardach, Henry, Country Officer for Korea,
Department of State, Washington, D.C.

Bardenhagen, Arthur, Vice President, Irv-
ing Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Bardsley, R. G., Senior Vice President, Na-
tional Bank of North Amerlca, New York,
N.Y.

Barnes, Edwin A, Jr.,, Director, Salaried
Personnel Administration, General Motors
Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Barrand, Harry P., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Manufacturers Hanover Trust Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Barrett, J. Patrick, Manager, Administra-
tive Services, Carrier Overseas Corporation,
Syracuse, N.Y.

Barron, James B,, Vice President, New Eng-
land Merchants National Bank, Boston,
Mass.

Barsanti, Willlam P., Partner, International
Division, Arthur Andersen & Co., New York,
N.Y.

Barss, Dr. Lawrence W., President, Barss,
Reltzel & Assoc., Inc., Cambridge, Mass,

Bartlett, Albert J., Partner, Arthur Ander-
sen & Co,, Detroit, Mich.

Bashir, A. R., Economic Minister, Embassy
of Pakistan, Washington, D.C.

Bass, Martin, PMA Coordinator, New York
Area Office, Small Business Administration,
Washington, D.C.

Bates, Ralph E. Director, International
Distributors Relations & Services, RCA,
New York, N.Y.

Batton, C. V., Administrative Vice Presi-
dent, The Hoover Company, North Canton,
Ohio.

Baughman, Max L., Senior Viece Presdent,
La Salle National Bank, Chieago, Ill.

Beal, Mahlon B., Division Chief, Exporter
Credits, Guarantees, and Insurance, Export-
Import Bank of the United States, Washing-
ton, D.C,

Bean, Robert L., Coordinator of Programs,
State of Illinols, Department of Business &
Economic Development, Chicago, Ill.

Beaumont, R., Agent-in-Charge, The Hong-
kong and Shanghal Banking Corp., New York,
N.Y.

Bechtel, J. Frederick, Vice President, Clark
Equipment Company, Buchanan, Mich,

Beck, Carl E., Vice President, Banco Credito
¥ Ahorro Ponceno, San Juan, Puerto Rico.

Bednarik, Professor Mojmir K. Depart-
ment of International Finance, Fairleigh
Dickinson University, Teaneck, N.J.

Bedrava, Irvin G., Sales Manager, D.C. An-
drews International, Chieago, Ill.

Bee, Robert N., Vice President & Interna-
tional Economist, First Wisconsin National
Bank of Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wis.

Beebe, Morris W., Administrative Assistant
to the WVice President, IBM Corporation,
Lexingion, Ky.

Beigie, Carl E., Assistant Secretary & Inter-
national Economist, Irving Trust Company,
New York, N.Y¥.

Bejarano, Jose Rafael, Vice President, Latin
American Division, Xerox Corporation, Stam-
ford, Conn.

Belcsak, Hans P., Associate, 8. J. Rundt &
Associates, New York, N.¥Y.
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Bellins, Professor Paul, Department of
Marketing, Pace College, New York, N.Y.

Belzner, J. T. Jr., Vice President, First
National Bank in Dallas, Dallas, Texas.

Bender, Stacey, Director of Trade Develop=-
ment, Port of Lake Charles, Lake Charles, La.

Bennett, William F. President, General
Telephone & Electronics International Inc.,
New York, N.¥.

Bennett, William L., Financial Relations
Adviser, International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, Washington, D.C.

Benson, H. D., U.S. Representative, Ameri-
can Chambers of Commerce for Brazil, Rio
de Janerio & Sao Paulo, Willlamsburg, Va.

Beplat, Tristan E., Senior Vice President,
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, New
York, N.¥.

Bergmann, Henry E., Vice President, State
Street Bank Boston International, New York,
N.Y.

Bernacki, Peter A., President, General Air
Freight Corp., New York, N.Y.

Bernard, David G., Senior Vice President,
Overseas Division, International Paper Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Bernard V., Deputy Consul General, Bel-
glan Consulate General, New York, N.Y.

Bero, Ronald A., Assistant Vice President,
International Bank Division, First Wisconsin
National Bank of Milwaukee, Wisc.

Bert, J. R., Manager of BSales—United
States, United States Steel International
(New York) Inec., New York, N.¥.

Bessi, Peter V., Assistant Vice President,
Irving Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Bevan, R. 8., Tax Attorney, Texaco Inc.,
New York, N.X.

Bevin, Douglas E., Vice President, Dodge
& Seymour, Lid., New York, N.¥.

Bevino, Thomas A., Cargo Market Devel-
opment Coordinator, Alitalia Ailrlines, New
York, N.Y.

Blenzle, Helene L., Secretary, National
Foreign Trade Council, Inc, New York, N.Y.

Biesel, Robert G., President, International
Division, General American Transportation
Corp., Chicago, Il

Biggerstaff, William E., Vice President,
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif.

Billings, Elden E., Analyst in International
Trade and Finance, Legislative Reference
Service, The Library of Congress, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Bird, R. David N., Manager, Business Devel-
opment, Barclays Bank D.C.O., New York,
N.Y.

Birge, Walter W., Manager, International
Division, The Ohio National Bank of Colum-
bus, Columbus, Ohio.

Birmingham, William G., Jr., Executive
Vice President, Dodge & Seymour, Ltd., New
York, N.¥Y.

Bishop, Benjamin C., Jr., Finanecial Vice
President, Cummings and Company, Nash-
ville, Tenn.

Bjelke, Edward W., Vice President, Secu-
rity Pacific International Bank, New York,
N.Y.

Black, J, Alexander, Senior Vice President
& Director, Otis Elevator Company, New
York, N.Y.

Black, Dr. J. G., Director, BMI-Interna-
tional, Battelle Memorial Institute, Colum-
bus, Ohio.

Blackman, Herbert N., Administrator, Bu-
reau of International Labor Affairs, U.S. De-
partment of Labor, Washington, D.C.

Blair, Raymond W., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Marine Midland Trust Co. of Central
N.Y,, Syracuse, N.Y.

Blake, H. M,, Vice President, C. V. Starr &
Company, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Blake, T. L., Vice President, Bank of Amer-
ica NT & SA, Bank of America Plaza, San
Francisco, Calif.

Blakeslee, Professor David W., Assoclate
Dean, Graduate School of Business, Rutgers
University, Newark, N.J.

Blasco, John J., Regional Manager, Iran
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Operations, Mack Trucks Worldwide, Ltd.,
Allentown, Pa.

Bliss, H. F., Jr., Managing Director, Cyan-
amid International, Wayne, N.J.

Bliss, Richard M. Senior Vice President,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Blood, Wayland F., Manager, Overseas Fi-
nancing Department, Ford Motor Company,
Dearborn, Mich,

Boddewyn, Professor J., School of Inter-
national Business, New York University, New
York, N.Y.

Bodie, Joseph J., Manager, Earthmoving
Equipment, General Motors Overseas Opera-
tions, New York, N.¥.

Bodner, Irwin W, Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York, N.Y.

Boehm, H. G., Consulant, International Di-
vision, Merchants National Bank & Trust
Company, Indianapolis, Ind.

Bohlmann, Hans H., President, Conintrade
Company, North Haven, Conn.

Bond, Charles H., Vice President, Eayser-
Roth International, New York, N.Y.

Bonsal, Stephen, Assistant Manager, Inter-
national Division, Chubb & Sons, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Booth, D. W., Vice President, Industrial
National Bank of Rhode Island, Providence,
R.I.

Bopp, Walter S., Vice President & General
Manager, Phllco-Ford Corp., International
Division, Philadelphia, Pa.

Borrego, E. C., Vice President, International
Development, Kerr-McGee Corporation, Okla-
homa City, Okla.

Borup, Erik A. Manager, Management De-
velopment, Schering Corp., Bloomfield, N.J.

Bosse, George S., Director, School of World
Trade, New York, N.Y.

Bossidy, Bart H., Vice President, Celanese
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Bostwick, Don, Vice President, for Plan-
ning and Export Expansion, Export-Import
Bank of the United States, Washington, D.C.

Bowman, John T., Senator, State of Mich-
igan, Lansing, Mich.

Boxer, I. X,, Manager, Foreign Depart-
ment, Kay-Fries Chemicals Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Boyd, William, Jr., Senior Vice President,
Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Boylan, Francis X., President, Foreign
Credit Insurance Association, New York, N.Y.

Boysen, Frederick J., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Philadelphia International Bank, New
York, N.Y.

Brady, Mrs. Jeanne, Information Officer,
Asiatic Petroleum Corporation, New York,
NY.

Bramwell, Edwin M., Vice Presldent—Fi-
nance, The M. W. Eellogg Company, New
York, N.Y.

Branard, J, H., Jr., Vice President, Gulf
Atlantlic Warehouse Co., Houston, Texas

Erandle, Adolf, Representative, Union Bank
of Switzerland, New York, N.Y.

Bray, Robert F., Vice President & Treas-
urer, United States Steel International (New
York) Inc., New York, N.¥.

Breien, D. R., Vice President and Treasurer,
Hoover Worldwide Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Brennan, Richard M., Coordinator of Tariff
Affairs, Union Carbide Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Brewster, John N, Director Distributor
Bales, International B, F. Goodrich Com-
pany, Akron, Ohio

Brice, R. T., Assistant to the Senior Vice
President, Otls Elevator Company, New York,
N.Y.

Bridges, Orphie R., President, Arvin Inter-
national Ine., Columbus, Ind.

Briggs, J. L., Executive Vice President,
American Standard Inc., New York, N.XY.

Brine, Lewis R., Manager, Non-Automotive
Products, General Motors Overseas Distribu-
tors Corporation, New York, N.¥Y.

Bronson, D. R., Manager, Planning & Con-
trols, RCA Corporation, Harrison, N.J.
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Brown, Barton, Manager of Operations
Staff, General Motors Overseas Operations,
New York, N.Y.

Brown, Harry W., Manager, Employee Rela-
tions, Bechtel Corporation, San Francisco,
Calif,

Brown, J. 8., Treasurer, SAMINCORP Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Brown, Richard R., Assistant Treasurer,
Sperry Rand Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Brown, Samuel C., Vice President and Man-
ager, The Northern Trust International Bank-
ing Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Brown, Thomas S., Senior Vice President,
The American Distilling Company, New ¥York,
N.X.

Brown, Walter H., Partner, Brown Brothers
Harriman & Co., New York, N.Y.

Browne, John R., Vice President, The Lib-
erty National Bank & Trust Company of
Oklahoma Clty, Oklahoma City, Okla,

Browne, R. J., Consul, British Trade Devel-
opment Office, New York, N.Y.

Brunet, Meade, Mendham, N.J.

Brunner, T. E. G., Vice President, Euro-
pean-American Banking Corporation, New
York, N.X.

Bruno, Vincent J., Director, World Trade
Department, Commerce and Industry Asso-
ciation, New York, N.¥.

Brunold, Werner J., Irving Trust Company,
New York, N.¥.

Bruton, William H., Vice President, Manu~-
facturers Hanover Trust Company, New York,

Bruyninckx, Remi G., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Manufacturers & Traders Trust Com-
pany, Buffalo, N.Y.

Bryan, Joseph R., Assistant Vice President,
The Indiana National Bank, Indianapolis,
Ind.

Buchanan, Eugene E., Assistant General
Counsel, Bethlehem Steel Corporation, Beth-
lehem, Pa.

Buck, John E,, III, Director Trade Develop-
ment, Eastern Division, Norfolk Port & In-
dustrial Authority, Maritime Tower, Norfolk,
Va.

Buckman, David L., 2nd Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A,, New York,
N.Y.

Bullard, Eugene, IITI, Assistant Cashier,
Commodity International Division, National
Bank of Commerce, Memphis, Tenn.

Burfeind, Fred C., Senior Manager, Stand-
ard Oil Company (N. J.), New York, N. Y.

Burgess, W. S., Chief Executive for North
America, The Standard Bank Ltd., New York,
N.Y.

Burhanuddin, M. S. R., Counselor (Trade
Attache), Embassy of Malaysia, New York,
N. Y.

Burnett, Timothy B., International Officer,
Citizens & Southern National Bank, Atlanta,
Georgla.

Burnes, Calvin C., Assistant Secretary,
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, New
York, N. Y.

Burns, Billy B., Chairman, Board of Com-
missioners, Port of Palm Beach, Riviera
Beach, Fla.

Burns, J. Robert, Manager, Treasury Opera-
tions, Monsanto Company, New York, N.¥,

Burr, Elbert W., Director of Personnel, In-
ternational Division, Monsanto Company, St.
Louls, Mo.

Burr, Monson M., Manager, Corporate
Status, Taxes and Dividends, General Motors
Overseas Operations, New York, N. Y,

Bursley, Gilbert E., Senator, State of Mich-
igan, Lansing, Mich.

Burton, Clark D., Vice President, The First
National Bank of Boston, Buenos Aires,
Argentina

Butcher, Willard C., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New
York, N. Y.

Butler, Rhett W., Director, World Trade
Division, Chicago Association of Commerce
and Industry, Chicago, Ill.

Butter, Gerrit, Assistant Vice President,
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Mellon National Bank and Trust Company,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Buttleman, H. R., Manager, Corporate
Finance Services, Caterpillar Tractor Co.,
Peoria, I11.

C

Cabrera, Professor Gilberto R., Department
of Management and Business Law, Univer-
sity of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico.

Cameron, Donald O., Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York, N. Y.

Campbell, C. K., Vice President and Direc-
tor, IBM World Trade Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Camphbell, Robert D., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Newsweek, Inc,, New York, N. Y.

Campbell, Thomas W., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Mellon Bank International, New York,
N.Y.

Campos, The Honorable Roberto de Oliveira,
President, Inter-American Council of Com-
merce and Production (CICYP), Rio de
Janeiro, Brazil.

Caranicas, Costa P., Economie Minister,
Embassy of Greece, Washington, D. C.

Carberry, W. Gordon, Director, Export Mar-
keting, Campbell Soup Company, Camden,
N.J.

Carleton, Charles W., Executive Vice Presi-
dent—International Division, Standard
Brands Incorporated, New York, N. Y.

Carlson, E. 8., President, E. 8. Carlson Co.,
Boston, Mass.

Carey, Guillermo Senior Vice President,
The Anaconda Company, New York, N. Y.

Carll, Dr. Guido, Governor, Banca d'Ttalia,
Rome, Italy.

Carlisle, Woodson 8., Jr., Assistant Treas-
urer, Clark Equipment Company, Buchanan,
Mich.

Carmody, Joseph, Assistant Manager, The
Port of New York Authority, Washington,
D.C.

Carr, David W., Director, Pacific-Asia and
Middle East Divisions, National Foreign
Trade Council, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Carroll, Charles R., Counsel to the Board,
National Foreign Trade Council, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Carroll, Gregory C., Vice President, Bank of
America, N.Y.

Carroll, John J., Chairman, NFTC Tax
Committee; Vice President, Ebasco Interna-
tional Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Carroll, Mitchell B., Attorney of Counsel,
Coudert Brothers, New York, N.Y.

Carroll, R, J., Vice President, Finance,
Overseas Division, International Paper Com-~
pany, New York, N.Y.

Carson, C. W. Senior Vice President,
Chemical Bank, International Division, New
York, NY.

Carter, J. Larry, Senior Vice President,
First Union National Bank of North Caro-
lina, Charlotte, N.C.

Carter, Jack E., Vice President Interna-
tional Division, The EKelly-Springfield Tire
Company, Cumberland, Md.

Carter, Victor, Director—International Di-
vision, The T. L. Smith Company, Milwaukee,
‘Wisconsin,

Cashman, George D., Vice President, Mor-
gan Guaranty Trust Company of New York,
New York, N.¥.

Cassidy, John T. Senior Vice President,
Dart Containeriine Incorporated, New York,
N.Y.

Cassini, Gene, Manager, Marketing Serv-
ices, United States Steel International (New
York) Inc., New York, N.X.

Cathles, George, Deputy Agent, West-
minster Bank Limited, New York, N.Y.

Cavanaugh, Walter A, Vice President,
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, New
York, N.Y.

Chamberlin, Robert W., Central National
Bank of Cleveland, Cleveland, Ohlo.

Chark, Erwin B., European Coordinator,
Joint International Mobil Chemiecal Inter-
national Ltd.,, New York, N.Y.

Chapelle, Donald, Manager,

Passenger
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Sales, Pan American World Airways, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Chapman, W. M. Vice President, Field
Operations, Westinghouse Electric Interna-
tional Company, New York, N.Y.

Charleston, George J., Manager, Barclays
Bank, D.C.O., New York, N.Y.

Charpentier, William A., Manager, Interna-
tlonal Credit & Sales Finance, Raytheon
Company, Lexington, Mass.

Chaslin, Pierre J. L., President, Geep-In-
dustries, Yerres, France.

Chaudhury, M. N. I, Consul General of
Pakistan, New York, N.Y.

Cherney, Paul, President, Cinefot Inter-
national Corp., New York, N.Y,

Childs, W. C., General Manager, Chrysler
Corporation, Export-Import Division, Detroit,
Mich.

Christiansen, Thomas A., Manager, Inter-
national Planning, Hewlett-Packard Com-
pany, Palo Alto, Calif.

Christie, David C., Manager, Customer Re-
search, General Motors Overseas Operations,
New York, N.¥.

Christopher, Robert, Foreign Editor, News-
week, New York, N.Y.

Chubb, Percy, 2nd, Chairman, Chubb &
Son Inc., New York, N.Y. -

Ciarnelli, FPranco, Director, European Com-
munity Information Service, New York, N.Y.

Cimino, Vincent, Assistant Northeast Man-
ager, Virginia State Ports Authority, New
York, N.Y.

Clapp, Charles L., Partner, Haskins & Sells,
New York, N.Y.

Clark, Henry A., Merchandising & Sales
Development Manager, Vehicle Sales, Gen-
eral Motors Overseas Dperations, New York,
NY-

Clark, E. K., Manager, Sales Coordination,
Republic Steel Corporation, General Export
Division, New York, N.Y,

Clark, Jack, Port Chairman-Commissioner,
Port Everglades Authority, Port Everglades,
Florida.

Clark, Professor John J,, Department of
Economiecs, College of Business Administra-
tion, Philadelphia, Pa.

Clark, William J., Assistant Manager of
Sales—United States, United States Steel In-
ternational (New York), Imc.,, New York, N.Y.

Clarke, George A., Vice President, The Bank
of New York, New York, N.Y.

Cleveland, Harold van B., Vice President,
First National City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Coates, Burgis B., Vice President, J. Henry
Sechroder Banking Corporation, New York,
NY.

Cochrane, G., Vice-Consul, British Trade
Development Office, New York, N.Y.

Coeckx, K., Deputy Consul General, Bel-
gian Consulate General, New York, N.Y.

Cogswell, Julius G., Senior Staff Account-
ant, Exchange, Financing & Taxes, General
Motors Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Cohen, The Honorable Edwin 8., Assistant
BSecretary for Tax Policy, U.8. Department of
the Treasury, Washington, D.C.

Cohen, Stephen D., Chief Economist, U.S.—
Japan Trade Council, Washington, D.C.

Cole, Robert T., Deputy Tax Counsel, De-
puty Tax Legislative Council (International),
U.8. Department of the Treasury, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Colson, V. H., Director—Government &
Export Marketing, 8-M Co., International
New York, N.Y.

Colwell, Kent G., General Representative
in the U.S., Credit uyonnais, New York, N.Y,

Comer, Charles E. Manager, Frigidaire
Products, General Motors Overseas Opera-
tions, New York, N.¥.

Conde, Alvaro, Vice President, Banco de
Comercio (Mexico) 8.A., Yew York, N.Y.

Conklin, David H., Assistant General Man-
ager, International Department, E. I du
Pont de Nemours, & Company, Wilmington,
Del.

Conklin, John C., Vice President, Marine
Midland Grace Trust Company, New York,
N.Y.
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Connolly, Eugene T., Jr., Assistant Vice
President, City Trust Company, Bridgeport,
Conn.

Connolly, Thomas J., Manager of Export
Sales, Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co.,, New
York, N.Y.

Conover, Harry, Assistant Vice President,
First Natlonal City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Constans, D. A, Treasurer, Birmingham
Overseas, Inc., Birmingham, Mich.

Converso, Victor E., Special Representative,
‘World Trade Center, The Port of New York
Authority, New York, N.Y.

Conwell, D. M., General Manager, Sales,
Alcoa Steamship Company, Inc., New York,
nY.

Coogan, W. A., President, John C. Dolph
Company, Monmouth Junection, N.J.

Cook, John H. 8., Vice President, Mosler
International, S.A., New York, N.Y.

Coombs, Charles A, Senlor Vice President,
Federnl Reserve Bank of New York, New
York, N.Y.

Cooper, Denis A., Director, Technical Plan-
ning Staff, Small Business Administration,
Washington, D.C.

Cooper, John F,, Vice President, Manufac-
};;u-ers Hanover Trust Company, New York,

o

Cordoba, Francisco, Attache, Commercial
Office—Embassy of Spaln, New York, N.Y.

Cordova, Louis H., Director, International
Division, American Sawmill Machinery Co.,
New York, N.Y.

Corea, Luis F., Senior Vice President, The
Riggs National Bank of Washington, D.C,,
Washington, D.C.

Coreth, Max A. Manager, International
Marketing Division, Robertshaw Controls Co.,
Richmond, Va,

Cormier, C. P., Treasurer, Esso Interna-
tional Inc., New York, N.Y.

Cornell, Richard M., Manager, Pittsburgh
Trade Development Office, The Port of New
York Authority, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Corwin, Professor Willlam, University of
Miami, Coral Gables, Florida.

Costanzo, G. A., Executive Vice President,
First National City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Cotton, Bruce C., Vice President for Plan-
ning and Development, Transylvania Uni-
versity, Lexington, Ky.

Cox, W. John, Sub Manager, Barclays Bank
D.C.0., New York, N.Y.

Coxhead, Stuart P., International Consult-
ant, Addressograph-Multigraph Corporation,
New York, N.Y.

Coymne, Joseph H., Assistant Vice President,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Craet, M. V. “Bill”, Jr.,, Deputy Director,
Peninsula Ports Authority of Virginia, New-
port News, Virginia

Crafts, Norman, Director of Manpower
Flanning, American Int'l. Underwriters Corp.,
New York, N.Y.

Creason, Russell L., Director, Manpower De-
velopment and Training, General Motors
Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Crockard, M. R., Vice President, Bank of
the Southwest, Houston, Texas,

Crohare, Carlos, Consul General of Chile,
Consulate General of Chile, New York, N.Y.

Cronberg, Christian 8., International
Credit Representative, Continental-Emsco
Company, New York, N.Y.

Crosbie, Willlam R., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Manufacturers Hanover Trust Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Cross, Thomas W., Vice President, Bank of
America, New York, N.¥Y.

Crosse, Howard D., Vice Chairman of the
Board, Franklin National Bank, New York,
N.Y.

Crowell, W. D., Vice President-Treasurer,
Continental-Emsco Company, Dallas, Texas.

Crum, Guy A., Vice President, Interna-
tional Section, First National Bank of Chi-
cago, Chicago, Il

Cruz, A, R, Manager, Export Department,
J. P. Stevens & Co., Inc., New York, N.Y.

Cuddy, Dan J., Vice President, Secretary-
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Treasurer, Continental Can Co. International
Division, New York, N.¥.

Cullen, Frank O., Vice President & Regional
Director, International Operations, Del
Monte Corporation, San Francisco, Calif.

Cullman, Hugh, President, Philip Morris
International, New York, N.Y,

Culverson, Lester E., Port Commissioner,
Port Everglades Authority, Port Everglades,
Fla.

Cummings, D. A, Comptroller, Interna-
tional Operations, Sears, Roebuck and Co.,
Oak Brook, Ill.

Cummings, Thomas L., Jr., President, Cum-
mings and Company, Nashville, Tenn.

Cummins, Victor E. Manager, Credlt &
Collections, The Mead Corporation, Dayton,
Ohio.

Cunningham, Charles E., Vice President,
General Manager, Latin American Operations,
Continental Can International Corp., New
York, N.Y.

Cunningham, Willlam H. M., Vice Presi-
dent, Security Pacific International Bank,
New York, N.Y.

Curtin, Adrienne, Foreign Investment Ad-
visor, Irish Industrial Development Author-
ity, New York, N.Y.

Curtiss, Edwin H., Assistant Vice President,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y¥.

Cutler, Alfred, Executive Marketing Ad-
visor, General Tire International Company,
New York, N.XY.

Cutler, Frederick, Chief, Direct Investment
Branch, Office of Business Economics, Depart-
ment of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Cutler, Robert L., President, Cutler & Ed-
monds International, Inec., Chicago, Il

D

Dalley, E. J., Staff Vice President, RCA Cor-
poration, New York, N.Y.

Dall, Jes J., General Manager, International
Department, Union Carbide Corp., Linde Di-
vision, New York, N.Y.

Daly, E. M., Assistant Agent, The Toronto-

Dominion Bank, New York, N.¥,
D’Aquila, Frank P, President, American

Holst Development Corporation, St. Paul,
Minn.

Dastgir, M. G., Director, Pakistan Invest-
ment Center, New York, N.Y.

Davidson, Marecia D., U.S. Department of
the Treasury Washington, D.C.

Davies, Harold V., Secretary, Exchange
Committee, General Motors Overseas Opera-
tions, New York, N.Y.

Davles, Willlam D., International Transpor-
tation Consultant, Greenwich, Conn.

Davis, Glenn B., Jr., Vice President—Com-
mercial, United States Steel International,
Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Dawkins, Herbert P., Assistant Treasurer,
Continental-Emsco Company, Dallas, Texas.

Dean, Arthur H,, Senlor Partner, Sullivan
& Cromwell, New York, N.Y.

de Anguera, Earl, Assistant Vice President,
The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle,
Seattle, Wash.

de Arteaga, Vincent, Executive Director,
Inter-American Export Promotion Center
(CIPE), Bogota, Colombia.

de Bruycker, John G. General Manager,
International Commercial Services, U.S. Steel
International (New York), Inc., New York,
N.Y.

de Corral, Jorge, Vice President, Banco de
Comercio (Mexico) S. A., New York, N.Y.

de Cubas, Jose, Regional Vice Chairman,
National Convention Committee; President,
Westinghouse Electric International Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

de Haan, Bryon, Public Affairs Manager,
Caterpillar Tractor Co., Peoria, Ill.

de Lorenzo, Anthony G., Vice President in
Charge of Public Relations, General Motors
Corporation, Detroit, Mich,

de Maynadier, Alain, SBenlor Vice President,
Provident National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

de Messieres, Claude E., Vice President,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Dempsey, Myles P,, Manager, International
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Credit, Union Carbide Corporation, New
York, N.¥.

Dennis, J., Director Manpower Develop-
ment & Organization, Overseas Division, In-
ternational Paper Company, New York, N.Y.

Denton, Reginald J., Vice President, For-
elgn Credit Insurance Association, New York,
N,

de Pedroso, J. L., Vice President, Interna-
tional, The Budd Company, Philadelphia, Pa.

Depositar, C. M., Export Traffic & Credit
Manager, Mallory International Company,
Indianapolis, Ind.

de Simone, Professor Guy J,, Department of
Marine Transportation, State University of
N.Y. Marltime College, Fort Schuyler, Bronx,
N.XY.

Devlin, David T., Acting Chief, Balance of
Payments Division, Office of Business Eco-
nomics, Department of Commerce, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Diamond, Edwin, Senior Editor, Newsweek,
New York, N.Y.

Diaz, Orencio R., International Division
Officer, American Fletcher National Bank &
Trust Cl.,, Indianapolis, Ind.

Dickerman, Dr. Allen B,, Director, Interna-
tional Management Development Depart-
ment, Syracuse University, Syracuse, N.Y.

Dickey, E, T., Manager of Credits, National
Steel Corporation, Weirton Steel Division,
Weirton, West Virginia.

Dickover, George F., Vice President, Orga-
nization Resources Counselors, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Dietz, Paul, Vice President, Commercial
Eastern Area, Allls-Chalmers, New York, N.Y.

di Federico, Mario A., President, Firestone
International Company, Akron, Ohio,

di Miceli, 8, H., Assistant Cashier, First Na-
tional City Bank, New York, N.Y.

di Montezemolo, Cesare, Representative,
Banco di Napoll, New York, N.Y.

Dixson, Robert J., Chairman, National For-
elgn Trade Council, Inc., New York, N.Y. and
Vice Chairman, Johnson & Johnson Inter-
national, New Brunswick, N.J.

Docal, G. C., Purchasing—Traffic Coordi=
nator, International, Uniroyal, Inec, New
York, N.Y,

Dockry, John J., Manager, International
Banking, Gulf & Western Industries, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Dodd, David K. Vice President, Merrill
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Dolgan, Paul, Manager, Doctoral & Inter-
national Recruiting, General Electric Com-
pany, Schenectady, N.Y.

Dollar, R. Stanley, Jr., President, The Rob-
ert Dollar Co., SBan Francisco, Calif.

Dominguez, H. R., Vice President, First
National Bank in St. Louls, St. Louis, Mo.

Donovan, J. P. Foreign Freight Traffic
Manager, Missouri Pacific Railroad, St. Louis,
Mo.

Dordolo, Miss W, Ufficlo Italia di Cambi,
New York, N.Y.

Dorman, J. A, Assistant Vice President,
Chemical Bank, International Division, New
York, N.Y.

Dorr, Russell H., Washington Representa-
tive, The Chase Manhattan Bank, N, A,
Washington, D.C.

Douglas, Ben, Vice President, International
Sales, Amana Refrigeration Inc.,, Amana,
Iowa.

Douglas, Ronald W., Assistant Manager,
National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, (In-
ternational) New York, N.Y.

Douoguih, Augustin, Economic Counsellor,
Ivory Coast Development Office, Embassy of
the Republic of the Ivory Coast, New York,
N.Y.

Dowd, Robert E., Vice Presldent, Northwest
International Bank New York, N.X.

Downing, Gerald J., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Manager, Foreign & Collection Depart-
ments, Harvard Trust Company, Cambridge,
Mass,

Drake, Thomas J., Marketing Manager,
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Ford Motor Company, Overseas Dist. Opera-
tions, Wixom, Mich,

Drummond, Bernard G., Director, Interna-
tional Department, Abex Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Duane, Harry B., Group Vice President,
International Operations, Norton Company,
Worcester, Mass,

du Bouchet, Andrew J. Jr., Director of
Employe Services, General Motors Overseas
Operations, New York, N.Y.

Ducey, William 8., Vice President, Moller
Steamship Co. Inec. (Maersk Line), New York,
N.X.

Duerr, Michael G., Manager, International
Management Research, The National Indus-
trial Conference Board, New York, N.Y.

Duncan, Robert B., Financial Economist,
Office of International Monetary Affairs, De-
partment of State, Washington, D.C,

Dunn, Witcher, Vice Presldent, North
American Maritime Agencies, New York, N.Y.

Dupre, Clarence L., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Houston National Bank, Houston,
Texas,

Duran, Henry A, President, International
Division, Norwich Pharmacal Company, New
York, N.¥Y. .

Durr, Tibor E. Assistant Vice President,
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company,
New York, N.X.

Dutcher, Professor Lester A., Department
of Marine Transportation, State University
of N.Y. Maritime College, Fort Schuyler,
Bronx, N.Y.

Dyer, Professor John M., Department of
Marketing, University of Miaml, Coral
Gables, Fla.

Dyke, T. A, Vice President, Combustion
Engineering, Inc., New York, N.Y.

E

Eaton, Edgar I., Director, Office of Foreign
Economic Policy, U.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.

Edgerton, Dr, R. F., Director, Advertising
and Customer Services, Eastman Xodak
Company, Rochester, N.Y,

Edmonson, J,, Assistant to Representative,
Barclays Bank Limited, New York, N.Y.

Edwards, Peter E., President, The Foreign
Commerce Club of New York, Inc., ¢/o Pan
American World Airways, Inc., Pan Am
Building, New York, N.Y.

Edwards, Robert O., Director of Trade De-
velopment, Port of Seattle, Seattle, Wash.

Edwards, Willlam C., Jr., Vice President,
International Division, Wachovia Bank &
Trust Company, N. A, Winston-Salem, N.C.

Ekblom, Harry E., Senlor Vice President,
The Chase Manhattan Bank, N. A, New
York, N.Y.

Eldridge, Professor Rodney, School of Gov-
ernment and Business Administration, The
George Washington University, Washington,
D.C.

Elfin, Mel, Chief of Washington Bureau,
Newsweek, Washington, D.C.

Eller, Edouard, Executive Vice President,
United California Bank International, New
York, N.Y,

Elliott, D., Consul (Commercial), British
Trade Development Office, New York, N.Y.

Elliott, Osborn, Editor, Newsweek, New
York, N.Y.

Emch, Rudi H.,, Resident Representative,
A, C., First Wisconsin National Bank, New
York, N.Y.

Endias, Edward J., Assistant Treasurer,
The Chase Manhatfan Bank, N.A., New York,
N.X.

English, James D., Assistant Manager,
Eastern Trade Development Office, The Port
of New York Authority, New York, N.Y.

Ensinger, Lewis G., Senlor Vice President,
Marine Midland Grace Trust Company, New
York, N.XY.

Erath, H. Gerard, Vice President, Whitney
National Bank of New Orleans, New Orleans,
La.
Ernemann, Andre, Consul General of Bel-
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gium, Belgian Consulate General, New York,
X

Erwin, C. E., Headquarters Administration
Director, IBM World Trade Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Eskin, H., Manager, Overseas Development,
Europe, Westinghouse Electric International
Company, New York, N.Y,

Esrey, Mrs. Julie C., Economist, Standard
01l Company (N.J.), New York, N.Y.

Eyans, A, O, Jr,, Commissioner, Brazos
River Harbor Navigation District, Freeport,
Texas.

Evans, James G., Jr.,
Counsel, International
Washington, D.C.

Ewing, Gordon R., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, International Department, Maryland
National Bank, Baltimore, Md.

Ewing, Willilam D, Director, Financlal
Services, Overseas Division, International
Paper Company, New York, N.Y.

P

Falanga, S. J., Assistant Vice President,
Irving Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Fales, Herbert P., Manager, International
Department, American Security and Trust
Company, Washington, D.C.

Fantl, Irving L., Seton Hall
South Orange, N.J.

Farley, James A., Chairman of the Board,
The Coca-Cola Export Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Farrar, Professor Richard, Department of
Marine Transportation, State University of
N.Y. Maritime College, Fort Schuyler, Bronx,
N.X.

Farrell, George T., Vice President, Mellon
National Bank and Trust Company, Pitts-
burgh, Pa.

Farrell,

Assistant General
Monetary Fund,

University.

“ames A., Jr., Chalrman of the

Board, Farrell Lines, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Farrell, William H., Director of Sales, Inter-
modal Freight Forwarding, Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Farriss, Donald V., Assistant Vice President,
Union Trust Company, Stamford, Conn.

Fasy, Joseph F. X., Sales Agent, Lavino
Shipping Company, Philadelphia, Pa.

Faunce, D, Britton, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, John H. Faunce, Inec., Philadelphia, Pa.

Payerweather, Professor John, Graduate
School of Business Administration, New York
University, New York, N.Y.

Feaster, Houston H., Director, Ala’
State Docks Department, Mobile, Ala.

Fee, Richard E., Assistant to Supply Man-
ager, General Motors Overseas Operations,
New York, N.¥.

Feffer, Louls C., Director, Trade and Invest-
ment Analysis and Director, Canada Division,
National Foreign Trade Council, Inc., New
York, N.Y,

Ferejohn, J. W., Agent, The Royal Bank
of Canada, New York, N.Y.

Fernandez, Manuel A, Manager, Baldwin
Export Corporation, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Ferreri, Raoul, U.S5.A. Representative, Fin-
sider, New York, N.Y,

Fichthorn, L. E.,, Vice President, Wyeth
International Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Ficker, Hermann, Economist in Interna-
tional Pinance and Trade, Legislative Ref-
erence BService, The Library of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

Fleld, Frances, Assistant Economist, First
National City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Fielder, G. H., Vice President, Otis Eleva-
tor Company, New York, N.Y,

Figuerca, M. A., Assistant Vice President,
Irving Trust Company, New York, N.Y,

Filoramo, Joseph E., Executlve General
Agent, Port of New Orleans, New York, N.Y.

Fink, Marvin S., Executive Vice President &
General Counsel, Boise Cascade Interna-
tional, New York, N.Y.

Finke, John F., Assistant Treasurer, Con-
tinental Bank International, New York, N.¥Y.

Finn, Francis M., Representative for North
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America, Wm. Brandt's Sons & Co. Ltd.—
London, Upper Montelair, N.J.

Firestone, Raymond C., Regional Vice
Chairman, National Convention Committee;
Chairman of the Board, The Firestone Tire &
Rubber Company, Akron, Ohio.

Fish, H. M., President, Caltex Mediterrane-
an Limited, New York, N.Y.

Fitzgerald, James L., Vice President, Rosen-
thal & Rosenthal, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Fitzgerald, Zena, International Media
Manager, BEDO, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Fitzgibbons, David J., President, Sterling
Drug, Inc,, New York, N.¥.

Flaherty, Thomas J., Manager, Adminis-
trative BService, Westinghouse Air Brake
Company, WABD, Wilmerding, Pa.

Flamson, Richard J. III, Vice President,
Security Pacific National Bank, Los Angeles,
Calif.

Flannery, Arthur R., Deputy Manager,
Brown Brothers Harriman & Co., New York,
NY:

Flecha De Lima. Paulo Tarso, Deputy Con-
sul General, Director of the Brazilian Gov-
ernment Trade Bureau, New York, N.Y.

Fleetwood, Harvey, Vice President, Conti-
nental Bank International, New York, N.Y.

Fleischer, Aug., Consul General of Nor-
way, Royal Norwegian Consulate General,
New York, N.X.

Flori, Francis Dee, Manager, Trade De-
velopment, Niagara Frontier Port Author-
ity, Buffalo, N.Y.

Foley, Paul J., Assistant Vice President,
Franklin National Bank, New York, N.Y.

Folsom, Viector C., Chairman, NFTC For-
eign Property Committee; WVice President
and General Counsel, United Fruit Com-
pany, Boston, Mass,

Ford, Professor Joseph, Department of Eco-
nomics, College of Business Administration,
Drexel Institute of Technology, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Forsyth, John R., Vehicle Sales Staff Man-
ager, General Motors Overseas Distributors
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Foster, John E., Vice President, The Chase
Manhattan Bank. N.A., New York, N.Y.

Foulks, Horace A., Regional Vice President,
Travelers Cheque Division, American Ex-
press Company, New York, N.Y,

Fowlkes, J. Winston, General Manager,
Corporate International, Time Incorporated,
New York, N.Y,

Fox, G. A., Treasurer, Lone Star Cement
Corporation, Greenwich, Conn.

Fox, Lawrence A., Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for International Trade Policy, De-
partment of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Fox, Norman A., Manager of Traffic, To-
ledo-Lucas County Port Authority, Toledo,
Ohio.

Frankel, Marshall I., Vice President, J. D.
Marshall International, Inec., Chicago, 111,

Franks, Edward P, Director-Personnel,
Chrysler International, S.A8. ENC DpeC.V,,
Mexico, D.F., Mexico.

Fransiolli, Thomas A, III, Vice Presldent,
The First National Bank of Boston, London
E.C. 2, England.

Franzl, Mario, Minister Plenipotentiary,
Deputy Permanent Representative of Italy
to the United Nations, New York, N.Y.

Freeman, Willlam M., Vice President, Gen-
eral Sales Manager, Chicago Bridge & Iron
Company, Oak Brook, Il

Frelert, William F. Director, Department
of Transportation and World Trade, Roches-
ter Chamber of Commerce, Rochester, N.Y.

Friele, Berent, Chairman, NFTC Brazil
Committee; Consultant, International Basic
Economy Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Friesen, Harold N., Senlor Vice President,
International Operations, The Bendix Cor-
poration, New York, N.Y.

Fuhrer, Arthur M., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Western Pennsylvania National Bank,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Fulton, David C., Chief,
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Division, International Bank for Reconstruec-
tion and Development, Washington, D.C.
Furey, Robert P., Senior Vice President,
Banco Credite y Ahorro Ponceno, New York,
N.Y.
G

Gaffney, John F., Assistant Manager, The
Port of New York Authority, Cleveland, Ohio.

Gage, Frank P,, Vice President for Finance,
Wyeth International Limited, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Gage, Harlow, Vice President, General Mo-
tors Corporation, General Manager, Overseas
Operations Division, General Motors Over-
seas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Galle, Steven T., Assistant Manager, Inter-
national Sales, Smith & Wesson, Greenwich,
Conn.

Galllat, Jacques, Director—Exterierres Re-
lations, Geep-Industries, Yerres, France.

Ganguzza, Philip, President, Overseas
Amalgamated Serv., Irvington, N.J.

Ganoe, Charles S., Senlor Vice President,
The Fidelity Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Gans, Wm., Domestle and Foreign Opera-
tlon Assistance, Cables: “Gogetter”, New
York, N.Y.

Gara, James J., Chairman Board of Com-
missioners, Norfolk Port & Industrial Au-
thority, Norfolk, Va.

Garcia, Professor Alexander, College of
Business Administration, Fairleigh Dickinson
University, Rutherford, N.J.

Garrigue, Paul, Jr., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Intercredit Agency, Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Garrison, Willlam J., Vice President, Den-
ver U.S, National Bank, Denver, Colo.

Garver, Perry T. Personnel Manager, The
Proctor & Gamble Company, Cincinnati,
Ohio.

Gary, Tom C., Jr., Personnel Manager, E. .
du Pont de Nemours & Co., Wilmington, Del.

Gates, Theodore R., Assistant Special Rep-
resentative, Office of the Special Representa-
tive for Trade Negotiations, Executive Office
of The President, Washington, D.C.

Gelerman, Gilles H., International Market
Research Analyst, Eaton Yale & Towne Inc.,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Gelser, A., Counselor, Embassy of Switzer-
land, Washington, D.C.

Geitner, Clement, Assistant Cashier, Inter-
national Department, North Carolina Na-
tional Bank, Charlotte, N.C.

Gemmel, W, A, Jr., Irving Trust Company,
New York, N.Y.

Gentry, R. P., Staff Vice President for Ad-
ministration, International Operations,
Sperry Rand Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Gerrity, L. T, Vice President-Marketing,
Celanese Fibers International Co., New York,
N.Y.

Geurtz, Arie J. A, Vice President and Man-
ager, International Department, The Cen-
tral Trust Company, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Geyer, Jaumes L., Director, International
Management Development, The National
Cash Register Company, Dayton, Ohlo.

Gibson, Andrew E., Maritime Administra-
tor, U.S. Maritime Administration, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Gibson, R. M., Corporate Manager, Recruit-
ing & Employment, The International Nickel
Company, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Gichuru, Simon M., Commercial Attache,
Embassy of the Republic of Kenya, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Gilbert, The Honorable Carl J,, The Presi-
dent's Speclal Representative for Trade Ne-
gotiations, Washington, D.C.

Gilbert, Glen A., Principal, Glen A. Gil-
bert & Associates, Hialeah, Fla.

Gilbert, J. Lucian, Director of Trade De-
velopment, Tampa Port Authority, Tampa,
Fla.

Gillan, A, §., Vice President, International
Administration, The National Cash Register
Company, Dayton, Ohio.

Gilleland, Willlam W., International Cred-
it Manager, New Holland Division of Sperry
Rand Corporation, New Holland, Pa.
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Gillles, J. Stewart, Director, FCIB-Nation-
al Association of Credit Management, New
York, N.Y.

Gillman, R. W.,, Vice President—Public Re-
lations, Hoover Worldwide Corporation,
North Canton, Ohio.

Giordano, H. Peter, Director, General Man-
ager-Banking, Butlers Bank Limited, Nassau,
NP Bahamas.

Gittens, K. L,, Assistant Oashier, First Na-
tional City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Glackin, Charles A.,, Tax Attorney, Esso
Chemical Co., Inc., New York, N.Y.

Gleason, Francis J., Group Vice President
and General Manager, Schering Corporation,
Bloomfield, N.J.

Gleissner, Dr, Heinrich A., Consul General,
Austrian Consulate General, New York, N.Y.

Glendinning, C. Dillon, Assistant Treasurer,
Mobil Ofl Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Glenn, William E., Manager, Public Rela-
tlons, International Division, Monsanto Com-
pany, Bt. Louis, Mo.

Godoy, Emillo A, U.S. Representative,
Banco de Credito del Peru, New York, N.Y.

Godwin, Nigel R., Vice President, Interna-
tional Department, Natlonal Shawmut Bank
of Boston, Boston, Mass.

Goedecke, Hugh B., 2nd Vice President,
The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York,
N.Y.

Goetz, Harvey, J., Managing Director, In-
ternational Operations, Dorr-Oliver Incor-
porated, Stamford, Conn.

Golby, Ralph W., Vice President and Re-
glonal Director, Schering Corporation, Bloom-
fleld, N.J.

Golden, James R., Overseas Governmental
Affairs Manager, Ford Motor Company, Dear-
born, Mich.

Golder, Stanley C., Vice President and Gen-
eral Manager, First Chicago International
Banking Corp., New York, N.Y.

Goldmark, F., Manager, Economic and Mar-
ket Analysis, Westinghouse Electric Interna-
tional Company, New York, N.Y.

Gommengenger, John A., Vice President &
Manager, Marine Midland Trust Co., of West-
ern New York, Buffalo, N.Y.

Goodhue, Frank W., Vice President, The
First National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, Ill.

CGoodwin, Franclis M., Jr., Vice President &
Assistant Treasurer, United States Steel Cor-
poration, New York, N.¥.

Gorham, Charles E. Manager, Interna-
tional, Worthington Turbine International,
Wellsville, N.Y.

Gorman, Gerard G, General Manager,
Trade Development, The Port of New York
Authority, New York, N.Y,

Gorman, John C., President, Eller & Com-
pany/Port Everglades Terminal Co., Fort
Lauderdale, Fla.

Gorse, Howard A., Promotion Supervisor,
The Port of New York Authority, New York,

Gotfredson, R. L., President, Transameri-
can Freight Lines, Inc., Detroit, Mich.

Goto, Tatsuro, President, Mitsul & Co.
(US.A)), Inc,, New York, N.XY.

Goulard, Everett M., Vice President, In-
dustrial Relations, Pan American World Air-
ways, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Gould, Austin J., Vice President, Inter-
national Photographic Division, Eastman
Eodak Company, Rochester, N.Y.

Gould, W. J., Deputy Comptroller, The
International Nickel Company, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Goyeneche, Rafael C., Director, Interna-
tional Commerce, Louisville & Nashville Rail-
road Co., New Orleans, La.

Gradi, Dr. F.,, New York Representative,
Ufficlo Italia di Cambi, New York, N.Y.

Graf, Homer C., Manager, Market Statis-
tics & Analyses, Forward Planning, General
Motors Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Graham, Harry L., Assistant Cashier, At-
lantic National Bank of Jacksonville, Jack-
sonville, Fla.

Granwehr, Robert T., Executive Vice Presi-
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dent, Swiss Bank Corporation, New York,
Branch, New York, N.Y.

Grassi, Professor Marcla, Department of
Economics, College of Business Administra-
tion, Drexel Institute of Technology, Phila-
delphia, Pa.

Grattan-Guinness, G. B., Sub Manager,
Midland Bank, Ltd., New York, N.Y,

Gray, David, Manager, International Divi-
sion, Hunt Personnel, Ltd. (Agency), New
York, N.X.

Gray, Ronald F., Representative, National
Westminster Bank Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Graye, Alex, Sales Manager, Africa-Asia,
Anchor Hocking Corporation, Lancas.er,
Ohlo

Greatores, Albert K., Senior Vice President,
Swiss Bank Corporation, New York Branch,
New York, N.Y.

Green, Harry E,, Senior Vice President,
Container Corporation of America, Chicago,
11l

Green, James E., Jr., Vice President, Citi-
zens & Southern National Bank, Atlanta, Ga.

Green, Dr. Joseph, Dean of the College of
Business Administration, Fairleigh Dickin-
son University, Rutherford, N.J.

Green, N. H., Manager, Solld State & Re-
ceiving Tube Flanning, RCA Corporation,
Harrison, N.J.

Green, Paul R, Intercontinental Publica-
tions, Inc., Stanford, Conn.

Green, Willlam M., Director, Financlal
Services, American Can Company, Interna-
tlonal Operations, New York, N.Y.

Greene, James R., Senior Vice President,
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, New
York, N.Y.

Greene, Peter F., Editor and Publisher, Ex-
porters’ Encyclopedia, New York, N.Y.

Greenlee, John R., Director of Taxes, The
Hanna Mining Company, Cleveland, Ohio.

Greenwood, Frederick G.. Manager, Finan-
cial Analysis Department, The Coca-Cola Ex-
port Corporation, New York, N.¥.

Grimes, T. J., Agent, Foreign Exchange,
Agency, Bank of Montreal, New York, N.Y.

Griswold, John W., Director, Public Rela-
tions, General Motors Overseas Operations,
New York, N.Y.

Grooters, Jan, Financial Counselor, Nether-
lands Embassy, Washington, D.C.

Grossman, John H., S8ales Supervisor, Parts
& Accessories, General Motors Overseas Op-
eration, New York, N.Y.

Grove, Vernon C., Assistant Treasurer,
Union Carbide Europe, Inc.,, New York, N.Y,

Grub, Professor Phillip, Chairman, Depart-
ment of Business Administration, School of
Government and Business Administration,
The George Washington University, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Gruner, Robert H., Sterling Products Inter-
national, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Guba, P. M., Manager, Employment & De-
velopment Department, Caltex Petroleum
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Gucclone, Professor Charles N., Department
of Marketing, Pace College, New York, N.Y.

Guertin, Dr. Donald L., Assistant Organiza-
tion Planning Advisor, Standard 0il Co.,
(N.J.), New York.

H

Haase, Professor Richard, Department of
Economics, College of Business Administra-
tion, Drexel Institute of Technology, Phila=-
delphia, Pa.

Habermann, 8. J.. Intergovernmental Af-
fairs Representative, Caltex Petroleum Cor-
poration, New York, N.¥.

Hacker, Michael B., Overseas Representa-
tive, Keyser Ullmann Ltd., London E. C.,
England.

Hadden, Alan R., Public Affairs Advisor,
Asiatic Petroleum Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Haigh, George W., Vice President, Interna-
tional, The DeVilbiss Company, Toledo, Ohio.

Haight, J. D., Vice President, Operations
Services, Westinghouse Electric International
Company, New York, N.Y.

38087

Haines, C. Robert, President, Girard Inter-
national Bank, New York, N.Y.

Hall, J., Consul, British Trade Develop= .
ment Office, New York, N.Y.

Hall, Jeffrey L. Speclalist—Manpower &
Appraisal, Norton Company, Worcester, Mass.,

Hall, L. N., Vice President, John Deere In-
tercontinental Ltd., Moline, Il.

Halliday, James D., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Forelgn Credit Insurance Association,
New York, N.Y.

Hampton, Wade, Vice President, Interna-
tional Operations, American Can Company,
New York, N.Y.

Hamrick, Forrest G., Vice President, Fi-
nance, American Smelting and Refining
Company, New York, N.Y.

Hands, H. William, Director, International
Marketing, H. K. Porter Company, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Hankinson, John C., Jr., Vice President,
South Carolina National Bank, Columbia,
South Carolina.

Hansen, Martin R., Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York, N.Y.

Hanson, Gerald P., Director, Corporate Per-
sonnel Services, The Gillette Company, Bos-
ton, Mass.

Harman, A, C,, Jr., Acting Controller, Com-
modity Credit Corporation, U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C.

Harnischfeger, Henry, President, Harnisch-
feger Corporation, Milwaukee, Wis.

Harrington, Davis O., President,
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Harris, E. James, Representative, The Royal
Bank of Scotland, New York, N.Y.

Harrison, 8. E., Divisional Controller, Uni-
royal International, Uniroyal, Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Hart, Professor James A. Dean, De Paul
University, Chicago, Ill,

Hartley, Willlam H., Vice President, The
Fidelity International Corporation, Philadel-
phia, Pa.

Hartman, Professor George E., Department
of Marketing, College of Business Adminis-
tration, University of Cincinnati, Cincin-
nati, Ohio.

Haskell, Paul T., Vice President, Foreign
Credit Insurance Association, New York,
N.X.

Hauser, Maxwell, Administrative Vice Pres-
ident, Trade Bank & Trust Company, New
York, N.Y.

Haverstick, G. C., Manager, Currency Val-
uation & Monetary Regulations, Monsanto
Company, St. Louis, Mo.

Hawkins, George J., Vice President, Wells
Fargo Bank International Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Haynes, G. N. B,, Agent, The Hongkong and
Shanghai Banking Corp., New York, N.Y.

Haynes, George, Vice President and Group
Executive, International Operations, The
National Cash Register Company, Dayton,
Ohio.

Hazzard, Michael S., President, Michael S.
Hazzard & Asoclados, 8. A., Mexico D. F.,
Mexico.

Hebard, Richard K., President, R. W. Heb-
ard Co. Inc,, New York, N.Y,

Heffernan, Elizabeth M., Assistant Secre-
tary, Manufacturers Hanover Trust Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Hein, John, Senior Economist, National
Industrial Conference Board, New York, N.Y.

Heldring, Frederick, Senior Vice President,
Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Hellwig, R. C., Monsanto Company, St.
Louis, Mo.

Henderson, Gordon, Boise Cascade Corpo-
ration, Boise, Idaho.

Henderson, James A., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, American Express Company, New York,
N.Y.

Henderson, John B,, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Commerce for Economic Affairs, De-
partment of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Henderson, Paul, Vice President, French
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American Banking Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Henley, William E,, Vice President, Wells
Fargo Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif.

Hennefrund, William L., Irving Trust
Company, New York, N.Y.

Henry, Gordon, Director, Manpower Plan-
ning & Development, Merck Sharp & Dohme
International, New York, N.Y.

Herod, Wm. Rogers, New York, N.Y.

Herold, Willlam J,, Manager, Canadian
Division, International Department, Marine
Midland Trust Co. of Western New York,
Buffalo, N.Y.

Herr, R. F.,, Vice President, Harnischfeger
Corporation, Milwaukee, Wis.

Herrmann, George G., Vice President,
Franklin National Bank, New York, N.Y.

Higdon, Robert V., Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, New York, N.Y.

Hill, Frank J., Vice President, Bucyrus-Erle
Company, South Milwaukee, Wis.

Hill, Robert M., Vice President, Morgan
Guaranty Trust Company of New York, New
York, N.Y.

Hills, David, Director of Finance, Assocl-
ated Merchandising Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Hines, Clarence N., Assistant General Credit
Manager, The Timken Roller Bearing Com-
pany, Canton, Ohio.

Hirschtritt, Ralph, Deputy to the Assistant
Secretary for International Financlal and
Economic Affairs, U.8. Department of the
Treasury, Washington, D.C,

Hoch, A. 8., Administrator Equipment
Merchandicing, RCA Corporation, Harrison,
N.J.

Hoefs, Richard, Partner, Arthur Andersen
& Co., Chlcago, Ill.

Hoen, John L., Chief, Division of Cargo,
Office of Maritime Promotion, Maritime
Administration, Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

Hoffmann, Dr. Diether H., Deputy Gen-
eral Manager, Bank fuer Gemeinwlirtschaft,
Prankfurt/Main, Germany.

Hofmann, P, W., Staff Vice President, RCA
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Hogberg, Mr. Gene H., International Rela-
tions Department, Ambassador College, Big
Sandy, Texas.

Hogg, Charles G., Jr., Manager, Commercial
& Fleet Sales, Vehicle Sales, General Motors
Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Hogg, R. G. Senior Agent, The Toronto-
Dominion Bank, New York, N.Y.

Hoglund, Elis 8., Director and Past-Chalr-
man, National Foreign Trade Council, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Holdren, Henry N., Jr., Managing Trade
Development, Port Eevrglades Authority, Port
Everglades, Fla.

Holland, Timothy J., Assistant Secretary,
Irving Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Hollinshead, Warren H. Chief Interna-
tional Counsel, Westinghouse Electric Cor-
poration, New York, N.¥,

Holiis, Nicholas E., Staff Associate, U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Hollis, Stanley E., Consultant-Editor FCIA
News, Foreign Credit Insurance Assoclation,
New York, N.Y.

Hollos, Paul E., President, American Swiss
Credit Co., Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Holloway, George R., Vice President, John-
son & Higgins, New York, N.Y.

Holmes, John, Jr,, Director of Personnel,
General Motors Overseas Operations, New
York, N.Y,

Holst, Arnold, Vice President,
Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Holt, Leo A., Jr., President, Holt Hauling,
‘Warehousing & Marine Terminal Systems,
Gloucester City, N.Y.

Hoolan, Richard R., Vice President, Inter-
credit Agency, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Hoover, J. 8., Vice Chairman and Secretary,
The Hoover Company, North Canton, Ohio.

Hopkins, Emo, Division of World Mission,
The United Christian Missionary Society, In-
dianapolis, Ind.

Schroder
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Horn, C. F., Executive Vice President, Cela-
nese Fibers International Co., New York, N.Y.

Horn, R. C., Administrator, Employment &
Benefits, RCA—Electronic Components Divi-
sion, Harrison, N.J.

Hotchkiss, H. W., Assistant BSecretary,
Chemical Bank, International Division, New
York, N.Y.

Houfek, L. B., Vice President and General
Manager, International Division, Anchor
Hocking Corporation, Lancaster, Ohlo.

Hough, Donald 8., Vice President, Girard
Trust Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Hovanec, George, Economist, The Chase
Manhattan Bank, N.A, New York, N.Y,

Howard, P. M,, Assistant General Manager,
Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce, In-
ternational Region, Toronto, Canada.

Howells, W. J., Organization & Manpower—
Planning Manager, E. R. Squibb & Sons, Ine.,
New York, N.Y.

Howland, David E., Manager, Port of New
York Trade Development Office, Chicago, The
Port of New York Authority, Chicago, I1l.

Howlett, Martin D., Senior Vice President
(Charge of Financial Affairs), Sterling Prod-
ucts International, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Hoxter, Curtis J., President, Curtis J. Hox-
ter, Incorporated, New York, N.Y.

Hu, Dr. K. T., Visiting Lecturer, Graduate
School of Business, Fairleigh Dickinson Uni-
versity, Rutherford, N.J.

Hubben, Herbert, Vice President & Mana-
ger of Staff Services, Corning Glass Interna-
tional, Corning, N.Y.

Huber, Richard L., Vice President, The
First National Bank of Boston, Sao Paulo,
Brazil.

Hudgens, James S,, Manager, Vehicle Sales,
General Motors Overseas Operations, New
York, N.Y.

Hull, Rear Admiral Harry, USN (Ret.), Ex-
ecutive Director, The International Center of
New England, Inc,, Boston, Mass.

Huneke, Gordon, W., Export Traffic Mana-
ger, Ralston Purinsa, 8t. Louis, Mo.

Hunter, V. A. Director-Finance, Armco
Steel Corporation, International Division,
Middletown, Ohio.

Hutchinson, Daniel L., Vice President, The
Fidelity International Corporation, Phila-
delphia, Pa.

Hwth, Dr. Arno G., Executive Director, In-
ternational Study and Research Institute,
New York, N.Y.

Huwyler, Willlam, Senior Vice President,
Swiss Bank Corporation, New York Branch,
New York, N.Y.

Hyde, Hugh M., President, Johnston In-
ternational Publishing Corp., New York, N.Y.

Hyde, James A., Vice President and Mana-
ger, The National Bank of Commerce of Seat-
tle, Seattle, Wash.

Hyland, Thomas, Executive General Agent,
Port of New Orleans, Chicago, I1l.

Hynes, John F., Manager, Transportation
Services, Illinois Department of Business &
Economic Development, Chicago, Ill.

Hyson, Charles D., Epecial Export Advisor,
Agency for International Development, De-
partment of State, Washington, D.C.

I

Ingham, Willlam G., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Manufacturers Hanover Trust Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Inglesby, William C., Manager, Interna-
tional Department, Liberty National Bank
and Trust Company, Savannah, Ga.

Isaza, Peter P., President, Peter P. Isaza &
Aszociates, Wayne, N.J.

Elstran, Edwin J,, Assistant to Chairman &
President, Communications Satellite Corpo-
ration, Washington, D.C.

Ivanyi, Thomas P., Trust Officer, First Na-
tional City Bank, New York, N.Y.

J

Jackelen, H. J., Assistant to the President,
Firestone International Company, AKron,
Ohlo.

Jackson, Osmond A, Consultant, Interna-
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tional Trade Federation of Rocky Mountain
States, Inc., Denver, Colorado.

Jackson, Ralph I., Assistant Treasurer,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Jacobs, Gardner S., Vice President, Wells
Fargo Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif.

Jacobsen, Leif D. International Sales
Manager, Philbrick /Nexus Research, Dedham,
Mass.

Jacobsmeyer, Robert L., Director of Market-
ing, Paul Mueller Company, Springfield, Mo.

Jacobson, James A., Senlor Vice President,
The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York,
s

Jagger, George J., Vice President, The Chase
Manhattan Bank., NA, New York, N.Y.

James, David L., Counsel, Texas Gulf Sul-
phur Company, Inc., New York, N.Y.

James, Walter F., Export Manager, Neville
Chemical Company, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Janett, Graham E,, Manager of Cash and
Financial Analysis, Warner-Lambert Pharma-
ceutical Company, Morris Plains, N.J.

Jasko, Miss Lillian E., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Allied Bank International, New York,
N.Y.

Jeanes, Marshall M., Vice President, Morgan
Guaranty Trust Company of New York, N.Y.

Jeans, R. L., Vice President, Power Systems,
Westinghouse Electric International Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Jensen, Professor Finn B., Director, Foreign
Careers Majors, Lehigh University, Bethle-
hem, Pa.

Jewett, Edwin G., Jr., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, The National Bank of Commerce in New
Orleans, New Orleans, La.

Johnson, Farnham J,, Assistant Director
Distributor Sales, International B, F, Good-
rich Company, Akron, Ohio.

Johnson, Norman E., President, Admiral
International Corporation, Rosemont, I11,

Johnson, Stan, Manager Marketing Inter-
national Operations, The Gates Rubber Com-
pany, Denver, Col.

Johnson, ¥. J,, Jr., Vice President, Bank
of America, New York, N.Y,

Johnston, Colin C., Assistant Manager, First
Chicago International Banking Corp., New
York, N.Y.

Johnston, W. Rollin, Manager, Interna-
tional Trade Development, Baily Meter Com-
pany, Wickliffe, Ohio.

Jones, Charles M., Director of Planning,
General Telephone & Electronics Interna-
tional, New York, N.¥.

Jones, Donald P., Commercial Sales Man-
ager, Scandinavian Airlines Systems, Inc.,
New York, N.¥.

Jones, James A., Jr., Sales Manager, New
York Office, Dow Chemical International Ltd.,
New York, N.Y.

Jones, John E,, Vice President, Continental
Illinols National Bank and Trust Company
of Chicago, Chicago, Ill.

Jones, Lambert E. Associate Treasurer,
Inter-American Development Bank, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Jones, Roy E., Sales Manager, International
Division, Link-Belt Division of FMC Corpo-
ration, New York, N.Y.

K

Kahmana, Aron, Executive Vice President,
Israel Discount Bank Limited, New York,
N.Y.

Kahn, Richard 8., Director of Taxes,
Squibb Beech-Nut, Inc., New York, N.Y,

Kahng, C. W., Rheemonde International
Corp.,, Long Island City, N.Y.

Kainer, Lawrence A., Vice President, Brand
Export Packing of Texas, Inc., Houston,
Texas.

Kainik, Herbert G., Vice President & Di-
rector, International Operations, Fritzsche
D & O, New York, N.Y.

Kala, T. I, Consul General of Finland,
Consulate General of Finland, New York,
N.Y,

Kalmar, Edward A., Director Non European
Operations, Inmont Corporation, New York,
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Kane, Daniel J,, Manager, Massachusetts
Port Authority, New York, N.Y.

Kanski, Robert E.,, Tax Manager, Chese-
brough-Pond’s Inc., New York, N.¥,

Kapell, B. L., Controller-Tax, U.S. Indus-
tries, Inc., New York, N.¥.

Kapoor, Professor Ashok, Graduate School
of Business, New York University, New York,
N.Y.

Kappes, George L., Manager, Export De-
partment, Rockwell Manufacturing Com-
pany, Pittsburgh, Pa,

Kasten, Raymond C., Vice President, Girard
Trust Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Katz, Donald P, Deputy Director for Plan-
ning, Ofce of Foreign Direct Investments,
Office of the Secretary, Department of Com-
merce, Washington, D.C.

Katg, 8. Stanley, Director, Office of Inter-
national Investment, Bureau of Interna-
tional Commerce, Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

Kaufman, Milton, Assistant Chief for Pro-
gram Implementation, Foreign Trade Divi-
sion, Bureau of the Census, Department of
Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Kaufman, Richard H., Vice President The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A,, New York, N.Y.

Kearns, the Honorable Henry, President
and Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the
United States, Washington, D.C.

Eellar, Professor Harold, International
Business & Trade Department, Baruch Col-
lege, City University of New York., New York,
N.Y.

Kelley, Kenneth M., Vice President, Asgrow
Seed Company International, Orange, Conn.

Kelly, R. Peter, Vice President, Allied Bank
International, New York, N.Y.

Kelly, William F., Assistant Treasurer, The
M. W. Kellogg Company, New York, N.Y.

Kennedy, Howard S., Resldent Representa-
tive, States Steamship Co., New York, N.¥.

Kennedy, Robert J., 2nd Vice President,
The Chase Manhattan Bank,K N.A,, New York,
N.¥Y.

Kennedy, Thomas C., Manager—Chemicals
& Coal Products, U.S. Steel International
(New York), Inc., New York, N.Y.

Kenney, Edward, Manager Cargo Sales
North America, Pan American World Air-
ways, Inc,, New York, N.Y.

Eenney, John J., Manager of Sales—Latin
America, United States Steel International,
Ltd., New York, N.Y.

EKenny, Joseph R., Manager, Brown Broth-
ers Harriman & Co., Nassau, The Bahamas.

Eerley, D, J., Manager, Manufacturing De-
partment, Caltex Petroleum Corporation,
New York, N.Y.

Kessener, Fred G., Director, Division of In-
dustrial Development, International Trade
and Development, Richmond, Va.

Kessler, James P., Export Representative,
Westinghouse Air Brake Company, New York,
N

Eetchum, Thomas Brian, President, Inter-
national Free Zone Management Corp., New
York, N.Y.

Keys, Loren D., Jr., First Vice President,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Kindler, Eugene F., Vice President, Admin-
istration, International Division, 3M Com-
pany, St. Paul, Minn,

King, Ward W., Manager, Agency Depart-
ment, Eller & Company/Port Everglades Ter-
minal Co., Fort Lauderdale, Florida.

Kingsbury, Frederick H., Jr., Partner,
Brown Brothers Harriman & Co., New York,
o

Kininmonth, David F., Assistant Trade
Commissioner, New Zealand Consulate Gen-
eral, New York, N.Y.

Kinney, Kenneth P., Vice President, The
Northern Trust Company, Chicago, Ill.

Kinross, Gerald R., Director of Vehicle
Sales, General Motors Overseas Distributors
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Kirkpatrick, Edward C., Director, Technical
Division International Department, E. I. du

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Pont de Nemours & Company, Wilmington,
Del.
Kirschen, Professor Sigmund, U.S. Mer-
chant Marine Academy, Kings Point, N.¥.
Kjellgren, Bengt H., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, First National City Bank, New York,

N.Y.

Klein, Mrs. Jeanne, Manager, Trade De-
partment, French Chamber of Commerce,
New York,, N.Y.

Kleydorff, Frhr.
Inc., Norwalk, Conn.

Kliger, A. G., Manager, Accounting & Fi-
nancial Analysis, RCA—Electronic Compo-
nents Division, Harrison, N.J.

Enight, Edward J., Chief Engineer, Frigi-
daire Products, General Motors Overseas Op-
erations, New York, N.Y.

Knoppers, Dr. A. T,, Senior Vice President,
Merck & Co., Inc., Rahway, NJ.

Koar, Willlam H., Vice President, Secre-
tary & Treasurer, Allied Bank International,
New York, N.Y.

Koeberer, Lothar A., Executive Director,
Cleveland World Trade Association, Cleve-
land, Ohio.

Koenlg, Wolfgang W., Vice President, Irving
Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Koerner, W. R., Vice President and Secre-
tary, Asiatic Petroleum Corporation, New
York, N.XY.

Koltiska, Edward S., Vice President, Chese-
brough-Pond’'s Inc., New York, N.Y.

Eorsgard, Robert A., Secretary-Treasurer,
Caterplllar Americas Co., Peoria, Ill.

Kowalke, D. M., Director, Operations Eu-
rope, Eastman Kodak Company, Rochester,
N

Kramer, Dr. Roland L., Professor Emeritus,
Department of Marketing and International
Business, Wharton School of Finance and
Commerce, University of Pennsylvania, Phila-
delphia, Pa.

Krauthoff, Louis C., II, Chairman, Trade
Information Committee, Office of the Special
Representative for Trade Negotiations, Execu-
tive Office of the President, Washington,
D.C.

Kringel, J. R., President, Lone Star Cement
Corporation, Greenwich, Conn,

KErishnan, S. 8., Assistant Director, Indian
Investment Centre, New York, N.Y.

Kriz, Miroslav, Vice President, First Na-
tional City Bank, New York, N.¥.

Kronmiller, George H. (Cpt. Ret.), Wash-
ington Representative, United Aircraft In-
ternational, East Hartford, Conn.

Erug, E. P., Assistant Vice President, Irving
Trust Company, New York. N.¥.

Kucharski, Adam, Commercial Attache,
Embassy of Poland, Economic Couns. Office,
Washington, D.C.

Kuhnel, Edward E., Secretary & Counsel,
Clupak Ine. (Cluett, Peabody & Co. & West-
vaco), New York, N.Y.

EKung, James C., Sub. Manager, Bank of
China, New York, N.Y.

Kung, Dr. S. W., Assistant General Man-
ager, Bank of China, New York, N.¥Y.

Kupers, Frits, Economic Minister, Nether-
lands Embassy, Washington, D.C.

Kurlerov, Viktor G., Asst. Commercial
Counselor, Embassy of the USSR, Washing-
ton, D.C.

V., President, Paradiso,

L

Laidley, John D. D., Supervisor, The Bank
of Nova Scotia, New York, N.Y.

Lamont, W., Middle East Consultant, The
British Bank of the Middle East, New York,
N.Y.

Lanchantin, Wm. F., Assistant Secretary-
Assistant ‘Treasurer, Honiron Div. Ward
Foods, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Landau, George D., Assistant to the Chair-
man, Inter-American Committee on the Al-
liance for Progress (CIAP), Organization of
the American States, Washington, D.C.

Landers, M, P., Treasurer, Chas, Pfizer &
Co., Inc., New York, N.Y,

Landreth, Edward S., Senior Vice Presi-
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dent-Administration, Sterling Products In-
ternational Inc., New York, N.Y.

Langfeld, Paul G., Representative, Office of
the Free and Hanseatlc City of Hamburg, New
York, N.Y.

Lantz, Edward K., Assistant Vice President,
Irving Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Lara-Labrador, Dr. Lorenzo, Consul Gen-
eral of Venezuela, Consulate General of Ven-
International Division, The National Cash
ezuela, New York, N.Y.

Larcada, M. E., Manager, New York Office,
Register Company, New York, N.Y.

Latvis, Michael V., Consultant, Riverside,
Conn.

Lauter, Professor Peter, School of Govern-
ment and Business Administration, The
George Washington University, Washington,
D.C.

Lavin, H. J., Vice President and Advertis-
ing Director, Johnston International Pub-
lishing Corp., New York, N.X.

Lawrence, John M. Regional Manager,
General Motors Overseas Operations, New
York, N.Y.

Lechter, Max, Chief, Trade and Services
Branch, Office of Business Economics, De-
partment of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Lecker, A., Senlor Vice President & Cashier,
Exchange National Bank of Chicago, Chicaga,
1.

Ledesma, Hector, Vice President, Banco
Popular de Puerto Rico, San Juan, Puerto
Rico

Lee, Jesse S. C., Consul, Chinese Consulate
General, New York, N.Y.

Lee, Richard D., Export Sales, Archer
Daniels Midland Company, Decatur, Ill.

Lee, Robert E., Vice President, Irving Trust
Company, New York, N.Y.

Leen, Dennis M., Chief, Industrial Re-
sources Division, Office of Procurement,

Agency for International Development, De-
partment of State, Washington, D.C.

Lees, Professor Francis A., Economics De-
partment,
NX

St. Johns University, Jamaica,

Leeviraphan, Manas, Acting Economic and
Financial Counselor, The Royal Thal Em-
bassy, Washington, D.C.

Lehn, F. D., Executive Director, Interna-
tional Executives Association, New York,
N.Y.

Leich, D. N,, Overseas Personnel Relations
Advisor, Asiatic Petroleum Corporation, New
York, N.¥.

Leimert, Joseph W., Treasurer, CPC Inter-
national Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J.

Lemay, John H., International Representa-
tive, American National Bank and Trust
Company, Saint Paul, Minn.

Lemmon, Howard F., Manager, The Port of
New York Authority, Cleveland, Ohlo

Lengyel, Thomas J., Export Manager, Shell
Chemical Company, New York, N.Y,

Leonard, Henry V., Jr., Regional Manager,
General Motors Overseas Operations, New
York, N.Y.

Leone, Richard P., Supervisor, Policies &
Procedures, General Motors Overseas Opera-
tions, New York, N.Y.

Lerner, Helen, Lerner International Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Leslie, G. T., Jr., Southern Regional Sales
Manager, Alcoa Steamship Company, Inec,
Mobile, Ala.

Levee, Joseph R., Manager, Tax Planning
Division, Mobil Oil Corporation, New York,
N.XY.

Levin, Donald C., Vice President, Finance,
Cargill, Incorporated, Minneapolis, Minn,

Lewis, E. W. B., Vice President, Finance,
Westinghouse Electric International Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Lewis, Willlam B., Jr., Senior Executive Vice
President, Franklin National Bank, New York,
N,

Leydekkers, J. H. A., Consul, Netherlands
Consulate General, New York, N.¥Y,

Liatsos, Kenneth, Director Business Plan-
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ning, Overseas Division, International Paper
Company, New York, N.Y.

Liberatore, Nicholas A., Senior Vice Presi-
dent International, Lone Star Cement Cor-
poration, Greenwich, Conn.

Lilien, Charles E., Executive Vice President,
‘Wells Fargo Bank International Corporation,
New York, N.Y.

Lilley, Tom, Board of Directors, Export-
Import Bank of the United States, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Lillis, John J., Distriet Traffic Sales Man-
ager, New York, Pan American World Air-
ways, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Lilly, John R., Treasurer,
Merrell Inc., New York, N.Y.

Lindabury, Theodore W,, 2nd Vice Presi-
dent, The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New
York, N.Y.

Link, J. E,, Director, International Market-
ing, Celanese Fibers Marketing Co., New York,
N.Y.

Link, Robert G., Vice President, Federal
Reserve Bank of New York, New York, N.Y.

Lio, Balvadore P., President, American
Chamber of Commerce of Mexico, A. C., Mex-
ico, D. P.

Liotta, Charles A., Accountsman, Marsh &
MecLennan, Ine., New York, N.Y.

Lisaczenko, Nicholas, Credit Manager, As-
grow Seed Company International Orange,
Conn,

Lively, Michael E., Senior Vice President,
American Express Co., New York, N.Y,

Lizza, N. H., Service Sales Manager, Otis
Elevator Company, New York, N.Y.

Lombardi, John, Manager Worldwide Mar-
keting, Pan American World Alrways, Inc,,
New York, N.Y.

Lombardozzl, Ernesto Toti, Deputy Consul
Genl. (Com), Consulate General of Italy
(Commercial Office) , New York, N.Y.

Long, The Honorable Oliver, Director-
General, General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT), Geneva, Switzerland

Longsworth, Willlam H,, Jr., Assistant to
the Vice President, Foster Wheeler Corpora-
tion, Washington, D.C.

Lopez, Eugene R., Vice President, Person-
nel, Pfizer International Inc., New York, N.Y,

Lopinto, John J., Special Representative,
Intermodal Services, Trade Development Di-
vision, The Port of New York Authority, New
York, N. Y.

Loretta, Richard, Finance Manager, Latin
America, Clark Equipment Company, Bu-
chanan, Mich.

Lott, Een L., Executive Vice President, The
Merchants National Bank of Mobile, Mobile,
Ala.

Lozano, Carlos 8., Assistant Vice President,
The First National Bank of Miami, Miami,
Fla.

Lucas, Don L., Administrative Assistant,
AMP Incorporated, Harrisburg, Pa.

Lund, Carl, Export Manager, Turner Hal-
sey Co., Inc., New York, N. Y.

Lutz, Charles H., Lianager Stafl Personnel,
International Division, SM Company, St.
Paul, Minn.

Luzarraga, Alberto, Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York, N.Y.

Lykes, Joseph T., Jr., Regional Vice Chair-
man, National Convention Committee;
Chalrman of the Board, Lykes-Youngstown
Corporation, New Orleans, La.

Lynar, W. E,, Administrator, LAFTA Mar-
keting Coordination, RCA-Electronic Com-
ponents Division, Harrison, N. J.

Lynch, W. Waldo, Vice President, Commu-
nications, Pan American World Airways, Inc.,
New York, N. Y.

Lyon, L. Rich, Vice President, Eastern Area
Sales, Flour Corporation, New York, N. ¥.

Lyons, Emerson J,, Assistant to President
International Division, General American
Transportation Corp., Chicago, Ill.

Lyons, James H,, Manager, The Standard
Bank Limited, New York, N. Y,

Richardson-
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Mc

McAllister, Ronald L., Export Manager,
Monarch Marking System Company, Dayton,
Ohio.

McCaskey, Edward B., Assistant Manager—
Trade Development, Dichmann, Wright &
Pugh, Inec., Norfolk, Va.

McClave, Willlam H., Vice President, Inter-
national Department, Michigan National
Bank, Grand Rapids, Mich.

McCord, Willlam 8., Director, Corporate
Management Development, Johnson & John-
son, New Brunswick, N. J.

MecCormick, Brooks, Regional Vice Chalr-
man, National Convention Committee; Presi-
dent, International Harvester Company,
Chicago, TIL

McDermott, E. H., Administration Man-
ager, International, The Budd Company,
Philadelphia, Pa.

McDermott, John R., Director of Market
Development, International Division, Na-
tional Can Corporation, Chicago, Ill.

McDevitt, Vincent P., Jr., Assistant Vice
President, Provident National Bank, Phila-
delphia, Pa.

McDowell, Carl E., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, American Institute of Marine Under-
writers, New York, N. Y.

McElroy, T. D., Division Credit Manager,
National Supply Division—Armco Steel Cor-
poration, Houston, Texas.

McGeachan, D, E, (Ed), Assistant General
Manager, The Toronto-Dominion Bank, To-
ronto, Ontario, Canada.

McGhee, Dallas G., Assistant Director of
Commerce, Virginia State Ports Authority,
Norfolk, Va.

MecGill, B. J., General Manager, Interna-
tional, The Royal Bank of Canada, Head
Office, Montreal, P.Q., Canada.

McGourty, John J,, Controller, The Coca~
Cola Export Corporation, New York, N. Y.

McGowan, James W. Port Coordinator,
Bay County, Michigan, Bay City, Mich.

McGuire, John T., Kuhn, Loeb & Co., New
York, N. Y.

MecIntosh, J. Nash, International Officer,
Citizens & Southern National Bank, Savan-
nah, Georgia.

McEay, V. G., Agent, The Toronto-Domin-
ion Bank, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

McKee, Burtt F., Regional Manager, Busi-
ness International, New York, N. Y.

McMillan, F. W., Assistant Manager, Chem-
ical Bank, International Division, New ¥York,
NN

McMurtry, Robert G., International Adver-
tising Director, Newsweek International, New
York, N.Y.

McNab, Gregory R., Managing Director,
General Motors Overseas Distributors Corpo-
ration, New York, N.Y.

MeSpadden, Tom J., Forelgn Trade Officer,
Valley National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix,
Arizona,

M

Macaire, Paul, Chief Economist, Counselor
to the French Embassy, Washington, D.C,

MacCormae, K. W., Vice President, Inter-
national Operations, Fram Corporation, Rum-
ford, R.I.

MacDanlel, Gibbs, Jr., Vice President,
Houston National Bank, Houston, Texas.

MsacKay, John A., Regional Manager, Busi-
ness International, New York, N.Y.

MacEengzie, Ian R., Senior Investment Offi-
cer, Inter-American Investment Development
Center, New York, N.Y,

Mackinnon, William N. Assistant to the
Treasurer, Textron Inc,, Providence, R.I.

Macone, Antonio J., Chief, Trade Policies &
Export Projections Division, International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development,
Washington, D.C.

MacPherson, Howard D., Deputy Commis-
sioner, Department of Commerce, State of
New York, New York, N.Y.

Macrae, R. J., Manager, The Chartered
Bank, New York, N.Y.
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Maggio, Charles W., Manager, Treasury—
i;ﬁatln America, Monsanto Company, St. Louts,

0.

Maggio, John J. Tax Analyst, General Mo-
tors Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Maggiori, Herman J., Manager Export Sales,
Fafnir Bearing Company, Div. of Textron,
New Britaln, Conn.

Mahnken, C. L., Vice President, Chemical
Bank, International Division, New York, N.Y.

Main, B. Wallace, Secretary, Massey-Fergu-
son Limited, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Maines, Dick E. Vice President, Finance,
Dana World Trade Corporation, Fort Wayne,
Indiana.

Mall, J. B, Vice President, Chemical Bank,
International Division, New York, N.Y.

Malley, James, Dealer, Mason Shoe Co., New
York, N.Y.

Malone, James C., Chairman, Union Car-
bide Europe, Inc., New York, N.Y,

Malve, Plerre, Representative for Trade Af-
fairs, European Communities Lialson Office,
Washington, D.C.

Mandeville, Ernest W., Jr., Chairman, Cen-
tral Study Group, General Motors Overseas
Operations, New York, N.Y.

Manning, Ray E., Manager, Port Sales, Sea-
board Coast Line R.R., Jacksonville, Fla.

Mannlng, Ward H., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Franklin National Bank, New York, N.Y.

Mansager, F. N., President-Chairman, The
Hoover Company, North Canton, Ohio,

Marable, Dallace E., Director, International
Activities, National Association of Manufac-
turers, New York, N.Y.

Marcus, Professor Edward, Economics De-
partment, Brooklyn College, Brooklyn, New
York.

Marcus, Professor Mildred Rendl, Manhat-
tan Community College, New York, N.Y.

Marengo, Pier Carlo, U.S. Representative,
Credito Itallano, New York, N.Y.

Mares, Jan W., Lawyer, Union Carbide Cor-
poration, New York, N.Y.

Markiewicz, Professor Stanislaus J., Eco-
nomics Department, Rhode Island College,
Providence, R.I.

Marquard, C. F., Vice President & General
Manager European Operations, Continental
Sa; International Corporation, New York,

Marshall, Donald R. A., International Spe-
cialist, Money Market Department, Nesbitt,
Thomson and Company, Limited, Toronto,
Ontario, Canada.

Martens, Warren, Manager International
Accounts, Simplex Time Recorder Co., Gard-
ner, Mass,

Martin, Damon, Jr.,, Manager, Appliance,
Components & Engine Group, General Mo-
tors Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Martin, Frederick, Director, Organization
Development, The Stanley Works, New Bri-
tain, Conn.

Martinez, Stanley, Vice President, National
Bank of Detroit, Detroit, Mich.

Martinuzzi, Leo 8. Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, New York, N.Y.

Marzelll, A. R., Director of Sales, Chrysler
Corporation, Export-Import Division, Detroit,
Mich.

Mason, L. A., Manager, International Sales,
Sherwin Williams Chemicals, New York, N.Y.

Mason, Stephen M., Vice President & Treas-
urer, Insular Lumber Company, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Masten, Rex D., Second Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New York, N.Y.

Martrisciana, H. R.,, (MATT), Special As-
sistant—Executive Department, Southern
Pacific Company, Houston, Texas.

Maxey, Homer A., Jr., Manager, Foreign
Trade Zone No. 9, State of Hawali, Honolulu,
Hawall,

Mayer, Friedrich G., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Provident National Bank, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Mayer, Robert G. Senior Vice President,
Bank of America, New York, N.Y.

Mead, H, W., Assistant Comptroller, Pan
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American World Airways, Inc., New York,
Meehan, J. Ross, Regional Sales Manager,
Atlantic Division, American President Lines,
Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Melian, Rosendo R., Vice President, First
National Bank of Minneapolis, Minneapolis,
Minn.

Memmo, Alvise, First Vice-Consul (Com-
mercial), Consulate General of Italy-Com-
merclal Office, New York, N.Y.

Menner, W, G., Vice President. Chemical
Bank, International Division, New York,
N.X,

Mennick, William F., Coordinator, Product
Planning, General Motors Overseas Opera-
tions, New York, N.Y.

Menseck, Willlam R., Vice President, The
Fidelity Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Menton, J. Dennis, Manager, International
Division, Owens/Corning Fiberglass Interna-
tional, New York, N.Y.

Mermer, Ira, Manager, FCIB—National As-
sociation of Credit Management, New York,
NY.

Metcalf, E. H., Assistant Secretary, Chemi-
cal Bank, International Division, New York,
N.¥.

Metealf, John, Assistant Economist, First
National City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Mettus, Eleanor, Research Assistant,
United States Steel Corporation, Pittsburgh,
Pa.

Meyer, Willlam C. A., Area Coordinator,
Mobll Sales & Supply Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Meyers, W. H.,, Manager. Marketing De-
partment, RCA Corporation, Harrison, N.J.

Middelmann, Helmut, Counselor, Eco-
nomic Affairs, Embassy of the Federal Re-
public of Germany, Washington, D.C.

Milam, J. S., Administrative Assistant to
the Vice President, International Division,
National Biscuit Company, New York, N.¥.

Milbraith, Robert H., Director and Vice
President, Standard 0©Oil Company (N.J.),
New York, N.Y.

Milburn, J. A., Manager, Commercial, In-
dustrial Development, The Royal Bank of
Canada, New York, N.Y.

Miler, Martin C., Executive Vice President,
First Union National Bank of North Caro-
lina, Charlotte, N.C.

Miller, Agnes R., Lecturer, New York Uni-
versity, New York, N.Y.

Miller, Bernard L., Assistant Manager, Port
of New York Trade Development Office, Chi-
cago, The Port of New York Authority, Chi-
cago, I11.

Miller, Francis Fay, W. R. Grace & Co., New
York, N.Y.

Miller, James R., Vice President, Bank of
American, New York, N.Y.

Miller, R. Eric, Vice President,
Corporation, San Francisco, Calif.

Miller, Samuel H., Vice President Opera-
tion for Industry Affairs, Pan American
World Alrways, Inc., Jamaica, N.Y.

Miller, T. R., Sales Manager, International
Trade, Burlington Lines, New York, N.Y.

Miller, Wm. Bricen, Partner, Lord, Bissel
& Brook, Chicago, Il

Millington, Professor Herbert, Department
of Marine Transportation, State University of
N.Y. Maritime College, Fort Schuyler, Bronx,
NX.

Mills, Charles D., Assistant Vice President,
Marine Midland Grace Trust Company, New
York, N.Y,

Mills, David P., Group Vice President,
Trust Company of Georgla, Atlanta, Ga.

Mills, William G., Assistant Secretary-
International Division, Irving Trust Com-
pany, New York, N.¥Y.

Minchew, Daniel, Legislative Director, U.S.-
Japan Trade Council, Washington, D.C.

Mindlin, Wm. John, President, Wellington
Overseas Corporation, Wellington Bank Int'l.
Ltd., Nassau-Bahamas, New York, N.¥.

Minor, Leslie E,, Jr., Export Credit Man-
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ager, National Supply Div.,, Armco Steel
Corp., Houston, Texas.

Miossi, Alfred F., Senior Vice President,
Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust
Company of Chicago, Chicago, I1L

Miskell, Lawrence, Assistant Controller,
International Division, Standard Brands In-
corporated, New York, N.X.

Mitchell, John M., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Aluminum Company of America, Pitts-
burgh, Pa.

Moir, David W., Export Manager, Square
D Company, Secaucus, N.J.

Molina, John F., International Officer, First
National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta, Ga.

Monard, Andre, Group Manager, Federal-
Mogul Corporation, Southfield, Mich.

Montag, John G., Vice President, Cater-
pillar Tractor Co., Peoria, Il

Montero, Servando J., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent & Manager, Banco Popular de Puerto
Rico, New York, N.Y.

Montgomery, James, Vice President, Sales,
Pan American World Airway, Inc., New York,
N.X,

Montgomery, Robert H., Co-ordinator,
Marketing & Administration, Ameel Co., Inc.,
A Division of Celanese Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Montgomery, Willlam J., Petroleum Eco-
nomist, Marathon Oil Company, Findlay,
Ohlo.

Moore, Buell V., Vice President, Chicago
Bridge & Iron Co., New York, N.Y.

Moore, C. W., Vice President, Marketing
Administration, Pan American World Air-
ways, Inc., New York, N.¥.

Moore, Edward P., District Sales Manager,
Port of Houston, New York, N.Y.

Moore, George, Manager Cargo Sales, Pan
American World Airways, Inec., New York,
N.Y.

Moore, W, C., Manager, Foreign Depart-
ment, Agency, Bank of Montreal, New York,
N.XY.

Moore, William J., Intercontinental Pub-
lications, Inc., Stamford, Conn.

Moore, Willlam T. Chairman and Presi-
dent, Moore-MecCormack Lines, Incorporated,
New York, N.Y.

Moran, F. E., Assistant Agent, The Toronto-
Dominion Bank, New York, N.Y.

Morel, L. P. E, Local Director, Barclays
Bank D.C.O., New York, N.Y.

Moreton, Jay, Senior Agent, Canadian Im-
perial Bank of Commerce, New York, N.Y.

Morgan, E. G., Executive Director, Inter-
national Operations, DMS International, Bal-
timore, Mr.

Morgan, George R., Assistant Treasurer &
General Credit Manager, Armco Steel Cor-
poration, Middletown, Ohio.

Morrell, John B., Vice President, State
Street Bank and Trust Co., Boston, Mass.

Morris, W. T. Jr., Vice President, Eastern
Division, Lykes Bros. Steamship Co., Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Mosnesset, Odvar, First Secretary, Royal
Norwegian Embassy, Washington, D.C.

Moss, T. W., Assistant General Credit Man-
ager, Eastman Kodak Co., Rochester, N.¥.

Muhith, A, M. A., Economic Counsellor,
Embassy of Pakistan, Washington, D.C.

Mulvihill, Dr. Donald F., College of Busi-
ness Administration, Kent State University,
Kent, Ohio.

Mundt, J. C., Senior Vice President—Mar-
keting & Public Affairs, Lone Star Cement
Corporation, Greenwich, Conn.

Munsche, Richard C., Treasurer, The Coca-
Cola Export Corporation, New York, N.¥.

Munyan, Winthrop R., Partner, Curtis,
Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle, New York, N.Y.

Murphy, Gavin P., Director, International
Planning & Development, Standard Brands
Incorporated, New York, N.Y.

Murphy, Matthew, Senior Vice President,
Republic National Bank of Dallas, Dallas,
Texas.

Murphy, R. W., Director of Finance, Otis
Elevator Company, New York, N.Y.
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Murphy, Robert A, Director, Chubb & Son,
Inc., New York, N.Y.

Murphy, The Honorable Robert D,, Chair-
man of the Board, Corning Glass Interna-
tional, New York, N.¥.

Musgrove, James F., Senior Representative,
The Bank of Nova Scotia, New York, N.Y.

Musser, Robert J., Assistant to the Chair-
man, Union Carbide Europe, Inc., New York,
N.X.

Myers, Willlam R., Executive BSecretary
Transportation Facllitation Committee, U.S.
Department of Transportation, Washington,
D.C.

N

Nahas, Albert A., Marketing Consultant,
Simplex Time Recorder Co, Gardner, Mass,

Nannos, James, Vice President, Central
Penn National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Nathan, Warren J., Assistant Treasurer,
The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A,, New York,
N.Y.

Nayak, P. R., Resldent Director, Indian In-
vestment Centre, New York, N.Y.

Naylor, W. J., Vice President-Sales, Atlan-
tic, Pan American World Alrways, Inc., New
York, N.Y,

Neely, Howard M., Port Director, Lake
Charles Harbor & Terminal District, Port of
Lake Charles, Lake Charles, La.

Nelli, Andrew E., Vice President and Treas-
urer, General Milk Company, International
Division, Carnation Co., Los Angeles, Calif.

Ness, Professor Walter L., Graduate School
of Business Administration, New York Uni-
versity, New York, N.Y.

Newcomer, James L., International Market-
ing Coordinator, New Holland Division,
Sperry Rand Corporation, New Holland, Pa.

Newton, E. Anthony, Vice President, Phila-
delphia National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.

Newton, Roy M., Vice President, Virginia
National Bank, Norfolk, Va.

Nicandros, C. 8., Director, Economiec Plan-
ning International, Continental Oil Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Nicholson, Alfred L., President, Hampton
Roads Foreign Commerce Club, Norfolk, Va.

Nicholson, Gordon J., Partner, Arthur An-
dersen & Co., New York, N.Y.

Nickerson, Paul M., Sales Manager—Canada
& Pacific, Anchor Hocking Corporation, Lan-
caster, Ohio.

Nightingale, Stephen E. Assistant Treas-
urer; Manager, International Finance and
Banking, Union Carbide Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Nolan, Professor Gerard, Department of
Marine Transportation, State University of
N.Y. Maritime College, Fort Schuyler, Bronx,
N.XY.

Nordburg, Willlam S. Manager, Business
Development—West, Amoco International
01l Company, Chicago, IIl.

Norinder, Bertil, Assistant Representative,
Skandinaviska Banken, New York, N.Y.

Norris, Robert M., President, National For-
eign Trade Council, Inc.,, New York, N.Y.

Norwood, Bernard, Adviser, Division of In-
ternational Finance, Federal Reserve System,
Washington, D.C.

Nydorf, W. 8., Executive Vice President &
Treasurer, Boise Cascade International, New
York, N.XY.

o

O'Brien, James J., Manager, Eastern Trade
Deelopment Office, The Port of New York
Authority, New York, N.Y.

Ochi, Norlo, Chief Executive, Japan Trade
Center, N.Y., New York, N.Y.

Oden, Sydnor, Director Anderson, Clayton
& Co. Houston, Texas.

Ogden, William F., Jr., Vice President, First
National Bank of Minneapolis, Minneapolis,
Minn.

Ogle, Richard E., Vice Fresident and Man-
ager, Bank of America N.T. & S.A,, Interna-
tional Banking Office, Los Angeles, Calif.

O'Grady, Willlam J., Director, International
Operations, Echlin Mfg. Co., Branford, Conn.




38092

O'Hanlan, Mark, Assistant Vice President,
Irving Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

O'Hara, Clifford B., Director of Port Com-
merce, The Port of New York Authority, New
York, N.Y.

O'Hara, John J., Assistant Vice President,
Allied Bank International, New York, N.Y,

Olerich, B, A, Group Vice President, Am-
pex Corp., President, Ampex International,
Redwood City, Callf.

Oliphant, J. W., Jr.,, Vice President, The
Merchants National Bank of Mobile, Mobile,
Ala.

Oliva, Aldo G., Executive Vice President,
Carrler Overseas Corporation, Syracuse, N.Y.

Oliva, Aldo G., Executive Vice President,
Boston International, New York, N.Y.

Olmsted, J. Warren, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, The PFirst National Bank of Boston,
Boston, Mass.

Olsen, Erik N., Vice President & Manager—
H. O., Bank of America, New York, N.Y.

Olsson, Hakon, President & Treasurer, D. C.
Andrews & Co., Inc., New York, N.Y,

Oppenheim, Joseph, Vice President, Ray-
theon Company, Lexington, Mass.

Orr, William P., 3rd, Manager, Control Di-
vision, International Department, E. I. du
Pont de Nemours & Company, Wilmington,
Del.

Orr, W. J., Corporate Manager-Training,
The International Nickel Company, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Osten, J. F,, Second Secretary (Commer-
cial), Netherlands Embassy, Washington,
D.C.

O’'Sullivan, Thomas F., 2d Vice President,
The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A. New York,
NY.

Otis, D. B, Treasurer, IBM World Trade
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

P

Pagan, Joseph A,, Assistant Treasurer, First
Pennsylvania Banking & Trust Co., Phila-
delphia, Pa.

Page, Kenneth O., Director, Public Rela~-
tions, Sears, Roebuck and Co., International
Operations, Oak Brook, Tl

Page, Walter H., Vice Chalrman of the
Board, Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of
New York, New York, N.Y.

Palne, John A. Manager, Travel Depart-
ment, Pan American World Airways, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Palmer, Donald K. Senior Advisor, Ex-
change and Trade Relations Department,
International Monetary Fund, Washington,
D.C.

Palmer, Robert W., Manager, World Trade
Department, (World Trade Club of Indiana),
Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, Indian-
apolis, Ind.

Parls, D. G., Manager, Economic Research
Divisilon, Business Economics Department,
Caterpillar Tractor Co., Peoria, Ill.

Parker, Henry G., IIT, Manager, Inter-
national Division, Chubb & Son Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Parkhurst, George L., Director and Vice
President, Standard ©Oil Company of Call-
fornia, San Francisco, Callf.

Parreno, Albert J., Partner, Curtis, Mallet-
Prevost, Colt & Mosle, New York, N.Y.

Pascale, A. J., Executive Vice President,
Universal Transcontinental Corp., New York,
N.Y.

Pasquin, Andre, Supervisor, The Provincial
Bank of Canada, Montreal, Canada.

Patel, N. N., Assistant Director, Consulate
General of India, New York, N.¥.

Paternot, P, Commercial Attache, Belgian
Consulate General, New York, N.Y.

Patrina, J. A., Manager, Licensees & As-
sociated Companies Section, Combustion En-
gineering, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Peacock, William, Jr., President, Houston
Export Crating Co., Inc., Houston, Texas.

Peapson, John 8., Jr., Vice President, State
Streed Bank Boston International, New York,
N.Y.
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Pearson, The Right Honorable L. B., P.C,,
C.C., Chairman, Commission on International
Development; Former Prime Minister of
Canada, Ottawa, Canada.

Pedroso, Victor M., Vice President, Bank of
America, New York, N.Y.

Peel, Robert E., General Manager, Interna-
tional, The Bank of Nova Scotia, Toronto,
Ontario, Canada.

Pelikan, Robert G., Director, Office of In-
ternational Economic Activities, The Depart-
ment of the Treasury, Washington, D.C.

Pemberton, S. R., Group Vice President,
Industrial Group, International Basic Econ-
omy Corp., New York, N.Y.

Peng, Choh Lian, First Secretary (Commer-
cial), Embassy of Singapore, Washington,
D.C.

Pennink, Earel B., Administrative Assist-
ant to the Operations Staff Manager, General
Motors Overseas Operations, New York, N.X.

Pepperell, H. C., Manager of Planning, In-
ternational Division, EKaiser Aluminum &
Chemical Corp., Oakland, Calif.

Percopo, Michael W,, Vice President, E. R.
Squibb & Sons, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Percy, The Honorable Charles H., United
States Senator (Illinois), Washington, D.C.

Perlitt, Anthony J., Assistant Treasurer,
International Minerals & Chemical Corp.,
Skokie, Ill.

Perlmutter, Howard V., Professor, Wharton
School of Business, University of Pennsyl-
vania, Philadelphia, Pa.

Perron, Annette, Executive Assistant, Com-
mission on International Development, Ot-
tawa, Ontario, Canada.

Peters, J. 5., Division Vice Presldent, Con-
sumer Electronics International Operations,
RCA Sales Corporation, Indianapolis, Ind.

Petersen, P. H., Irving Trust Company,
New York, N.Y.

Petty, John R., Assistant Secretary for In-
ternational Affairs, U.S. Department of the
Treasury, Washington, D.C.

Phelan, Daniel B., Vice President, Allied
Bank International, New York, N.¥Y.

Phillips, Herschel, Vice President, Labor
Relations, Dart Industries, Inc., Los Angeles,
Calif.

Phipps, E. Allen, Chairman, Muller & Phipps
(Asia) Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Phipps, William H., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Muller & Phipps (Asia) Ltd., New
York, N.Y,

Phipps, Professor Willam K., Associate Di-
rector, International Management Develop-
ment Department, Syracuse University, Syra-
cuse, N.Y.

Plerce, Jack, Treasurer, The Boeing Com-
pany, Seattle, Wash.

Pierotti, Roland, Regional Vice Chairman,
National Convention Committee; Executive
Vice President, Bank of America N.T. & SA.,
San Francisco, Calif.

Pilcher, Edward B., Assistant to the Chair-
man, Union Carblde Europe, Inc., New York,
NoY.

Pinckney, M. W., Export Sales Manager, The
De Laval Separator Company, Poughkeepsie,
N.Y.

Pizzoni-Ardemani, Sergio, Special Assistant
to the President, Olivetti Undewood Corpo-
ration, New York, N.Y.

Platten, D. C., Executive Vice President,
Chemical Bank, International Division, New
York, N.Y.

Pleasants, E. R., Tax Counsel, E. I. du
Pont de Nemours & Company, Wilmington,
Del.

Plumb, Robert C., Assistant Treasurer and
Director of Taxes, American Cyanamid Com-
pany, Wayne, N.J.

Poindexter, Thomas C., Assistant Director,
International Sales, Champion Spark Plug
Company, Toledo, Ohio.

Polderman, L. D., Manager, Long Range
Planning, Union Carbide Corp., New York,
N.Y.

Polk, J., Economist, U.S. Council of the
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International Chamber of Commerce, New
York, N.Y.

Pollard, George C., Vice President, Con-
tinental Bank International, New York, N.Y.

Ponsart, Gaston, American Representative,
Comite Franc-Dollar, Washington, D.C.

Pooley, Stanley M., Assistant Manager,
Barclays Bank, D. C. O., New York, N.Y.

Portner, Davis A., Assistant Administrator
for Industrial Analysis and Business Pro-
grams, Business and Defense Services Admin-
istration, Department of Commerce, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Potter, Georges R., Assistant Treasurer, The
Singer Company, New York, N.Y.

Potter, R. W., Assistant Treasurer, The In-
ternational Nickel Company, Inc.,, New York,
X

Power, Andrew P., Head of Foreign Law
Department, Sterling Drug, Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Powers, 1. A., Executive Vice president,
Hoover Worldwide Corporation, North Can-
ton, Ohio.

Powers, W. J,, Assistant Cashier, First Na-
tional City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Pradhan, Bishwa, First Secretary, Royal
Nepalese Embassy, Washington, D.C.

Prado, G. Gustavo, Tax Department Man-
ager, Price Waterhouse & Co., Mexico, D. F,

Prance, P, F. A, Deputy Group Director,
Ford Motor Company, Dearborn, Mich,

Preece, Timothy F., Treasurer, Interna-
tional Operations, Kaiser Aluminum &
Chemical Corporation, Oakland, Calif.

Price C. Hoyt, Manager, Political Analysis
Sectlon, Gulf Oil Corporation, Pittsburgh,
Pa.

Prieto, A. Felix, Manager, World Trade De-
partment, Houston Chamber of Commerce,
Houston, Texas,

Proctor, David M., ITI, Vice Pre~ident, The
Indiana National Bank, Indianapolis, Ind.

Prud'’homme, A, Coordinator, Overseas
Marketing, Atlantic Richfield Company, New
York, NY,

Puck, Ralph F., Export Manager, The Lun-
kenhelmer Company, Cinecinnati, Ohio.

Puddu, Plero L., Director, Banco Di Roma,
New York, N.Y.

Pugh, Cecil W., Cargo Manager for U.8A.,
Mexico & Central America, Alitalia Airlines,
New York, N.Y.

Pyper, Walter W., Director of Planning and
Development, International Group, Federal-
Mogul Corporation, Southfield, Mich.

Q

Quan, J. B,, Consul, British Trade Develop-
ment Office, New York, N.Y.

Quinn, Joseph H., Manager—Taxes, U.S.
Steel International (New York), Inc., New
York, N.¥.

R

Rachal, John M., Chairman, Carrier Over-
seas Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Radi, Thomas J., Finance lianager, Gen-
eral Motors Overseas Operations, New York,
NN

Raffini, Michel Jr., Manager, International
Economics, General Electric, New York, N.Y,

Rafter, James P., Vice President—Sales,
United States Lines, Inc.,, New York, N.Y.

Raftery, J. R., Second Vice President, The
Northern Trust International Banking Cor-
poration, New York, N.Y,

Rahilly, Bernard J., Vice President, Corpo-
rate Administration Group and Director of
Management Development, W, R, Grace &
Co., New York, N.Y.

Ralston, David T., Manager, American
Express International Banking Corporation,
New York, N.Y.

Randazzo, M., General Traffic Manager,
Universal Transcontinental Corp., New York,
N.XY.

Rasmussen, Harold, W. Executive Viee
President, Marine Midland Grace Trust Com-~
pany, New York, N.XY.

Rasmussen, Poul, President, Moller Steam-
ship Co. Inc. (Maersk Line), New York, N.Y.
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Ravenscroft, Richard 8., Director, Policy
Division, Office of Foreign Direct Invest-
ments, Office of the Secretary, Department of
Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Rawson, M. R., Senlor Vice President, The
Hoover Company, North Canton, Ohio.

Ray, Willilam F., Partner, Brown Brothers
Harriman & Co., New York, N.¥Y,

Read, George 8., Vice President, City Na-
tional Bank of Detroit, Detroit, Mich.

Redetzki, Horst E., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, Society Natlonal Bank of Cleveland,
International Department, Cleveland, Ohio.

Redmond, Arthur F,, Vice President & Con-
troller, C. V. Starr & Co., Inc., New York, N.X.

Reed, Norman H., Assistant Vice President,
The First National Bank of Miami, Miami,
Fila.

Reef, Arthur, Director of Publlec Relations
& Advertising, American Metal Climax Inec.,
New York, N.Y,

Regan, M. J., Agent, The Royal Bank of
Canada, New York, N.¥.

Reid, William, Jr., Vice President, The Bank
of New York, New York, N.Y.

Reidinger, Joe, General Sales Manager's
Field Representative, Export Marketing Serv-
ice, U.S. Department of Agriculture, New
York, N.Y.

Reilly, J. D., Credit Manager, Firestone In-
ternational Company, Akron, Ohio.

Reinberg, B. F., Plastics Coordinator, W. R.
Grace & Co.,, New York, N.¥.

Reinhardt, Charles J., Asslstant Vice Presi-
dent, Pranklin National Bank, New York,
N.¥Y.

Reinhardt, H. E, Manager, Agreements,
Cyanamid International Division, American
Cyanamid Company, Wayne, N.J.

Reisch, Arthur L., Senior Vice President,
First Western Bank & Trust Company, Los
Angeles, Calif.

Reiss, KEurt W., Treasurer, Smith Kline &
French Overseas Co., Philadelphia, Pa.

Rennell, Paul, Vice President, Sales, North
America, Pan American World Airways, New
York, N.Y.

Repucei, William, Assistant Vice President,
Customer Relations, Republic National Bank
of New York, New York, N.¥Y.

Reyler, Dr. Felix H., Senlor Vice President,
Pan American Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla.

Reynolds, Calvin, Director, Personnel and
Employee Relations Division and Director,
Europe Divislon, National Foreign Trade
Councll, Inc., New York, N.¥.

Rlce, G. E., Vice President, Ground Oper-
ations, Pan American World Airways, Inc.,
Jamaica, N.Y.

Rice, J. J., Vice President, Cargo & Military
Sales, Pan American World Airways, Inc., New
York, N.X.

Rice, Leo C., Assistant Vice President, Mar-
shall & Ilsley Bank, Milwaukee, Wis.

Rice, R. D,, Agent, The Toronto-Dominion
Bank, New York, N.Y.

Richards, R. B. J., General Counsel, Inter-
national Finance Corporation, Washington,
D.C.

Richer, John D., Supervisor, Forelgn Eco-
nomics & Exchange, E. I. du Pont de Nemours
& Company, Wilmington, Del.

Richmiller, H. E., President, International
Division, R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company,
Winston-Salem, N.C.

Richter, Charles K., Director, Export Sales,
The Stanley Works, New Britain, Conn.

Ridley, Philip W., Commercial Counsellor,
PBritish Embassy, Washington, D.C.

Riggs, G. E., Jr., Manager Employee Rela~-
tions—International, Union Carbide Corpo-
ration, New York, N.Y.

Risch, Robert R., Vice President-Treasurer,
Sorrentino Shipping, Inc., New York, N.Y,

Ritchie, His Excellency A. E., Ambassador
of Canada to the United States, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Roberts, Stanley M., Vice President, New
Jersey Bank, N. A., Paterson, N.J,

Robertson, D. D., Manager, International
Advertising & Marketing Services Division,
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The National Cash Register Company, Day-
ton, Ohio

Robichek, E. Walter, Deputy Director,
Western Hemisphere Department, Interna-
tional Monetary Fund, Washington, D.C.

Robin, Stephen, Washington Counsel,
Japan Steel Information Center, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Robinson, V. J., Member of Executive Com-
mittee, Johnson & Johnson, New Brunswick,
N.J.

Robock, Stefan H., Robert D. Calkins Pro-
fessor of International Business, Graduate
School of Business, Columbia University, New
York, N.Y,

Roche, C. A., Vice President, American
International Underwriters Corp., New York,
N.Y.

Roche, James M., Chairman, National Con-
vention Committee; Chairman of the Board,
General Motors Corporation, Detroit, Mich,

Rockafellow, Robert F., Assistant Manager,
American Express International Banking
Corporation, New York, N.X.

Rodd, Robert J., Vice President, American
Bankers, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Rodriguez, Ramon, Jr.,, Export Manager,
Davey Compressor Company, Eent, Ohlo.

Roesler, Norbert L. H., Representative,
Amsterdam-Rotterdam Bank N, V,, New York,
N.X.

Rogers, Charles E,, Representative, National
Bank of North America, New York, N.¥.

Rollins, Harrison, Sales Manager, Exporters’
Encyeclopedia, New York, N.Y, !

Rolon, Vincent T. International Sales
Manager, Herculite Protective Fabrics Corp.,
New York, N.Y.

Romero, A., Export Sales Supervisor, Shell
Chemical Company, New York, N.¥,

Romzick, Vernon C., Manager, Taxes and
Dividends, General Motors Overseas Opera-
tions, New York, N.Y.

Root, Dr. Franklin R., Department of
Marketing and International Business,
Wharton School of Finance and Commerce,
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.

Roper, John L., 3rd Member Board of Com-
missioners, Norfolk Port and Industrial
Authority, Norfolk, Va.

Roper, Richard B., Secretary-Treasurer,
Anaconda Sales Company, New York, N.¥.

Rose, W. 8., Assistant Managing Director,
Armco Steel Corporation, International Divi-
sion, Middletown, Ohio.

Rosenfeld, Daniel, Vice President, Interna-
tional Division, First National Bank of Mary-
land, Baltimore, Md.

Rosenstern, Herbert J., Vice President,
Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Roser, John R. R., Vice President, Harris
Trust and Savings Bank, Chicago, Ill.

Rosmorduc, Charles H., Administrative
Sales Manager, American Motorg Corporation,
Detroit, Mich,

Rossi, John L., General Manager, Interna-
tional Expediters Inc., New York, N.¥.

Rowan, Thomas J., U.S.A. Sales Manager,
United States Lines, Inc., New York, N.¥.

Rowe, Daniel M., Assistant Cashier, The
Florida National Bank of Jacksonville, Jack-
sonville, Fla.

Rowe, J. F., Director, International De-
velopment, Air Reduction Company, Inc., New
York, N.X.

Ruder, Miss Mary E., Office Manager-Credit
Manager, Fulton Boiler Works, Inc., Pulaski,
N.Y.

Rudolph, W. G., Vice President, Chemical
Bank International Division, New York, N.Y.

Rudy, Herbert E., Vice President & Treas-
urer, Eaton Yale & Towne Inc., Cleveland,
Ohio.

Rumisek, John R., Manager, International
Business Division, Chamber of Commerce of
Greater Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Rundt, Stefan Jean S. J. Rundt & Associ-
ates, New York, N.Y.
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Russell, J. W. L., Assistant to the Chairman,
Union Carbide Eastern Inc., New York, N.¥.

Ryan, Edward D,, Partner, Ernst & Ernst,
New York, N.X.

Ryan, Leo J., Vice President & Manager,
International Banking Division, Union Bank,
Los Angeles, Calif.

Ryan, Thomas J., Tax Manager, The M. W.
Eellogg Company, New York, N.Y.

Ryan, William F., Manager, International
Finance, Allied Chemical Corporation, New
York, N.¥.

Ryan, Willlam P., Treasurer, Dodge & Sey-
mour, Ltd., New York. N.Y.

Ryans, Dr. John, College of Business Ad-
ministration, Kent State University, Eent,
Ohlo.

Ryss, Murray, Deputy Director, Office of
International Economic Activities, The De-
partment of the Treasury, Washington, D.C.

5

Sachetti, Ugo, Director, Development Fi-
nance Studies, International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, Washington,
D.C.

Sachs, Roberta, Manager, Industrial Prod-
ucts Sales, International Division, Hunt Per-
sonnel, Ltd. (Agency), New York, N.Y.

Sackman, ' Ernest, Assistant Treasurer,
American Cyanamid Company, Wayne, N.J.

Salvas, E. P., Director, Planning & Special
Projects, International Division, Natlonal
Biscuit Company, New York, N.¥.

Samba, Eloi K., Counselor, Embassy of the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Sanderson, Ralph E. G., The Journal of
Commerce, New York, N.Y.

SBanford, Clark R., Treasurer, Carrier Over-
seas Corporatlon, Syracuse, N.Y.

Santerre, Gerard A., Assistant Secretary of
Commerce, Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
San Juan, Puerto Rico

Sawyer, Bayard E., Senlor Vice President,
Corporate Affairs, McGraw-Hall, Inc., New
York, N.Y.

Schaeffer, W. L., Manager Treasury Ex-
port—Assistant Credit Manager, Youngstown
Sheet and Tube Company, Youngstown, Ohio.

Schleiter, Walter B., Chairman, Dayton,
Price & Co. Ltd., New York, N.Y.

Schmid, Hans, Director of Planning, Mack
Trucks Worldwide Limited, Allentown, Pa.

Schmidt, Dr. Blaine, Chairman, Depart-
ment of Business, University of Delaware,
Newark, Del.

Schmidt, Hendrik, Assistant Vice President,
The Bank of New York, New York, N.Y.

Schmitt, Joseph B., Supervisor, Govern-
ment Liaison & Export Controls, General
Motors Overseas Operations, New York, N.Y.

Schmitz, Joseph F., Credit Department,
Briggs & Stratton Corporation, Milwaukee,
Wisc.

Schneider, Heinz, Executive Vice President,
Union Commerce Bank, Cleveland, Ohio.

Schnellbacher, E. E., Assistant Director,
Bureau of International Commerce, Depart-
ment of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Schoellhorn, R. A., Assistant Managing Di-
rector, Cyanamid International, Wayne, N.J.

Schoeneberger, Ronald A., Assistant Secre-
tary and Manager, International Department,
Lincoln Rochester Trust Company, Rochester,
N.X.

Schoepfer, Joseph O., Ebasco International
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Schreck, George B.,, Manager, Trade Rela-
tions, General Motors Overseas Operations,
New York, N.Y.

Schroeder, George E., Assistant Treasurer,
Goodyear International Corporation, Akron,
Ohio.

Schroder, Raymond A., Associate General
Tax Counsel, Standard Oil Company (N.J.),
New York, N.Y.

Schubert, Martin, Assistant Vice President,
Rosenthal & Rosenthal, Ine., New York, N.Y.

Schueppert, George L., Assistant Cashier,
Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust
Company of Chicago, Chicago, Il
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Schult, Peter H., Manager, Personnel Ad-
ministration, Celanese Plastics Company,
Newark, N.J.

Schultz, P. A, Assistant Agent, The To-
ronto-Dominion Bank, New York, N.Y.

Schuster, R. E., Assistant Vice President,
American National Bank & Trust Company,
Mobile, Ala,

Scott, Harold B., Director, Bureau of Inter-
national Commerce, United States Depart-
ment of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Scott, Robert T. Vice President, National
Foreign Trade Council, Inc., New York N.Y.

Seriven, L. Edward, General Manager, De-
velopment & Rentals Division, World Trade
Center, The Port of New York Authority, New
York, N.Y.

Sebastian, Rex A,, Vice President, Inferna-
tional Operations, Dresser Industries, Inc.,
Dallas, Texas.

Sedwitz, Dr. Walter J., Assistant Secretary
Economic & Social Affairs, Organization of
American States, Washington, D.C.

Seelen, H. R., Division Vice President, RCA
Corporation, Harrison, N.J.

Seeley, James F., Chief, Washington Ofice,
Illinois Department of Business & Economie
Development, Washington, D.C,

Seidel, Consuelo, LAFTA Coordinator,
Union Carbide Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Beifert, Lee B., Senior Vice President. The
First National Bank of Mobile, Mobile, Ala.

Sembler, Professor William, Department of
Marine Transportation, State University of
N.¥Y. Maritime College, Fort Schuyler, Bronx,
N.Y.

Senkier, Professor Robert J., Dean, School
of Business, Seton Hall University, South
Orange, N.J.

Setlak, Michel, Vice President, Security Pa-
cific National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif.

Bhaddick, Peter R., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, International Banking, Bank of Mon-
treal, Montreal, P. Q., Canada.

Shalvoy, Charles E., Treasurer, Philco-Ford
Corporation, Philadelphia, Pa.

Sharp, Frederick I., Manager of Manage-
ment Development, The Singer Company,
New York, N.Y.

Sheldon, G. C., Vice President, Interna-
tional Operations, DMS International, Balti-
more, Md.

Sheils, Robert P., Director, Personnel Ad-
ministration, Pan American World Airways,
Inc., New York, N.Y.

Shepard, John F., Manager, Washington
Office, General Motors Overseas Operations,
Washington, D.C.

Sheridan, John J., National Manager,
Forelgn Trade Program, Small Business Ad-
ministration, Washington, D.C.

Sherman, Nathan L., Assistant Director, Di-
vision of Industrial Development, Interna-
tional Trade and Development, Richmond, Va.

Sherwood, R. M., Corporate Lawyer, The
International Nickel Company, Ine., New
York, N.Y.

Shikiar, Professor Albert B., Marketing De-
partment, Maruch College, The City Univer-
sity of New York, New York, N.Y.

Shirey, John, Assistant Treasurer, Inter-
national Division, The National Cash Register
Company, Dayton, Ohlo.

Shoup, David, Mellon Bank International,
New York, N.Y.

Shultz, The Honorable George P., The Sec-
retary of Labor, U.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.

Sikora, Stanley J., Assistant Manager, Port
of New Orleans, New York, N.Y.

Simpson, J. R., Vice President, Latin Amer-
fcan Group, W. R. Grace & Co., New York,
N.Y.

Singdahlsen, Gunnar, Treasurer, Colgate-
Palmolive International Inc., New York, N.Y.

Singer, H, P., Assistant Secretary, Irving
Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Sinunu, J. B., Manager, Export Marketing,
Campbell Soup Co., Camden, N.J.

Skalski, D. J., Assistant Manager, Chemical
Bank, International Division, New York, N.¥.
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Bkydell, Marvin, Eastern Representative,
Port of Beattle, New York, N.Y.

Slade, Walter A., Assistant Controller, The
Coca-Cola Export Corporation, New York,
N.YX.

Slattery, Thomas F. Consultant, Interna-
tional Marketing Division, State of Illinois,
International Division, Chicago, Ill.

Slaughter, James C., Vice President, Reeves
Bros. Inc. New York, N.Y.

Sloan, David, Export Sales Manager, Owens/
Corning Fiberglass International, New York,
N.¥Y.

Smith, Albert J., Director of Marketing,
International, Rockwell Manufacturing
Company, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Smith, Clair P., Jr., Senior Stafl Assistant,
Forward Planning, General Motors Overseas
Operations, New York, N.Y.

Smith, Geofirey William, Deputy Manager,
Soclete Generale, New York Branch, New
York, N.Y.

Smith, Jennings T. Senior Tax Counsel,
Standard Oil Company (N.J.), New York,
Nk

Smith, John T. Minister (Commercial),
Embassy of Australia, Washington, D.C.

Smith, K. Park, Assistant Manager, Wash-
ington Office, General Motors Overseas Op-
erations, Washington, D.C.

Smith, K. W., Director—Personnel & Train-
ing, Uniroyal International, Uniroyal, Inc.,
New York, N.¥.

Smith, L. A, Treasurer & Coordinator of
Finance, Caltex Petroleum Corporation, New
York, N.Y.

Smith, Hon. R. G. C.,, Consul General of
Canada, New York, N.Y.

Smith, Thomas J., President, Farrell Lines,
Ine., New York, N.Y.

Smith, W. D., Director, Money Market De-
partment, Nesbitt, Thomson and Company,
Limited, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Smoyer, S. C., Assistant General Counsel,
Johnson & Johnson, New Brunswick, N.J.

Snell, Paul F., Assistant General Manager,
The Toronto-Dominion Bank, Toronto, On-
tario, Canada.

Soels, Jan, Representative, Algemene Bank
Nederland N.V., New York, N.Y.

Sokol, Dr. H., President,

Bristol-Myers
Company, International Division, New York,
N.Y.

Sommer, Charles H., Regional Vice Chair-
man, National Convention Committee;
Chalirman of the Board, Monsanto Company,
St. Louis, Mo.

Sonderman, Robert A., Assistant to Area
Director, Latin America, Richardson-Merrell,
Vick International, New York, N.Y.

Soutello, Alves, Lauro, Minister,
General of Brazil, New York, N.Y.

South, Hamilton D., BGen., USMC (Ret.),
Vice Presldent, National Commercial Bank
and Trust Company, Albany, N.Y,

Southard, Frank A, Jr., Acting Managing
Director, International Monetary Fund,
Washington, D.C.

Sozzani, Vincenzo P., Manager, Banca Com-
merciale Italiana, N.Y. Branch, New York,
N.Y.

Spalt, Evan R., Vice President, Ortho Phar-
maceutical Corporation, Raritan, N.J,

Spang, Kenneth M., Executive Vice Presi-
dent, First National City Bank, New York,
N.X.

Spiegelglas, Professor Stephen, Depart-
ment of Economics and Statistics, College of
Business Administration, Drexel Institute of
Technology, Philadelphia, Pa.

Spoor, Willlam H., Vice President and Gen-
eral Manager, International Division, The
Pilisbury Company, Minneapolis, Minn.

Stamas, Stephen, Manager, Standard Oill
Company (N.J.), New York, N.Y.

Stankard, Francis X,, Vice President, The
Chase Manhattan Bank, N. A, New York, N.Y.

Stanley, Eric J., Representative of Lloyds
Bank Limited, New York, N.Y.

Stanley, G. O., Assistant Trafic Manager,
Export, Import, Tennessee Eastman Com-
pany, Eingsport, Tenn.,
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Stans, The Honorable Maurice H., The Sec-
retary of Commerce, U.S, Department of
Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Staples, Richard L., Vice President, The
Equitable Trust Company, Baltimore, Md.

Staresinich, John F., Assistant Controller,
The Coca-Cola Export Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Stearns, J. C. H., Vice President, Dow
Chemical International, Midland, Mich.

Stebbins, James H., Consultant, New York,
N.Y.

Steckel, Mrs, Marie Monique, Director,
French Industrial Development Agency, New
York, N.Y,

Steckelhuber, Otto, Austrian Trade Dele-
gate, The Austrian Trade Delegate in the
U.S., New York, N.Y,

Steckman, M., Assistant Credit Manager,
Monsanto Company—Textiles Division, New
York, N.Y.

Steele, Hoyt P., Vice President and Gen-
eral Manager, General Electric Company, IGE
Export Division, New York, N.Y.

Steele, J. G., President, First National City
Bank, New York, N.Y.

Stefan, J., Division Vice President and
General Manager, Magnetic Products, RCA
Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Steinen, Willlam F., President, Wm. Stein-
en Mfg. Co., Parsippany, N.J.

Stenros, Agnes G., Executive Administra-
tor, International Trade Club of Chicago,
Chiecago, Ill.

Stephan, H. R.. General Manager, Republic
Steel Corporation, General Export Division,
New York, N.Y.

Stephens, Rear Adm. I, J., USCG (Ret.),
Port Director, Port of Miami (Dade Co. Sea-
port Dept.), Miami, Florida.

Stevens, Henry F., Credit Manager, Chrys-
ler Corporation, Export-Import Division, De-
troit, Mich.

Stevenson, Hon. Eugenia A., Consul Gen-
eral of the Republic of Liberia, Consulate
General of the Republic of Liberia, New
York, N.X¥.

Stewart, W. W., Assistant Treasurer, Stand-
ard Oil Company (N.J.), New York, N.Y.

Stien, Michael G., Marketing Director,
Newsweek International, New York, N.Y.

Stinebower, Leroy D., Director and Vice
President, Standard Oil Company (N.J.),
New York, N.Y.

Stines, D. E., Vice President,
Creole Petroleum Corporation,
N.Y.

Stoffel, Al.,, Manager, International Activi-
ties, The Boeing Company, Washington, D.C.

Stokke, R. B., Director and Vice President,
Esso International Inc., New York, N.Y,

Stolarz, Matthew S., Vice President, AMF
International, New York, N.Y.

Stone, Bradford W., Regional Manager,
General Motors Overseas Operations, New
York, N.Y.

Storms, 8. N., Assistant Cashier, First Na-
tional City Bank, New York, N.Y.

Stowe, D. H., Jr., Manager, Export Finance,
John Deere Intercontinental Ltd., Moline,
IIl.

Stowrlng, Willilam M., International Divi-
sion Representative, American Fletcher Na-
tional Bank & Trust Co., Indianapolis, Ind.

Strassburger, J. R., President, Rex Inter-
national Inc., Milwaukee, Wisc,

Stratton, Robert D., Vice President, Latin
American Group, W. R. Grace & Co., New
York, N.Y,

Straus, Ralph I., New York, N.Y,

Strauss, Gideon, Vice President, Rosenthal
& Rosenthal, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Strehler, George E., Manager—Cost and
Statistics, U.S. Steel International (New
York), Inc., New York, N.Y.

Strobel, Jurgen H., Assistant Coordinator
of International Operations, Cities Service
Company, New York, N.Y.

Strong, A. M., SBenior Partner, A. M. Strong
Associates, New York, N.Y,

Stukas, Dr. Jack J., Director, Division of

Director,
New York,
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Marketing, Seton Hall University,
Orange, N.J.

Stunzi, Jacques R., President, Allied Bank
International, New York, N.Y.

Styles, R. G. P., Assistant General Manager,
International, The Royal Bank of Canada,
Head Office, Montreal, P.Q., Canada.

Suh, Tae Won, Director, Korean Traders
Association, New York, N.Y,

Suleski, Mrs. Laura, Documentation Man-
ager, Cleveland Overseas Corporation, Cleve-
land, Ohio.

Sulinski, Chester A, Assistant Treasurer,
Bankers Trust Company, New York, N.Y.

Sullivan, James M. Marketing Research
Director, Sterling Products International,
Ine., New York, N.Y.

Sullivan, Jeremiah J., Second Vice Presi-
dent, The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A., New
York, N.Y.

Sunderland, Thomas E., Phoenix, Arizona.

Surbaugh, N. E., President, Sears Roebuck
de Mexico, S.A. de C. V., Mexico D. F.

Sutch, E. J., New Zealand Government
Trade Commissioner, New Zealand Consu-
late General, New York, N.Y.

Sutton, G. L., General Solicitor, The Inter-
national Nickel Company, Inc.,, New York,
N.Y.

Sutton, R. L., Deputy Consul-General, Brit-
ish Trade Development Office, New York,
N.X.

Swartout, W, H,, Nerthern Reglonal Sales
Manager, Alcoa Steamship Company, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Swenson, Richard B., General Manager,
Brazos River Harbor Navigation District,
Freeport, Texas,

Swerling, A., President, Muller & Phipps
(Asia) Lid., New York, N.¥.

Swingle, William 8. Past-President, Na-
tional Forelgn Trade Council, Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Swisher, D. N., Vice Presldent, First Na-
tlonal City Bank, New York, N.¥Y.

Symington, Maurice L., Vice President, MSA
International, Mine Safety Appliances Com-
pany, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Syquia, Tomas T., Vice Consul, Philippine
Consulate General, New York, N.Y.

Syvrud, Donald, International Economist,
The Department of the Treasury, Washing-
ton, D.C.

South

i

Taapken, A. Senior Vice President,
Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Fran-
cisco, Calif.

Tabacchi, F. L., Executive Vice President,
The Hoover Company, North Canton, Ohio.

Taeger, H. H., Director, International Mar-
keting, Smith & Wesson, Greenwich, Conn.

Taubeneck, T. D., Vice President, Koppers
International, C. A., Pittsburgh, Pa.

Taylor, Dale E., Executive Vice President,
The Atlantlc Companies, New York, N.Y.

Taylor, F. Gilbert, Manager, World Trade
Department, Automobile Manufacturers As-
sociation, Washington, D.C.

Taylor, F. H., Assistant Agent, The To-
ronto-Dominion Bank, New York, N.Y.

Taylor, Harry, Vice President, Manufac-
turers Hanover Trust Company, New York,
N

Taylor, J. G., Agent, The Toronto-Do-
minion Bank, New York, N.Y.

Taylor, Job II, Director, Overseas Develop-
ment, Westinghouse Electric International
Company, New York, N.Y.

Tedesco, P. 8., Manager—Finance, Phillips
Petroleum Company, New York, N.Y.

Teeter, John O., Vice President, Pfizer In-
ternational Inc.,, New York, N.Y.

Tenenbaum, Dr, Henry, Economic Con-
sultant, ¢/o Franklin J. Leerburger & Asso-
ciates, New York, N.¥.

Te Paske, Bernard A., Managing Director,
International, Fred Lustig and Associates,
Inc., New York, N.Y.

Terbell, Joseph B., Jr., International Con~-
sultant, Organization Resources Counselors,
Ine., New York, N.Y.
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Tesorero, I. Paul, Assistant Vice President,
National Bank of Detroit, Detroit, Mich.

Tewksbury, Michael K., Port Manager, Port
Everglades Authority, Port Everglades, Fla.

Teze, Gilles J., Representative in the
United States, Credit Lyonnais, New York,
N.X.

Thackara, James J., Vice President, Bank
of America, New York, N.Y.

Thieman, George, Partner, Arthur Ander-
sen & Co., Chicago, 111,

Thies, Charles B., Tax Counsel, The Seven-~
Up Company, St. Louis, Mo.

Thomas, David, Director of Industrial Re-
lations, Goodyear International Corporation,
Akron, Ohio.

Thomas, Geoffrey L., Consul (Commercial),
South African Consulate General, New York,
Y.

Thomas, James N., International Officer,
First Union National Bank of N.C., Char-
lotte, N.C.

Thomas, R. A., Chief Agent, The Royal
Bank of Canada, New York, N.Y.

Thompson, D. B. 8., Jr., Irving Trust Com-
pany, New York, N.Y.

Thompson, H. J., Becretary-Treasurer,
United Alrcraft International, East Hartford,
Conn.

Thompson, Henry 5., President, Insular
Lumber Company, Philadelphia, Pa.

Thompson, I. Barry, Vice President, Cen-
tral National Bank of Cleveland, Cleveland,
Ohio.

Thompson, Wm. A., International Coordi-
nator, Celanese Chemical Co., New York, N.¥.

Thonet, John C., Vice President, French
American Banking Corporation, New York,
N.Y.

Thorp, K. E., Vice President & General
Manager, American Koyo Corp. (Boise Cas-
cade), Cleveland, Ohio.

Tierney, David H., Manager, Foreign Com-
merce Sales, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific
Railroad, Chicago, I11.

Tietjen, Howard G., Assistant Vice Presi-
dent, The Florida National Bank of Jackson-
ville, Jacksonville, Fla.

Titchener, A., Consul (Commercial), Brit-
ish Trade Development Office, New York, N.Y.

Tober, Z. J., Manager, Intercontinental
Bales Caterpillar Tractor Co. (Inc.), New
York, N.Y.

Todd, Roger G., Director of Marketing,
Lockheed Aircraft International, Inc., Los
Angeles, Calif.

Tokarski, Tadeusz, Bank Representative,
Bank Handlowy in Warsaw, New York, N.Y.

Tollefson, Bert, Jr., Assistant Administra-
tor for Legislative and Public Affairs, Agency
for International Development, Department
of State, Washington, D.C.

Tomashevsky, Dimitry V., Vice President,
Security Pacific National Bank, Los Angeles,
Calif.

Tomasko, Daniel P,, Manager, Personnel
Administration, The Coca-Cola Export Cor-
poration, New York, N.Y.

Tomney, T. Richard, Vice President—Ad-
ministration, Masoneilan International, Inec.,
Norwood, Mass.

Toro, Carlos E., Assistant Vice President,
Detroit Bank & Trust Company, Detroit,
Mich.

Toschi, Alexander U., Assistant Treasurer
and Director, Membership Relations, Nation-
al Foreign Trade Council, Inc., New York,
N.Y.

Townsend, C. C., Assistant Treasurer, IBM
World Trade Corporation, New York, N.Y.

Trambusti, Dr. Paclo B., President, Asgrow
Seed Company International, Orange, Conn.

Tree, A. E., Vice President, Chemical Bank,
International Division, New York, N.Y.

Tremel, Eleanor, Assistant Treasurer, Na-
tional Forelgn Trade Council, Inc., New York,
N.YX.

Trevorrow, R. G., Vice Chairman of the
Board, Lone Star Cement Corporation, Green-
wich, Conn.

Troja, John P., Assistant Manager, Employ-
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ment & Development Department, Caltex
Petroleum Corp., New York, N.¥.

Truelson, Walter L., Vice President, Amer-
ican International Underwriters Corp., New
York, N.Y.

Tucher, H. Anton, Vice President, Bank of
America, New York, N.¥.

Tucker, D. S, Manager, Treasury Opera-
tions & Credit Collection, Merck Sharp &
Dohme International, New York, N.Y.

Turk, Lucian L., Sales Manager, Diesel Lo~
comotive Products, General Motors Overseas
Operations, New York, N.Y.

Turner, J. E,, Vice President, Phillip Mor-
ris International, New York, N.Y.

Tuttle, M. A., Manager, Planning & Eco-
nomics Department, Caltex Petroleum Cor-
poration, New York, N.Y.

Tyler, Thomas Lee, Latin America Area
Manager, Clark Equipment Co. Buchanan,
Mich.

Tzannetakis, Professor George, Economics
Department, Seton Hall University, South
Orange, N.J.

U

Uhthoff, Enrique, Vice President, Banco
de Comercio, S.A. Mexico, D. PF.

Ulasewicz, J. P., Division, Viee President,
RCA Corporation, Camden, N.J.

Underwood, Patrick H., Export Supervisor,
Petro-Tex Chemical Corporation, Houston,
Texas.

Upton, T. Graydon, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, Inter-American Development Bank,
Washington, D.C.

Urfer, Richard P., Director, Office of For-
eign Direct Investments, Office of the Secre-
tary, Department of Commerce, Washing-
ton, D.C.

v

Valcarcel, I. Joseph, Assistant to Vice Pres-
ident for Far Eastern Operations, Johns-
Manville International Corp., New York,
N.Y.

Valentine, Kenneth F., President, Ameri-
can Fletcher, National Bank & Trust Co., In-
dianapolis, Ind.

Van Aggelen, Henry P., Senior Vice Presl-
dent, Allied Bank International, New York,
N.X.

Van Bakel, William J., Executive Vice Pres-
ident, United Virginia Bank, International,
Norfolk, Va.

Van de Maele, A. C. President, Anglo-
Lautaro Nitrate Company Limited, New York,
N.XY.

Vanden Broecke, J. F., Senior Consultant,
First National Bank of Minneapolis, Minne-
apolis, Minn,

Vanderlaan, R., Senator, State of Michigan,
Lansing, Mich.

Van Der Ven, Arnold, Executive Vice Pres-
ident, European-American Banking Corpora-
tion, New York, N.¥.

Van Voorhis, John A., Assistant Vice Pres-
ident, Allied Bank International, New York,
N.X.

Vaughn, William S., Regional Vice Chair-
man, National Convention Committee; Chair-
man of the Board, Eastman Eeodak Company,
Rochester, N.Y.

Velasco, Luis, Executive Director, Corpora-
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Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BLACKBURN) .

Mr. BLACKEBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ex-
pressed my own reservations about any
changes in the Export Control Act when
it first came before this body some
months ago. At that time, frankly, I re-
sisted any changes in the act bhecause
the administration had made it abun-
dantly clear that it preferred an exten-
sion of the existing language. But now
we find ourselves faced with a bill which
is considerably different than what I
objected to.

Let me touch upon a few of the things
which I regard as most hazardous. First,
there is this requirement that the Presi-
dent make known his reasons by setting
forth in detail data for export which
would make it possible for the whole
world, perhaps, to obtain technical
knowledge that we do not want certain
countries to hear about.

I recall the collogquy of a few moments
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ago between the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. AsHLEY) and the guestion he asked
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
Brown) about what difference does it
make whether an item is available from
Czechoslovakia or Great Britain. Let me
address myself to that question for just
one moment.

If Czechoslovakia has an item of ex-
treme sophistication she is obligated by
reason of her ties with the Soviet Union
to sell whatever of her capacity she has
to the Soviet Union, but if the Soviet
Union needed more of that particular
item the mere fact that item is being
manufactured in Czechoslovakia, when
perhaps no other country in the world
except Communist-controlled countries
would sell that item, that would be a
sufficient justification under the lan-
guage of this conference report to re-
quire the Secretary of Commerce to au-
thorize the export by American manu-
facturers of that item which no other
countiry in the western bloc would agree
to sell to the Soviet Union.

I cannot possibly justify in my own
mind, nor do I believe the majority of the
Members of this body can justify that
type of logic to open the floodgates of
American industry and American tech-
nology to the Communist countries.

So, gentlemen, I earnestly hope the
Members of this body can support the
Brown amendment, or to support the
proposal to send this matter back to con-
ference. The administration is not sym-
pathetic with the conference report as
it now exists.

Those of us who have studied the con-
ference report and understand the full
implications of what can be developed
in the logie, and the illogical results that
can come about by applying the lan-
guage in this conference report, will
recognize and come to the same conclu-
sion that the conference report should be
rejected, and this matter should be sent
back to conference for further review.

Furthermore it is interesting to note
that the conference report regarding the
extension of the Export Control Act has
been awaiting action by the House for
over 2 weeks. As you know, there is a
great deal of controversy over the control
and authority section of this conference
report. This section would virtually al-
low American industries to export to
Communist countries any material which
could not be shown to have a direct
military relationship. Specifically the bill
requires the Department of Commerce
to survey all laboratories and industrial
products prodnced in the United States
and form a list of those goods and tech-
nology which are strategic to our na-
tional security. First, it is almost im-
possible for the Department of Commerce
to even conceive of surveying all the
industries and laboratories within the
United States which are producing stra-
tegic goods and decide whether or nof
they are of any military value.

I feel that if the Export Control Act
as now drawn is adopted it will virtually
open the floodgates and allow strategic
materials to be exported to Communist-
dominated countries. Recently, in the
November—December issue to Ordinance
magazine, Dr. Anthony C. Sutton of the
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution,
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and Peace, which is located on the cam-
pus of Stanford University in California,
presented an article entitled, “Soviet
Export Strategy.” It has been proposed
by many Members of Congress, including
myself, that the United States ship to
Communist countries raw materials in
order to make them dependent upon the
United States for the supply of these
vital necessities. However, we see that
the reverse of this is becoming the ac-
cepted pattern. In Dr. Sutton’s article,
he clearly outlines this trend. I think
that all Members of the House should
review this article before casting their
vote on the Export Control Act, and
I hereby insert this article into the
RECORD.

Sovier EXPORT STRATEGY
(By A. C. Sutton)

Maj. Gen. A. N. Lagovskiy of the Red Army,
& doctor of military science and a leading
BSoviet speclalist in economic warfare, is also
author of “Strategiya 1 Ekonomika"—a text
on economic warfare recommended for study
in the Soviet armed forces.* Given Lagov-
skiy's considerable status and wide influence,
it is conceivable that the strategies outlined
in “Strategiya 1 Ekonomika™ constltute, at
least in part, the basis for the operational
directives of Soviet foreign economic polices.

The purpose of this article is to relate one
Lagovskly principle—the “weak-link prin-
ciple”—to the pattern of recent U.S. trade
with the Soviet Unlon and thus to test a
stated Soviet strategic principle against em-
pirical observations.

In a section discussing forelgn trade as a
weak link In the economy during a war,
Lagovskiy notes the great independence of
modern warfare on certain raw materials—
such as chrome and platinum—and, simul-
taneously, notes the lack of major deposits
of such raw materials in the United States
and other capitalist countries.

As a consequence, he suggests, “the stra-
tegic material situation continues to be an
urgent problem in war production for the
USBA"

TasLE I—Critical materials in a U.S. military
jet airplane (from Lagouvskiy)
[ Percentages of materlal imported]
Material:
Chrome (3,669 pounds) 922
Nickel (2,117 pounds) 97
Alumina (bauxite) (46,831) T8
Cobalt (436) 88

A clear distinction is drawn by Lagovskiy
between such “weak-link" strategic minerals
and machinery with a technological com-
ponent. Application of Lagovskiy's principle
would require the Soviet Union to avold im-
port of weak-link mineral commodities—
while simultaneously encouraging a poten-
tential adversary, such as the United States,
to accept such exports from the Soviet Union,

On the other hand, the Soviet Union would
deny exports of its own technology embodied
in machinery and equipment, while maxi-
mizing imports of a potential adversary’s
technology.

As for the technological side of U.S.-Soviet
trade, there is no question that export of
worth-while Soviet technology to the West
{or even to fellow socialist countries) is virtu-
ally nil, while Western and East European ex-
port of technology to the Soviet Union is not

* A N. Lagovskiy, “Strategiyva | Ekonomika"™
(Moscow: 1957), first Russian edition. A
translated version of a second edition (1961)
is “Strategy and Economics” (JPRS: No. 19,-
700 of June 17, 1963). There is significant
difference between the two editions, and the
material used here was largely added by
Lagovskly to the second (1961) edition. Ref-
erences are then to the second (translated)
edition.
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only both historically and currently of im-
mense proportions but also of critical im-
portance to Soviet economic and military de-
velopment. Therefore, it is only the “weak=-
link"-import aspect which is now of interest.

Except for synthetic rubber, the Soviets do
nat import such mineral commodities from
the United States; ie., they have avolded
any strategic dependence on their own part.
In distinct contrast, the U.S. i a remarkably
heavy importer of "“weak-link"” commodities
from the U.S.8R.

Let us first review the argument in detail.

Lagovskiy takes an American jet plane as
his prineipal example and lists the amount
of critical materials required in construction
of a single aircraft (see Table I),

It is therefore, clear, says Lagovskly, that a
Jjet aircraft cannot be produced in the United
States by utilizing only domestic raw mate-
terials, “since domestic production of the
most important types of raw materials for it
amounts to only 3 to 24 per cent of require-
ments.” This example of dependence on im-
ported materials for military aircraft is fol-
lowed by a listing of United States imports
of these materials (see Table II).

Many, but not all, of these raw materials,
do have imperfect substitutes; synthetic
rubber, for example, rather than natural
rubber, is more important to industry in
the United States, and butyl synthetics are
equal in physical properties to natural rub-
ber. It is rather the Soviet Union that is
dependent on natural rubber, as its own

development of synthetics (it has no natural
rubber) is backward.

Percentage imported by United States

Natural rubber
Tin

Manganese
Cobalt

On the cther hand, although substitution
is possible for materiais like chrome, man-
ganese, and tungsten, such substitution is
not complete and would be difficu:t to under-
take on short notice. It is in U.S. imports
of these minerals that Lagovskiy’'s argument
has some force.

It is interesting that Lagovskiy avolds any
further discussion of rubber but devotes a
full page of discussion to U.S. dependence on
imported chrome and emphasizes that “the
U.S.A. has almost no chrome in its own coun-
try.”

Chrome is required for production of al-
loys for jet engines, gas turbines, guns, and
armor-piercing projectiles; it is used in both
alrcraft and motor vehicle manufacture The
United States accounts for about two-thirds
of the entire Western-world consumption.
Lagovskiy points up as a “weak link" the
“enormous geographic disparity” between
world production and consumption regions:

“The imperialist countries, considering the
enormous significance of chrome in war pro-
duction and the lack of deposits of 1t in
places where it is consumed, do not spare
funds for the development of chrome re-
serves. However, this does not free them froin
the necessity of importing chrome ore in war-
time as well.”

Amount of U.S. imports from U.S.S.R.
Weak-link commodity:

Chrome ore

Diamonds, cut but unset

Platinum

$3, 433, 000
5, 681, 000

Nickel _-_

Lagovskiy's “weak links’
Total U.S. imports from
BB, o eim i i s 35, 859, 000

29, 501, 000
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Source: U.8. Department of Commerce, Ez-
port Control, 85th Quarterly Report, p. 19.

Clearly, then, Lagovskiy lays great faith
in his “weak-link" theory, and he might be
expected to recommend its use in Sovlet eco-
nomic relations with the United States.

Although we have no direct way of know-
ing whether the Soviets have indeed made
use of the principle, we can examine the
structure of U.S. imports from the Soviet
Union to determine if the structure con-
forms, or does not conform, to Lagovskiy’'s
theory.

If it does not, then either the Soviets have
made no attempt to utilize the prineiple, or—
conversely—they have attempted to do so,
but the United States, aware of its potential
weaknesses, has avolded dependence by
diverting its purchases clsewhere. This is
possible, as there are frie-world as well as
Soviet sources.

Table III contains U.S. imports of Lagov-
skiy's “weak links.,"” While Lagovskiy lists
“platinum,” the table includes “platinum
group’ metals. Nickel and titanium are not
in Lagovskiy's listing, but fulfill the La-
govskly criteria.

This table contains data for the first half
of 1969 (latest available in the Quarterly
Reports on Export Control). U.S. imports of
weak-link commodities constituted no less
than $29 million out of a total import from
the Soviet Union of $35 :nillion of all goods.
A remarkably high vercentage—84 per cent—
of our total imports from the U.S.S.R. fall
within the very narrow range of commodities
covered by the Lagovskiy weak-link principle,

If the comparison is extended to cover the
previous full year (1967), 65 per cent of our
imports from the U.S.5.R. fall into the cate-
gory.

In brief, our import structure is almost
unbelievably consistent with a prineiple of
economic warfare that is advanced by a gen-
eral of the Red Army.

The next relevant guestion concerns the
proportion these imports from the U.S.S.R.
constitute of US. total imports from all
sources for specific commodities. In 1866
about one-third of U.S. chrome ore imports
came from the Soviet Union.

In the same year, about one-half of pal-
ladium imports and just less than one-third
of the rhodlum imports came from the
U.S.S.R.; in the case of other platinum-group
metals, the Soviet proportion was somewhat
less. However, it cannot be argued that the
relative dependence is in any way a minor
matter.

In general, it may seem improbable that
the dependence is critical. Alternate sources
of supply are avallable, stockpiles presum-
ably are adequate, substitution is possible—
and in time of war there would be diver-
sion from considerable civilian end uses to
military end uses.

But the Soviets, in case of war, also could
divert these Russian deposits (developed
with the ald of Western equipment and
peacetime purchases) to their own military
use. Such diversion would be relatively more
important to them, as civilian uses in the
U.S8.R. are much smaller and they do not
have the same range of substitution options.
Further, free-world sources are in areas ear-
marked for “liberation” by the Soviets—
Rhodesia, for example.

It cannot be argued that this coincidence
between a Soviet strategic principle and its
implementation is accidental. The Soviets
have a foreign trade monopoly and can bring
about, by manipulation of price and ‘quanti-
ties marketed, a militarily desirable pattern
of trade.

Any trade pattern therefore must reflect
a conscious objective on the part of the So-
viet Union. It has not resulted from the free
play of market forces in international com-
merce.

The evidence suggests that the Soviets
adopted the weak-link theory and have en-
deavored to put it into practice. Private
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American firms then responded (as they have
every right to do) to the lower Soviet prices
and more favorable offers. This pattern was
encouraged by the Johnson Administration
when Rhodesia was cut off as a source of
supply for chrome.

The United States therefore is becoming
increasingly dependent on Soviet raw mate-
rials of a critical nature. The only valid con-
clusion is that this was a consclous effort
on the part of the Soviet Union as part of
a wider scheme. If not, the pattern of U.S.
imports from the U.S.8.R. would be distrib-
uted far more widely.

This also explains why the Soviet Union
continued to ship chrome and manganese
to the U.S. after the 1948 embargo and dur-
ing the current Vietnamese war—i.e, as a
long-range effort to increase U.S. dependence.
A few U.S. observers have noted the continu-
ing import of Soviet chrome and concluded
it is a sign of Soviet benevolence—a com-
pletely mistaken interpretation, inconsistent
not only with Soviet strategy but also with
our own defense posture,

For example, J. M. Chambers, testifying be-
fore the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Bank-
ing and Currency (May 1969), argued: “The
metallurgical-grade chrome consumed in the
United States normally comes from two main
sources, Rhodesia furnishes one-third, Rus-
sia one-third, and the balance from the rest
of the world. With Rhodesia under sanction
we cannot rely on them for any chrome and
therefore the , . . availability of chrome ore
from Russla is essential. ...

“Since the importance of these materlals to
our industries is well known to the Russians
I think that some of those who worry about
our ‘national interest’ should take heart that
Russia has continued to supplyus ... "

There are indeed two ways of looking at
dependence on the Soviet Union for strategic
materials. One way—put forward in the early
1960's in the Rock report—Iis to accept a
strategy of interdependence as leading to
peace.

Unfortunately, it has never been explained
how interdependence between two countries
leads to absence of conflict. Indeed, the argu-
ment is refuted by Soviet actions and their
reasons for these actions in Vietnam.

Examination of the trade history of the
past decade suggests certain firm conclusions.
As the “bridge-building” policy took hold in
the mid-1860’s, the Soviets had an opportun-
ity to make a reciprocal response according
to the prevalling theory of “graduated recip-
rocation in tension reduction.” How did they
respond?

If Soviet actions had been guided by re-
sponsive reciprocity, they would have in-
creased neither their trade in weak-link com-
modities nor their logistic supply of world
revolution. They would have made a deter-
mined and conscious effort to deemphasize
any action capable of misinterpretation, and
so have marked their intentions to recipro-
cate.

Given the monopoly of foreign trade in
the Soviet Union, such a policy could have
been effected very readily, and it would have
shown up long before 1066-1967.

The facts presented complement the evi-
dence provided by Soviet logistic support of
the Vietnamese war and the Middle East
conflict—that the Soviets not only made no
effort at reciprocity, but also seized the op-
portunity to further an over-all offensive
strategy, an economic strategy with military
objectives.

It appears that the United States, under
the illusion that it was making an initial
invitation for reciprocal disarmament and
trading for peace, actually may have traded
and reciprocated itself into a potentially
dangerous corner.

The coincidence between Soviet strateglc
objectives and our imports from the Soviet
Union is too great and has continued for too
long a period of time to be dismissed as acci-
dental. There is little question that Soviet
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offers have been attractive emough to U.S,
firms to Induce such a dependence.

In *“Strategiya | Economika,” Lagovskiy
makes explicit reference to this question:
“Our strategy is a strategy of bold daring,
always realistically considering the material,
moral, and political capabilities of its ac-
complishment, In the Soviet Union, where
economics and strategy are developed in an
indissoluable dialectical unity under the
ieadership of the Commmunist Party, where the
planned system of economy dominates, there
is no expenditure of resources without plan,
and never can be . ..”

It is the psychological effect on Soviet
planners that contains a degree of danger.
Although given to great realism, Soviet
planners cannot help but observe the
significant fulfillment of a strategic objec-
tive. If this be so, then it must weigh in the
scale In consideration of future hostilities
with the United States.

From the viewpoint of a soviet planner it
is a distinct signal of United States weakness,
and as such is generally considered a suffici-
ent invitation to initiate aggression. It makes
little sense, then, to defend ourselves at a
cost of 8X billlons against Soviet missiles,
without accompanying this move by the
logical action—taken at the almost negligible
cost of shifting supply sources—to remove a
potential source of Soviet miscalculation.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LatTa).

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, during the
87th Congress I was pleased to serve on
the Select Committee on Export Con-
trol, where we spent many, many months
in dealing with the matter of strategic
exports. Since the dissolution of this
committee, I have had continuing in-
terest in this field.

I might say further that I have
watched with more than a keen interest
the attempts that have been made over
the years to try to do to this act what
this conference report is now proposing.

I might also say very forthrightly and
frankly that this bill scares me to death
from the standpoint of our national se-
curity. This morning I talked with the
Secretary of Defense concerning this
conference report. I have since received
a communication from the Department
of Defense relative to the same,

This is what the Department com-
munication says about this conference
Teport:

From the standpoint of DOD, we foresee
serious problems if the conference report is
adopted. The basic problem is that as now
drawn, the bill shifts the burden of proof
from the exporter to the government and
requires the President in order to place an
item under control to make positive find-
Ings that (a) it would make a significant
contribution to the military potential of
other nations to the detriment of U.S. na-
tional security, (b) an item of comparahle
quality and technology is not readily avail-
able from other sources, and (c¢) if avail-
able from other sources, the item should
still be controlled in the interest of national
security, which must be subsequently ex-
plained to Congress.

Such requirements pose insuperable ad-
ministrative difficulties. We cannot, for ex-
ample, provide conclusive evidence that
communications equipmem shipped to War-
saw Pact countries will be used for military
purposes, or that technology for building a
launch vehicle for a space satellite is being
acquired by a Free World country for use
in connection with a balllstic missile pro-
gram, or that an advanced computer capable
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of being diverted to strategic uses will In
fact be so diverted. Indeed, in some cases
where we have such evidence, it cannot be
presented publicly because 1t is sensitive,

The question of foreign availability creates
similar problems since, except for a very
few of the most strategic items, conclusive
evidence that the U.S. equipment is signifi-
cantly superior In quality and technology is
seldom avallable without exhaustive investi-
gation. As a result many items of strategic
importance are likely to escape control and
become freely exportable to the USSR and
Eastern Europe merely because comparable
items are available outside the United States.

The Department’s position is quite
clear. The Commerce Department's posi-
tion, as referred to by the gentleman
from New Jersey, is also quite clear. Ac-
cording to these Departments’ state-
ments this legislation is not in the best
interests of our national security.

I might ask, what happened to the
House bill we passed? When this mat-
ter was before the Committee on Rules,
proponents were asking only for a simple
extension of the Export Control Act of
1949 with a few minor amendments. Now
the conferees have come back with a ma-
jor overhaul of the act, and the bill now
proposes to do the very things certain
inferests have been attempting to do
for many, many years.

I say that if we are interested in the
national security of this country, we will
vote down this conference report.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
REeuss) such time as he may use.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, there is an
eerie quality about this debate. I rise in
support of what I believe to be an ex-
cellent conference report. The reasons
for it have been well given by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) and
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr, AsHLEY) .

In essence what the conference report
does is to support American business,
and to try to free it from some of the
archaic and bureaucratic cobwebs that
have hampered it.

It is ironic that the Republican party,
the party of business, or at least big
business, should be attempting to knock
down this conference report.

Now, let us look at precisely what the
conference report does. Basically, it does
two things. It reaffirms and reinvigorates
the power and duty of the President to
see that no strategic materials of mili-
tary significance get anywhere back of
the Iron Curtain or into the hands of
our adversaries.

Second, it gives the President the
power to end the ridiculous practice of
cutting off our nose to spite our face.
That has been going on for years.

On the list of strategic materials un-
shippable to the bloc are, let us say,
widgets. Well, what happens? The Rus-
sians want widgets. The Germans, Ital-
ians, and the French sell them widgets.
So our Eurcpean allies get the orders and
the Russians get the widgets—giving us
the doubtful satisfaction of having grati-
filed the lust of some obscure bureau-
crat in the Department of Commerce to
find reason for banning the sale.

Let me call your attention to page 169
of the subcommittee hearings, and of
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the 130 pages following that, filled with
fine type and setting forth things that
are strategic and hence subject willy-
nilly to export control, no matter what
the President thinks.

Just take the start of the list—dairy
products, milk and cream, wheat, bar-
ley, rye, oats, sorghum, and so on.

Now what happened on dairy prod-
ucts? Well, in the great State of New
Jersey and in the great State of Michi-
gan, they produce dairy products—they
even produce some in my State of Wis-
consin—though I shall try to be objec-
tive. Dairy products are an excellent ex-
port commodity of the United States of
America. Yet what happens is that if a
little Polish child needs dairy products,
who gets the order? The Germans or the
French get the order. And we, the tax-
payers of the United States, then buy our
dairy products to dump them for noth-
ing in the foreign aid program. If that
makes sense, I wish somebody would tell
me how.

So all that happens under the exist-
ing regimen is that we deny American
business and agriculture the opportunity
to compete for orders which our allies
then proceed to get.

Oh, I know the specter of security has
been dragged out. Let me tell you what
security really means. In the U.S. for-
eign economic policy, real security de-
pends on getting our balance of pay-
ments under control. It has been a shame
and a disagrace for years that we have
allowed it to deteriorate. The best single
way of getting our balance of payments
under control is to increase our exports,
not to cuit off our noses to spite our
faces.

Unless we get our balance of payments
under control, the dollar will be jeop-
ardized, and then our real security will
be weakened. And, believe me, our real
security is not going to be weakened if
we compete with the Germans and
French for the opportunity to sell dairy
products or wheat to people behind the
Iron Curtain who need those producis.

If by some mishap this conference re-
port is voted down this afternoon, then
you have indeed cast the whole Export
Control Act into limbo, because it expires
on December 31, 20 days from now, And
if you vote down the conference report,
I have to inform you that the Senate has
acted on it, has adopted it, and the con-
ference is dissolved. So for approximately
130 good reasons, which are set forth on
pages 169 to 291 of the subcommittee
hearings, let us support this excellent
conference report.

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

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I appreciate the gentle-
man ylelding.

I ask him to do so only because it
occurs to me that there is some confu-
sion with respect to Presidential author-
ity. Is it not a fact that under this con-
ference report the authority of the Pres-
ident to ban the export of goods and
commeodities is retained?

Mr. REUSS. It is retained and re-
invigorated.

Mr. ASHLEY. There are three rea-
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sons that the President can use to pro-
hibit or curtail the export of American
goods, services, and technology. Foreign
policy is the first, national security is
the second, and short supply is the third.
If the President chooses to use foreign
policy as the reason for excluding ex-
ports, no explanation whatsoever is nec-
essary as to whether or not those goods
are available elsewhere. Where national
security is the stated ground for control,
and the goods are available from other
sources, a very simple reporting require-
ment is necessary. Where reporting to
the Congress is required, no stipulation
whatsoever is made with respect to the
release of classified information or of
any confidential business data. If this
does not answer the objection by the De-
fense Department to Mr, Larra, I do not
know what would satisfy him. The lan-
guage of the report meerly indicates that
it .should be clear which categories,
goods, and information continue to be
subject to express permission on na-
tional security grounds, for which nation
or nations, and for what reasons other
than unavailability from foreign coun-
tries.

Mr. Speaker, let me say further, in
connection with a question raised earlier,
that the device of employing a strained
and unreal hypothesis involving the
presence of a source of supply among
Communist countries fails to take into
account the understanding of the lan-
guage “readily available” held and con-
veyved by administration officials in
public hearings. Ready availability em-
braces quantitative and delivery time
capabilities, among others, of the sup-
plier. With respect to the import require-
ments of the Soviet Union, if the Czecho-
slovakian capacity to deliver goods of
comparable quality and technology in
the desired quantities within a reason-
able time differed ever so slightly from
our own, the goods could be character-
ized as not readily available. If the
Czechoslovakian capacity does not differ
from our own, the Soviets are obviously
not going to buy the goods from non-
Communist sources.

Even in situations in which our ex-
porters have attempted to compete with
suppliers in countries allied with us, an
inordinantly narrow construction has
been put on the term “ready availability”
by the Office of Export Control, so that
an order which might be deliverable from
a foreign competitor only a few weeks
or months later than from one of our
firms can be characterized as not readily
available. There has been no great hesi-
tation to require licenses for our exports
vis-a-vis those of allied suppliers, so I find
it difficult to imagine the Department
of Commerce not finding a rationale
for denying those which would compete
with suppliers within Eastern Europe. I
would like to make it clear now that,
while the Department of Commerce
should not employ too narrow an inter-
pretation of “ready awvailability” which
discriminates against our exports for
civilian uses in competition with those
of Western countries, the Department
would certainly have the latitude to do
so in situations involving goods of sig-
nificant military applicability from East-
ern European suppliers. And in any
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event, a careful reading of section 4(b)
reveals that the President is still free to
require express permission for the export
of such goods.

Again I suggest, if the gentleman from
Wisconsin will bear with me, that there
is confusion with respect to Presidential
authority, and I do not like to suggest
that this is contrived econfusion, but it
comes close to it in my mind. I make that
statement because throughout the hear-
ings and throughout the conference it
was abundantly clear that under no cir-
cumstances did any member of that con-
ference want to disturb the authority of
the President to regulate exports where
national security and foreign policy were
involved.

The gentleman from Michigan knows
this. Other members of the conference
know this. To suggest that somehow we
are diluting this authority, somehow
opening up some kind of bonanza for un-
controlled trade simply belies the facts
of the matter. This is not the purpose of
the conference and it is not the purpose
nor the purport of the conference report.
Would the gentleman not agree with me?

Mr. REUSS. I do. The gentleman has
stated the letter and the spirit of the
conference report precisely and con-
cisely.

Let me add, in this connection, a word
about that letter from some obscure bu-
reaucrat in the Department of Defense,
I do not know who he is to be writing a
letter attempting to advise this House on
economic matters. It is the Department
of Defense which has gotten us into our
balance-of-payments bind, a military
deficit of about $7 billion a year. Now,
when we are attempting to straighten
out the mess into which the Defense De-
partment has gotten us, the Department
has the unparalleled gall to suggest it
does not like the efforts we are making.

Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, we have had
read to us letters from the Department of
Commerce and the Department of De-
fense saying they do not support the con-
ference report. I must say this is the first
news the members of this committee
have had of the position of the admin-
istration.

Putting that to one side, it is a fact
that the Department of Commerce in
conjunction with the Department of De-
fense and other depariments have come
up with a list of approximately 2,200
categories of goods, products and tech-
nology that are on the control list.

What are our COCOM neighbors do-
ing? The multilateral group with which
we seek to have a meaningful and effec-
tive free world export policy as far as
significant military apparatus, and the
like is concerned with respect to trade
with Communist countries, our multi-
lateral policy embraces less than 500
categories of goods and products. We
have 2,200. So, of course, the question of
availability exists.

But our allies are concerned with their
national security just as we are. The
fact of the matter is that in the testi-
mony of the departments before our
committee, there was tacit admission
that hundreds upon hundreds of cate-
gories were peaceful goods, that there
was no reason for foreign competitors
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to enjoy this position, which makes it
difficult and often impossible for Ameri-
can exporters to compete in these areas.
The witnesses admitted this. They ad-
mitted they do not review these cate-
gories, that they do it only on an infre-
quent basis, only when sufficient ques-
tion is raised by the Congress. Is this not
s07?

Mr. REUSS. This is absolutely correct.

Let me say to the gentleman from
Chio, that if our friends here this after-
noon, who seek to knock down and de-
stroy this conference report, would only
go over to Bonn and Rome and Paris
and attempt to sell their restrictive pro-
grams to the Parliaments of Germany
and Italy and France, and if by some
chance they were successful, they would
have done the greatest possible service
for the United States of America. They
would have diminished competition by
those countries, and enabled us to sell
cur wheat, our dairy products, and our
widgets in markets in which France and
Germany and Italy are fast grabbing
them from us, because of our ridiculous,
self-imposed, feckless and reckless self-
denial.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, we are
talking about the export of peaceful
goods and commodities. There can be no
question about that. No effort is being
made to facilitate the export of sophis-
ticated, militarily-related technology or
anything of this kind. We are talking
about American businessmen who seek
export markets for their peaceful goods
and commodities, in competition with
our European and other neighbors
throughout the world. Is this not so?

Mr, REUSS. This is so.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding. Referring to the colloquy
which has occurred between the gentle-
man in the well, the gentleman from
Wisconsin, and the gentleman from Ohio,
I think there is a total misunderstanding
about the action I am suggesting the
House take. I am only urging the defeat
of the conference report so as to permit
adoption by the House of the House au-
thority section.

If the House does not want to impair
the President’s ability to control strategiec
goods, this can be done by defeating the
conference report and adopting the mo-
tion I will make later on.

All of the conference report which re-
lates to their colloquy will remain in the
conference report. Only the area of the
“authority” section, which deals with
“strategic goods” that are available from
a nonfree-world country and therefore
authorized for shipment from this coun-
try, is the area we are talking about. So
your discussion of widgets does not apply.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
the conference report on the Export Con-
trol Act extension bill, H.R. 4293, which is
before the House of Representatives at
this time, must be viewed with deepest
conecern.

‘This bill was approved by the House on
October 16, 1969, and provided essenti-
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ally for a straight continuation of the
Export Control Act of 1949. Extension of
the act to provide authority to control
exports from the United States is vital
because of the significance of exports to
our national welfare and security.

As agreed to in conference, HR. 4293
is a different bill from that approved by
the House. The conferees accepted al-
most entirely the version as passed by the
other body. That version would continue
to provide for an export control program
pbut unfortunately its primary thrust ap-
pears to be toward forcing a weakening
of the safeguard controls which now
exist on proposed shipments of goods,
equipment, and data to Communist
nations.

The measure we are asked to put a
stamp of approval on today contains
what in my view is a questionable collec-
tion of findings, declarations, assess-
ments of duties and reporting require-
ments which add up to uncertainty and
inconsistency as to policy, and harass-
ment and coercion of those who are
supposed to administer the program, It is
not spelled out on the face of the bill, but
these requirements are included for the
purpose of weakening our present pro-
gram of controls on shipments to the
Communists. Their purpose is to expand
trade with the Reds.

Those who advocate gutting the export
control program often assert or seek to
advance the belief that there are pros-
pects of greatly increased commercial
East-West trade if we lower our control
standards and that this would be a boom
for our balance-of-payments situation
and our economy. There is simply no evi-
dence that this is the case. There are no
prospects for substantially increased
overall amounts of East-West trade with
or without present controls.

The major effect of lowering barriers
actually would be to remove restrictive
controls on high quality, advanced ma-
chinery, fechniques, equipment, data,
and so forth. This is what the Commu-
nist nations are interested in obtaining
here.

Allowing Communist regimes to ac-
quire advanced equipment, machinery,
and data here certainly must mean that
they can continue to funnel that many
more resources into their military, secu-
rity, space, and related programs.

I think this is a dangerous policy to
pursue and urge that the conference re-
port on HR. 4293 be rejected by the
House of Representatives.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 157, nays 238, not voting 38,

as follows:

Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspinall
Barrett
Biaggi
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademns
Brasco
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton, Callf,
Byrne, Pa.
Carey
Casey
Celler
Chisholm
Clay
Cohelan
Convyers
Corman
Culver
Daddario
Daniels, N.J.
Delaney
Dingell
Donohue
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farbstein
Feighan
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair
Alexander
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, Ala,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ayres
Baring
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Blanton
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buachanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Utah
Bush
Button
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caflery

[Roll No. 812]
YEAS—157

Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Earth
Kastenmeier
Kee
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyros
Leggett
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
McFall
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mahon
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, NY.
Nedzi
Nix

NAYS—238

Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Coughlin
Cramer
Crane
Cunningham
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Denney
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Duncan
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
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Obey
O'Hara
Olsen
O’Nelll, Mass,
Ottinger
FPatman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Pike

Podell
Price, Il1.
Pucinski
Purcell
Rees

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rodino

Roe

Rogers, Colo.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Royhbal
Ryan

St Germain
5t. Onge
Scheuer
Sisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Steed
Btokes
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
White
Wolff
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablocki

Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Foreman
Fountain
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Galifianakis
Goldwater
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hogan
Horton
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Keith
King
Kleppe
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O'Eonskl
O’Neal, Ga.
Passman
Pelly

Pettis
Plrnie
Poage

Poil
Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Quie
Quillen
Railshack
Randall
Rarick
Reid, Ill.
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Robison
Rogers, Fia.
Rooney, Pa.

Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lloyd
Long, La.
Lujan
Lukens
McClory
McCloskey
MeClure
MeCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McKneally
McMillan
MacGregor
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
May
Mayne
Meskill
Michel
Miller, Ohlo
Minshall
Mize
Mizell
Montgomery
Morton
Mosher
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Stelger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stuckey
Taft

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Waggonner
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Watts
Weicker
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold

Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman

Zion

Zwach

Roth
Roudebush
Ruth
Sandman
Batterfield
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Skubitz

NOT VOTING—38

Gray Reifel
Hagan Riegle
Hansen, Wash. Rooney, N.Y.
Hays Ruppe
Hosmer Sikes

Hull Teague, Tex.
Kirwan Tunney

Kyl Utt
Landrum Vander Jagt
Lipscomb Whalley
McCarthy Wilson,
Mailliard Charles H.
Philbin

Powell

Anderson,
Tenn,
Cahill
Clark
Collier
Cowger
Davis, Ga.
Dawson
Diggs
Eilberg
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Fulton, Tenn,
Fuqua

So the conference report was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.
comb.

Mr. Hull with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Utt.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Vander Jagt.

Mr. Clark with Mr, Cahill.

Mr, Philbin with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Kyl.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Dawson with Mr. Eilberg.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Hagan.

Mr. Eirwan with Mr. Powell.

M. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Fulton of
Tennessee.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr, Land-
rum,

Messrs. LONG of Louisiana, EDMOND-
SON, STRATTON, QUIE, McCLORY,
WATTS, and NATCHER changed their
votes from “yea” to “nay."”

The result of the vote was announeced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment: Strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert: “That this Act
may be cited as the ‘Export Expansion and
Regulation Act of 1969".

Tunney with Mr. Hosmer.
Teague of Texas with Mr, Reifel.
Rooney of New York with Mr. Lips-
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“FINDINGS

“Sec. 2. The finds that—

“(1) the availlability of certain materials
at home and abroad varies so that the gquan-
tity and composition of United States ex-
ports and their distribution among importing
countries may effect the welfare of the do-
mestic economy and may have an important
bearing upon fulfillment of the foreign policy
of the United States;

“(2) the unrestricted export of materials
without regard to whether they make a sig-
nificant contribution to the military poten-
tial of any other nation or nations may ad-
versely affect the national security of the
United States;

“(3) the unwarranted restriction of exports
from the United States has a serious adverse
effect on the stability of our currency abroad
and, therefore, upon the domestic economy;
and

“(4) the uncertainty of Government policy
toward certain categories of exports has cur-
talled the efforts of American business in
those categories to the detriment of the over-
all attempt to improve the trade balance of
the United States.

“DECLARATION OF POLICY

“Sec. 3. The Congress makes the following
declarations:

“(1) It is the policy of the United States
both (A) to encourage the expansion of trade
with all countries with which we have diplo-
matic or trading relations, except those coun-
tries with which such trade has been deter-
mined by the President to be against the na-
tional Interest, and (B) to restrict the ex-
port of goods and technology which would
make a significant contribution to the mili-
tary potential of any other nation or nations
which would prove detrimental to the na-
tional security of the United States.

*“(2) It is the policy of the United States
to use export controls (A) only to the extent
necessary to protect the domestic economy
from the excessive drain of scarce materials
and to reduce the serious inflationary impaet
of abnormal foreign demand, (B) only to the
extent necessary to further significantly the
foreign policy of the United States and to
fulfill its international responsibilities, and
(C) to the extent necessary to exercise the
necessary vigllance over exports from the
standpoint of their significance to the na-
tional security of the United States.

“{3) It is the policy of the United States
that any export controls found necessary
should be applied uniformly to all nations
with which the United States engages in
trade. except where the national security, the
foreign policy of the United States, or the
need to protect the domestic economy from
the excessive drain of scarce materials re-
gquires that an exception be made in the case
of one or more nations.

“{4) It is the policy of the United States
(A) to formulate, reformulate, and apply any
necessary controls to the maximum extent
possible in cooperation with all nations with
which the United States has defense treaty
commitments, and (B) to formulate a uni-
fied commercial and trading policy to be
observed by all such nations.

*(6) It is the policy of the United States
to use its economic resources and trade po-
tential to further the sound growth and
stability of its economy as well as to further
its national security and foreign policy ob-
Jectives.

“(8) It is the policy of the United States
(A) to oppose restrictive trade practices or
boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign
countries against other countries friendly to
the United States, and (B) to encourage and
request domestic concerns engaged in the
export of articles, materials, supplies, or in-
formation to refuse to take any action, in-
cluding the furnishing of information or the
signing of agreements, which has the effect
of furthering or supporting the restrictive
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trade practices or boycotis fostered or im-
posed by any foreign country against another
country friendly to the United States.

“AUTHORITY

“8ec. 4. (a) (1) The Secretary of Commerce
shall instituve such organizational and pro-
cedural changes in any office or division of
the Department of Commerce Which has
heretofore exercised functions relating to the
control of exports and continues to exercise
such controls under this Act as he determines
are necessary to facilitate and effectuate the
fullest implementation of the policy set forth
in this Act with a view to promoting the ex-
pansion of trade with all nations with which
the United States is engaged in trade, with
special emphasis on promoting such trade
with (A) those countries or groups of coun-
tries having defense treaty commitments with
the United States have a significantly larger
percentage of volume of trade than does the
United States, and (B) other countries eligi-
ble for trade with the United States but not
significantly engaged in trade with the United
States. In addition, the Secretary shall re-
view any list of articles, materials, or sup-
plies, including technical data or other in-
formation, the exportation of which from the
United States, Its territories and possessions,
was heretofore prohibited or curtailed with a
view to making promptly such changes and
revisions in such list as may be necessary or
desirable in furtherance of the policy, pur-
poses, and provisions of this Act. The Secre-
tary shall include a detailed statement with
respect to actions taken in compliance with
the provisions of this paragraph in the sec-
ond quarterly report (and in any subsequent
report with respect to actions taken during
the preceding quarter) made by him to the
Congress after the date of enactment of this
Act pursuant to section 11.

“{2) The Secretary of Commerce shall use
all practicable means avallable to him to keep
the business sector of the Nation fully ap-

prised of changes in export control policy
and procedures instituted in conformity with
this Act with a view to encouraging the
widest possible trade.

“(b) To eflectuate the policies set forth in
section 3, the President may prohibit or

curtaill the exportation from the United
States, its territories and possessions, of any
articles, materials, or supplies, including
technical data or other information, except
under such rules and regulations as he shall
prescribe, To the extent necesary to achieve
effective enforcement of this Act, such rules
and regulations may apply to the financing,
transporting, and other servicing of exports
and the participation therein by any person.
Rules and regulations prescribed in the in-
terest of the national security shall provide
that express permission and authority must
be sought and obtained to export articles,
materials, or supplies, including technical
data or other information, from the United
Btates, its territories and possessions, to any
nation or combination of nations, {f the
President determines that (1) such articles,
materials, supplies, data, or information
would make a significant contribution to the
military potential of such nation or nations
which would prove detrimental to the na-
tional security of the United States, and (2)
articles, materials, supplies, data, or infor-
mation of comparable quality and technology
to that sought to be exported are not readily
avallable to such nation or nations from
other sources: Provided, That express per-
mission and authority shall be required to
be sought and obtained, in accordance with
such rules and regulations, in order to export
to any nation or nations articles, materials,
supplies, data, or information with respect
to which the President has not made the
determination referred to in clause (2), if
the President (A) determines such action to
be necessary in the interest of national se-
curity, and (B) includes in the first quarterly
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report submitted, pursuant to section 11,
after taking such actlon a full and detailed
statement with respect to such action setting
forth the pertinent articles, materials, sup-
plies, data, or information; the nation or
nations affected thereby; and the reasons
therefor. Rules and regulations prescribed
under this subsection shall implement the
provisions of sectlon 3(6) of this Act and
shall require that all domestic concerns re-
ceiving requests for the furnishing of infor-
mation or the signing of agreements as speci-
fied in such section must report this fact to
the Secretary of Commerce for such action as
he may deem appropriate to carry out the
purposes of such section.

“(c) Nothing in this Act, or in the rules
and regulations authorized by it, shall in
any way be construed to require authority
and permission to export articles, materials,
supplies, data, or information except where
the national security, the foreign policy of
the United States, or the need to protect the
domestic economy from the excessive drain
of scarce materials makes such requirement
NEeCessSary.

“{(d) The President may delegate the
power, authority, and discretion conferred
upon him by this Act to such deparitments,
agencies, or officlals of the Government as
he may deem appropriate.

“{e) The authority conferred by this sec-
tion shall not be exercised with respect to
any agricultural commodity, including fats
and oils, during any period for which the
supply of such commodity is determined by
the Secretary of Agriculture to be in excess
of the requirements of the domestic economy,
except to the extent required to effectuate
the policies set forth in clause (B) or (C)
of paragraph (2) of section 3 of this Act,

“CONSULTATION AND STANDARDS

“Sec. 5. In determining what action to
take with regard to regulating and expand-
ing exports, any departments, agency, or
official making these determinations shall
seek information and advice from the several
executive departments and Iindependent
agencies which are concerned with aspects
of our domestic and foreign policies and
operations having an important bearing on
exports. Consistent with considerations of
national security, the President shall from
time to time seek information and advice
from various segments of private industry
in connection with the making of these
determinations.

“VIOLATIONS

“Sec. 6. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, in case of any know-
ing violation of any provision of this Act or
any regulation, order, or license issued there-
under, the violator or violators, upon convic-
tion, shall be punished by a fine of not more
than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not
more than one year, or by both such fine
and imprisonment. For a second or subse-
quent offense, the offender shall be punished
by & fine of not more than three times the
value of the exports involved or $20,000,
whichever is greater, or by imprisonment for
not more than five years, or by both such
fine and imprisonment.

“{b) Whoever willfully exports anything
contrary to any provision of this Act or any
regulation, order, or license issued there-
under, with knowledge that such exports
will be used for the benefit of any Commu-
nist-dominated nation, shall be punished
by a fine of not more than five times the
value of the erports involved or $20,000,
whichever is greater, or by imprisonment for
not more than five years, or by both such
fine and imprisonment.

“(c¢) The head of any department or
agency exercising any functions under this
Act, or any officer or employee of such de-
partment or agency specifically designated
by the head thereof, may impose a civil pen-
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alty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation
of this Act or any regulation, order, or li-
cense lssued under this Act, either in addi-
tion to or in lieu of any other liability or
penalty which may be imposed.

“(d) The payment of any penalty im-
posed pursuant to subsection (c) may be
made a condition, for a perled not exceeding
one year after the imposition of such pen-
alty, to the continued right to export of the
person upon whom such penalty is im-
posed.

“(e) Any amount paid in satisfaction of
any penalty imposed pursuant to subsection
(¢) shall be covered into the Treasury &s
a miscellanecus receipt. The head of the
department or agency concerned may, in
his discretion, refund any such penalty,
within two years after payment, on the
ground of a material error of fact or law
in the imposition. Notwithstanding section
1346(a) of title 28 of the United States Code,
no action for the refund of any such pen-
alty may be maintained in any court.

“(f) In the event of the failure of any
person to pay a penalty imposed pursuant
to subsection (c), a civil action for the
recovery thereof may, in the discretion of
the head of the department or agency con-
cerned, be brought in the name of the United
States. In any such action, the court shall
determine de novo all issues necessary to the
establishment of liability. Except as provided
in this subsection and in subsection (d), no
such liability shall be asserted, claimed, or
recovered upon by the United States in any
way unless it has previously been reduced to
judgment. :

“(g) Nothing in subsection (c), (d}), or (f)
shall limit— .

(1) the availability of other administra-
tive or judicial remedies will respect to viola-
tions of this Act, or any regulation, order,
or license issued under this Act;

“(2) the authority to compromise and
settle administrative proceedings brought
with respect to violations of this Act, or any
regulation, order, or license issued under this
Act; or

“(3) the authority to compromise, remit,
or mitigate seizures and forefeitures pursuant
to section 1(b) of title VI of the Act of June
15, 1917 (22 US.C. 401(b)).

Y“ENFORCEMENT

“gSEc. 7. (a) To the extent necessary or
appropriate to the enforcement of this Act
or to the imposition of any penalty, for-
feiture, or liability arising under the Export
Control Act of 1949, the head of any depart-
ment or agency exercising any function there-
under (and officers or employees of such
department or agency specifically designated
by the head thereof) may make such in-
vestigations and obtain such information
from, require such reports or the keeping
of such records by, make such inspection of
the books, records, and other writings,
premises, or property of, and take the sworn
testimony of, any person. In addition, such
officers or employees may administer oaths
or afirmations, and may by subpena require
any person to appear and testify or to appear
and produce books, records, and other writ-
ings, or both, and in the case of contumacy
by, or refused to obey a subpena issued to,
any such person, the district court of the
United States for any district in which such
person is found or resides or transacts busi-
ness, upon application, and after notice to
any such person and hearing, shall have juris=-
diction to issue an order requiring such
person to appear and give testimony or to
appear and produce books, records, and other
writings, or both, and any failure to obey
such order of the court may be punished by
such court as a contempt thereof.

“(b) No person shall be excused from com-
plying with any requirements under this sec-
tion because of his privilege against self-in-
crimination, but the immunity provisions of
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the Compulsory Testimony Act of February
11, 1893 (27 Stat. 443; 49 U.S8.C. 46) shall ap-
ply with respect to any individual who spe-
cifically claims such privilege.

“(e) No department, agency, or official ex-
ercising any functions under this Act shall
publish or disclose information obtained
hereunder which is deemed confidential or
with reference to which a request for confi-
dential treatment is made by the person
furnishing such information, unless the head
of such department or agency determines
that the withholding thereof is contrary to
the national interest.

“(d) In the adminlstration and enforce-
ment of this Act, reporting requirements
shall be so designed as to reduce the cost of
reporting, recordkeeping, and export docu-
mentation required under this Act to the ex-
tent feasible consistent with effective en-
forcement and compilation of useful trade
statistics. Reporting, recordkeeping and ex-
port documentation reguirements shall be
periodically reviewed and revised in the light
of developments in the field of information
technology. The Secretary of Commerce shall
include a detailed statement with respect to
actions taken in compliance with this sub-
section in the first quarterly report made by
him, pursuant to section 11, after such ac-
tions are taken.

“EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN PROVISIONS RELAT=-
ING TO ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE AND JU-
DICIAL REVIEW

“Sec. 8. The functions exercised under this
Act shall be excluded from the operation of
sections 551, 553-559, and 701-706 of title 5,
United States Code.

“INFORMATION TO EXPORTERS

“Sec. 9, In order to enable United States
exporters to coordinate their business activi-
ties with the export control policies of the
United States Government, the agencies, de-
partments, and officials responsible for im-
plementing the rules and regulations author-
ized under this Act shall, insofar as it is con-
sistent with the national security, the foreign
policy of the United States, and the effective
administration of this Act—

(1) inform each expoiter of the considera-
tions which may cause his export license re-
quest to be denled or to be the subject of
lengthy examination;

*“(2) inform each exporter of the circum-
stances arising during the Government's con-
sideration of his export license application
which are cause for denial or for further
examination;

"“(3) glve each exporter the opportunity to
present evidence and information which he
believes will help the agencies, departments,
and officials concerned to resolve any prob-
lems or questions which are, or may be, con-
nected with his request for a license; and

“(4) inform each exporter of the reasons
for a denial of an export license request.

“EXPORT EXPANSION COMMISSION

“8ec. 10. (a) There is hereby established
an Export Expansion Commission (herein-
after referred to as the ‘Commission’) to be
composed of fifteen members to be appointed
by the President. The President shall desig-
nate one of the persons appointed to the
Commission to serve as Chairman.

“{b) The Commission shall conduct a
study to determine practicable ways in fur-
therance of the national interest by which
exports can be expanded, without jeopardiz-
ing the national security, to all nations with
which the United States is engaged in trade,
with special emphasis on promoting such
trade with (1) those countries or groups of
countries with which other countries or
groups of countries having defense treaty
commitments with the United States have a
significantly larger percentage of volume of
trade than does the United States, and (2)
other countries eligible for trade with the
United States but not significantly engaged
in trade with the United States. The Com-
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mission shall coordinate its activities with
the National Export Expansion Council, may
make interim reports to the President and
the Congress, and shall make a final report
thereto with respect to its findings and ree-
ommendations not later than one year after
the date of enactment of this Act.

“{c) Each member of the Commissior who
is appointed from private life may receive
compensation at a rate of $100 for each day
he is engaged upon work of the Commission,
and shall be reimbursed for travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence as
authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5703) for persons
in the Government service employed inter-
mittently.

“(d) The Commission may, without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, relating to appointments in the
competitive service or to classification and
General Schedule pay rates, appoint and fix
the compensation of an Executive Director,
and the Executive Director, with the approval
of the Commission, may employ and fix the
compensation of such additional personnel
as may be necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the Commission. No individual so
appointed may receive compensation in ex-
cess of the rate authorized for GS-18 under
the General Schedule.

“(e) (1) The Commission may require
directly from the head of any Federal execu-
tive department or agency available informa-
tion which the Commission deems useful in
the discharge of its duties. All such depart-
ments and agencies shall cooperate with the
Commission and furnish information re-
quested by the Commission to the extent
permitted by law.

““(2) The head of any executive department
or agency of the Government may detail, on
a reimbursable basis, any of its personnel to
assist the Commission in carrying on its
work.

“(f) Thirty days after submission of its
final report, the Commission shall cease to
exist.

“{g) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this section.

“QUARTERLY REPORT

“Sec. 11. The head of any department or
agency, or other official exerclsing any func-
tions under this Act, shall make a quarterly
report, within forty-five days after each
quarter, to the President and to the Congress
of his operations hereunder.

“EFFECTS ON OTHER ACTS

“Sec. 12. (a) The Act of February 15, 1936
(49 Stat, 1140), relating to the licensing of
exports of tinplate scrap, is hereby super-
seded; but nothing contained in this Act
shall be construed to modify, repeal, super-
sede, or otherwise affect the provisions of
any other laws authorizing control over
exports of any commodity.

“{b) The authority granted to the Presi-
dent under this Act shall be exercised in
such manner as to achleve effective coordi-
nation with the authority exercised under
section 414 of the Mutual Security Act of
1954 (22 U.S.C. 1934).

“EFFECTIVE DATE

“SEc. 13. (a) This Act shall take effect upon
the expiration of the Export Control Act of
1949,

“(b) All outstanding delegations, rules,
regulations, orders, licenses, or other forms
of administrative action under the Export
Control Act of 1949 or section 6 of the Act of
July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. T14), shall, until
amended or revoked, remain in full force and
effect, the same as if promulgated under
this Act.

“TERMINATION DATE

“Spc. 14, The authority granted by this
Act shall terminate on June 30, 1973, or upon
any prior date whith the Congress by con-
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current resolution or the President by procla-
mation may designate.”

Mr. BROWN of Michigan (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with and it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

Michigan.

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF MICHIGAN

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BrownN of Michigan moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate and agree to the
game with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
by the Senate amendment, insert the follow-
ing:

“SHORT TITLE

“Sgcrron 1. This Act may be cited as the

‘Export Administration Act of 1969".

“FINDINGS

“Sec. 2. The Congress makes the following
findings:

“(1) The avallability of certain materials
at home and abroad varies so that the quan-
tity and composition of United States ex-
ports and their distribution among import-
ing countries may affect the welfare of the
domestic economy and may have an impor-
tant bearing upon the fulfillment of the for-
eign policy of the United States.

“(2) The unrestricted export of materials,
information, and technology without regard
to whether they make a significant contribu-
tion to the military potential of any other
nation or nations may adversely affect the
national security of the United States.

“(3) The unwarranted restriction of ex-
ports from the United States has a serious
adverse effect on our balance of payments.

“(4) The uncertainty of policy toward cer-
tain categories of exports has curtailed the
effects of American business in those cate-
gories to the detriment of the overall attempt
to improve the trade balance of the United
States.

“DECLARATION OF POLICY

“Sec. 3. The Congress makes the following
declarations:

“(1) It is the policy of the United States
both (A) to encourage trade with all coun-
tries with which we have diplomatic or trad=-
ing relations, except those countries with
which such trade has been determined by the
President to be against the national interest,
and (B) to restrict the export of goods and
technology which would make a significant
contribution to the military potential of any
other nation or nations which would prove
detrimental to the national security of the
United States.

“(2) It is the policy of the United States
to use export controls (A) to the extent neec-
essary to protect the domestic economy from
the excessive drain of scarce materials and
to reduce the serious inflationary impact of
abnormal foreign demand, (B) to the extent
necessary to further significantly the foreign
policy of the United States and to fulfill its
international responsibilities, and (C) to the
extent necessary to exercise the necessary
vigilance over exports from the standpoint of
their signficance to the national security of
the United States.

“(3) It is the policy of the United States
(A) to formulate, reformulate, and apply any
necessary controls to the maximum extent
possible in cooperation with all nations with
which the United States has defense treaty
commitments, and (B) to formulate a unified
trade control policy to be observed by all such
nations,
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“(4) It is the policy of the United States to
use its economic resources and trade poten-
tial to further the sound growth and stability
of its economy as well as to further its na-
tional security and foreign policy objectives.

“(6) It is the policy of the United States
(A) to oppose restrictive trade practices or
boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign coun-
tries against other countries friendly to the
United States, and (B) to encourage and re-
quest domestic concerns engaged in the ex-
port of articles, materials, supplies, or in-
formation, to refuse to take any action, in-
cluding the furnishing of information or the
signing of agreements, which has the effect
of furthering or supporting the restrictive
trade practices or boycotts fostered or im-
posed by any foreign country against another
country friendly to the United States.

“AUTHORITY

“Sec. 4. (a) (1) The Secretary of Commerce
shall institute such organizational and pro-
cedural changes in any office or division of
the Department of Commerce which has
heretofore exercised functions relating to the
control of exports and continues to exercise
such controls under this Act as he determines
are necessary to facilitate and effectuate the
fullest implementation of the policy set forth
in this Act with a view to promoting trade
with all nations with which the United
States is engaged in trade, including trade
with (A) those countries or groups of coun-
tries with which other countries or groups of
countries having defense treaty commit-
ments with the United States have a sig-
nificantly larger percentage of volume of
trade than does the United States, and (B)
other countries eligible for trade with the
United States but not significantly engaged
in trade with the United States. In addition,
the Secretary shall review any list of articles,
materials, or supplies, including technical
data or other information, the exportation of
which from the United States, its territories
and possessions, was heretofore prohibited or
curtailed with a view to making promptly
such changes and revisions in such list as
may be necessary or desirable in furtherance
of the policy, purposes, and provisions of this
Act. The Secretary shall include a detailed
statement with respect to actlons taken in
compliance with the provisions of this para-
graph in the second quarterly report (and in
any subsequent report with respect to actions
taken during the preceding quarter) made by
him to the Congress after the date of enact-
ment of this Act pursuant to section 10.

*(2) The Secretary of Commerce shall use
all practicable means avallable to him to
keep the business sector of the Nation fully
apprised of changes in export control policy
and procedures instituted in conformity with
this Act with a view to encouraging the wid-
est possible trade.

“(b) To effectuate the policies set forth in
section 3 of this Act the President may pro-
hibit or curtail the exportation from the
United States, its territories, and possessions,
of any articles, materials or supplies, includ-
ing technical data or any other information,
except under such rules and regulations as he
shall prescribe. To the extent necessary to
achieve eflective enforcement of this Act,
these rules and regulations may apply to the
financing, transporting, and other servicing
of exports and the participation therein by
any person. The rules and regulations shall
provide for denial of any request or applica-
tion for authority to export articles, ma-
terials, or supplies, including technical data,
or any other information, from the United
Btates, Its territories and possessions, to any
nation or combination of nations threatening
the national security of the United States if
the President determines, taking into con-
sideration its availability from other nations
with which the United States has defense
treaty commitments, that the export would
prove detrimental to the national security
and welfare of the United States. The rules
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and regulations shall implement the provi-
sions of section 3(5) of this Act and shall re-
quire that all domestic concerns receiving re-
quests for the furnishing of information or
the signing of agreements as specified In that
section must report this fact to the Secretary
of Commerce for such action as he may desm
appropriate to carry out the purposes of that
section.

“(¢) Nothing in this Act, or in the rules
and regulations authorized by it, shall in any
way be construed to reguire authority and
permission to export articles, materials, sup~
plies, data, or information except where the
national security, the foreign policy of the
United States, or the need to protect the
domestic economy from the excessive drain
of scarce materials makes such requirement
necessary.

“(d) The President may delegate the
power, authority, and discretion conferred
upon him by this Act to such departments,
agencies, or officials of the Government as he
may deem appropriate.

“(e) The authority conferred by this sec-
tion shall not be exercised with respect to
any agricultural commeodity, including fats
and oils, during any period for which the
supply of such commodity is determined by
the Secretary of Agriculture to be in excess
of the requirements of the domestic econ-
omy, except to the extent required to effec-
tuate the policies set forth in clause (B) or
(C) of paragraph (2) of section 3 of this Act.

“CONSULTATION AND STANDARDS

“Sec. 5. (a) In determining what shall be
controlled hereunder, and in determining
the extent to which exports shall be limited,
any department, agency, or official making
these determinations shall seek information
and advice from the several executive de-
partments and independent agencies con-
cerned with aspects of our domestic and for-
eign policies and operations having an im-
portant bearing on exports. Consistent with
considerations of national security, the
President shall from time to time seek infor-
mation and advice from various segments of
private industry in connection with the mak-
ing of these determinations.

“(b) In authorizing exports, full utilization
of private competitive trade channels shall
be encouraged insofar as practicable, giving
consideration to the interests of small busi-
ness, merchant exporters as well as pro-
ducers, and established and new exporters,
and provision shall be made for representa-
tive trade consultation to that end. In addi-
tion, there may be applied such other stand-
ards or criteria as may be deemed necessary
by the head of such department, or agency,
or official to carry out the policies of this Act.

“VIOLATIONS

“Sec. 6. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, whoever knowingly
violates any provision of this Act or any reg-
ulation, order, or license issued thereunder
shall be fined not more than 10,000 or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both.
For a second or subsequent offense, the of-
fender shall be fined not more than three
times the value of the exports involved or
$£20,000, whichever is greater, or imprisoned
not more than five years, or both.

“(b) Whoever willfully exports anything
contrary to any provision of this Act or any
regulation, order, or license issued there-
under, with knowledge that such exports
will be used for the benefit of any Commu-
nist-dominated nation, shall be fined not
more than five times the value of the exports
involved or $20,000, whichever is greater, or
imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

“{e) The head of any department or agency
exercising any functions under this Act, or
any officer or employee of such department or
agency specifically designated by the head
thereof, may impose a civil penalty not to
exceed $1,000 for each violation of this Act or
any regulation, order, or license issued under
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this Act, either in addition to or in lieu of
any other liability or penalty which may be
imposed.

“(d) The payment of any penalty imposed
pursuant to subsectlon (c) may be made a
condition, for a period not exceeding one year
after the imposition of such penalty, to the
granting, restoration, or continuing validity
of any export license, permission, or privilege
granted or to be granted to the person upon
whom such penalty is imposed.

“(e) Any amount paid in satisfaction of
any penalty imposed pursuant to subsection
(¢) shall be covered into the Treasury as a
miscellaneous receipt., The head of the de-
partment or agency concerned may, in his
discretion, refund any such penalty, within
two years after payment, on the ground of a
materlal error of fact or law in the imposi-
tion. Notwithstanding section 1346(a) of title
28 of the United States Code, no action for
the refund of any such penalty may be main-
tained in any court.

*(f) In the event of the fallure of any
person to pay a penalty imposed pursuant to
subsection (c), a civil action for the recovery
thereof may, in the discretion of the head
of the department or agency concerned, be
brought in the came of the United States.
In any such action, the court shall deter-
mine de novo all issues necessary to the
establishment of liability. Except as pro-
vided in this subsection and in subsection
(d), no such liability shall be asserted,
claimed, or recovered upcn by the United
States in any way unless it has previously
been reduced to judgment.

“{g) Nothing in subsection (c¢), (d), or
(f) limits

“(1) the avallability of other administra-
tive or judicial remedies with respect to
violations of this Act, or any regulation,
order, or license issued under this Act;

“(2) the authority to compromise and set-
tle administrative proceedings brought with
respect to violations of this Act, or any regu-
lation, order, or license issued under this
Act; or

“(3) the authority to compromise, remit,
or mitigate seizures and forfeitures pur-
suant to section 1(b) of title VI of the Act
of June 15, 1917 (22 US.C. 401(b)).

“ENFORCEMENT

“Sec. T. (a) To the extent necessary or
appropriate to the enforcement of this Act
or to the imposition of any penalty, forfei-
ture, or liability arising under the Export
Control Act of 1949, the head of any depart-
ment or agency exercising any function
thereunder (and officers or employees of such
department or agency specifically designated
by the head thereof'’ may make such in-
vestigations and obtain such information
from, require such reports or the keeping of
such records by, make such inspection of the
books, records, and other writings, premises,
or property of, and take the sworn testimony
of, any person. In addition, such officers or
employees may administer oaths or afirma-
tions, and may by subpena require any per-
son to appear and testify or to appear and
produce books, records, and other writings,
or both, and in the case of contumacy by, or
refusal to obey a subpena issued to, any such
person, the district court of the United
States for any cistrict in which such person
is found or resides or transacts business,
upon application, and after notice to any
such person and hearing, shall have juris-
diction to issue an order requiring such per-
son to appear and give testimony or to ap-
pear and produce books, records, and other
writings, or both, and any fallure to obey
such order of the court may be punished by
such court as a contempt thereof.

(b) No person shall be excused from com-
plylng with any requirements under this sec-
tion because of his privilege against self-
inerimination, but the immunity provisions
of the Compulsory Testimony Act of Febru-
ary 11, 1893 (27 Stat. 443; 49 U.S.C. 46) shall

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

apply with respect to any individual who
specifically claims such privilege.

“(c) No department, agency, or official ex-
erclsing any functions under this Act shall
publish or disclose information obtained
hereunder which is deemed confidential or
with reference to which a request for con-
fidential treatment is made by the person
furnishing such information, unless the head
of such department or agency determines
that the withholding thereof is contrary to
the national interest.

(d) In the administration of this Act, re-
porting requirements shall be so designed
as to reduce the cost of reporting, record-
keeping, and export documentation required
under this Act to the extent feasible con-
sistent with effective enforcement and com-
pilation of useful trade statistics. Reporting,
recordkeeping, and export documentation re-
quirements shall be periodically reviewed and
revised in the light of developments in the
field of information technology. A detailed
statement with respect to any action taken
in compliance with this subsection shall be
included in the first quarterly report made
pursuant to section 10 after such action is
taken.

“EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN PROVISIONS RELAT-
ING TO ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE AND JU-
DICIAL REVIEW

“Sec. B. The functions exercised under this
Act are excluded from the operation of sec-
tlons 551, 653-559, and T01-706 of title 5,
United States Code.

“INFORMATION TO EXPORTERS

“Sec. 9. In order to enable United States
exporters to coordinate their business activ-
ities with the export control policies of the
United States Government, the agencies, de-
partments, and officials responsible for im-
plementing the rules and regulations author-
ized under this Act shall, if requested, and
insofar as it is consistent with the national
security, the foreign policy of the United
States, the effective administration of this
Act, and requirements of confidentiality con-
tained in this Act—

“(1) inform each exporter of the consid-
erations which may cause his export license
request to be denied or to be the subject of
lengthy examination;

“(2) in the event of undue delay, inform
each exporter of the circumstances arising
during the Government's consideration of
his export license application which are
cause for denial or for further examination;

“(3) give each exporter the opportunity
to present evidence and information which
he helieves will help the agencies, depart-
ments, and officlals concerned to resolve any
problems or questions which are, or may be,
connected with his request for a license; and

“(4) inform each exporter of the reasons
for a denial of an export license request.

“QUARTERLY REPORT

“Sec. 10. The head of any department or
agency, or other official exercising any func-
tions under this Act, shall make a quar-
terly report, within 45 days after each quar-
ter, to the President and to the Congress of
his operations hereunder.

“DEFINITION

“Sgc. 11. The term ‘person’ as used in this
Act includes the singular and the plural
and any individual, partnership, corporation,
or other form of association, including any
government or agency thereof.

“EFFECTS ON OTHER ACTS

“Sgc. 12. (a) The Act of February 15, 18238
(40 Stat. 1140), relating to the licensing of
exports of tinplate scrap, is hereby super-
seded; but nothing contained in this Act
shall be construed to modify, repeal, super-
sede, or otherwise affect the provisions of
any other laws authorizing control over ex-
ports of any commodity.

“(b) The authority granted to the Presi-
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dent under this Act shall be exercised in such
manner as to achieve effective coordination
with the authority exercised under section
414 of the Mutual Security of 1954 (22 U.S.C.
1924),
“EFFECTIVE DATE

“Sec. 13. (a) This Act takes effect upon the
expiration of the Export Control Act of 1949,

“(b) All outstanding delegations, rules,
regulations, orders, licenses, or other forms of
administrative action under the Export Con-
trol Act of 1949 or section 6 of the Act of
July 2, 1840 (54 Stat. 714), shall, until
amended or revoked, remain in full force
and effect, the same as if promulgated under
this Act.

“TERMINATION DATE
“Sec. 14. The authority granted by this
Act terminates on June 30, 1971, or upon
any prior date which the Congress by con-
current resolution or the President by proc-
lamation may designate.”

Mr. BROWN of Michigan (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
motion be dispensed with and it be
printed in the REcorbp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I do not feel a great deal more time need
be spent on the proposal that is before
you.

As I indicated to you when we dis-
cussed the conference report and when
I urged your opposition to that report, I
said a motion would be offered to recede
and concur in the Senate amendment,
with an amendment. That amendment is
now pending before you. The amendment
that I now offer and which is included
in the motion upon which I am seeking
aflirmative action is, in effect, the lan-
guage of the conference report except
for section 4(b).

Mr. Speaker, section 4(b) of this
amendment is the House language of the
authority section as distinguished from
the Senate language of section 4(b)
which is presently in the conference
report.

All of the improvements in the leg-
islation as now incorporated in the con-
ference report, in other words, the con-
ference report in its entirety, will still be
in the bill except for the Senate author-
ity section. And that is the section to
which we devoted a great deal of time in
explaining our objections as it was
adopted in the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, the House has already
given its approval to the change in the
conference report that I am now suggest-
ing. The language my amendment pro-
poses is the same language that the
House originally adopted. The oppo-
nents of this motion—and I trust that
there will be few, can only argue that
the Senate will not act if we take the
action I am recommending. But in
answer to that argument, I contend that
the Senate should still approve of our
action because the bill, as again trans-
mitted to the Senate, will still embrace
most of the Senate language which is
compatible with the authority section of
the House. In other words, all of the
precedural improvement provisions will
still be in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, for the Senate not to
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act would mean that there would be no
legislative basis for export controls un-
less there is another extension of the
existing law to extend it beyond the pres-
ent expiration date of December 31. I
do not believe the other body will fail
to act because if no action is taken on
export control legislation at this time,
and in view of the fact that the present
extension expires on December 31, there
would be no legislative basis for export
control.

This possibly would require the admin-
istration to rely upon the Trading With
the Enemy Act. I think this is irrespon-
sible. The emergency provisions of the
Trading With the Enemy Act should not
be exercised to handle the export activi-
ties for which the Export Control Act is
intended.

Even if one has some disagreement
with the authority section assuming my
motion prevails, the report has much to
offer in improvements in export control.

I therefore, do not think any respon-
sible Member of this House would like
to have any of these alternatives come
into being. It is my hope, and I would like
to urge, every Member of the House to
support the motion that is presently
pending so that we can responsibly and
effectively deal with export control legis-
lation yet this year.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. 1 yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FRAZER. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to pursue for a moment this one
alternative that the gentleman does sug-
gest as not being acceptable; namely,
that the legislation would expire
altogether.

I gather what the gentleman is saying
is that in this event there would be no
control on American businessmen trad-
ing with anybody they would like to trade
with?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Unless the
administration invoked the provisions of
the Trading With the Enemy Act of
1917.

Mr. FRASER. What restrictions could
they impose through that legislation?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. These re-
strictions certainly are much broader
in what can be done and I think would
have the impact of affecting trade that
need not be controlled. I frankly am not
an expert on the Trading With the
Enemy Act, and would not attempt to
say what total prerogatives the admin-
istration would have. But I am suggest~
ing that act is a poor alternative to the
course of action I am suggesting that we
support at this time.

Mr. FRASER. This, of course, lies in
the hands of the other body, but I was cu-
rious as to that alternative because it
would seem to me the Senate has wanted
to open up the trading opportunities
more freely than the House apparently
is willing to do, and I am wondering if
they might not want to take a look at
that possibility.

Is the gentleman from Michigan
fairly certain that that will not be the
result?

Mr, BROWN of Michigan. Of course,
I cannotf predict the action of the other
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body. I would hope they would concur
in the action we take here today if my
motion prevails.

The administration, I think, is in the
best position to determine whether or
not it would like fto effect export con-
trols through the invoking of the Trad-
ing With the Enemy Act, or would like
to have the legislation passed in the form
that it will be if my motion is successful,
and they have chosen the latter; they
would prefer to have this legislation with
this amendment passed by the House
and adopted by the Senate.

Mr. FRASER. I gather the gentleman
from Michigan is not able to be certain
as to the position of the Senate on this;
he is just hoping or expecting they would
approve his suggestion?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. In view of
the actions of the Senate in the past
few days, I would think that anyone
would be a little bit doubtful about being
able to predict the action of the Senate.

Mr. FRASER. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. I would ask the gentle-
man from Michigan this question: If we
should adopt this amendment, what
would the difference be, if any, between
the bill if it should be amended accord-
ing to the proposal offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan, and what the bill
was that we passed and sent to the
Senate?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. The Senate
adopted many provisions that deal with
the mechanical aspects of export control.
There are many things, I think, the
Senate did that are improvements, pro-
cedural and otherwise, the purging of
lists, the constant review of the restric-
tive trade lists, and all these things re-
main in the bill even if my motion pre-
vails.

As far as the authority section is con-
cerned, if my motion is successful, we
will be sending back to the Senate the
same authority provisions that we orig-
inally adopted in the House when the
bill was passed by us.

Mr. LATTA. A further question:

Does the Department of Commerce
support the amendment?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. The De-
partment of Commerce supports my
amendment.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr, Speaker,
I think that the letter which was read
by the gentleman from New Jersey from
the Secretary of Commerce indicated
that although they originally had been
in favor of a straight 2-year extension
of the Export Control Act, the conference
report was acceptable to them if the
authority section were changed to include
the House language for section 4(b).

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. WOLFF. In other words, if your
motion passes there are greater restric-
tions placed on the President; is that
correct?

Mr, BROWN of Michigan, There is one
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basic factor involved that did not exist
before; that is, the President would be
required to take into consideration the
availability of exports from nations of
the free world with which we have de-
fense treaty commitments in making a
determination as to whether or not ex-
ports from this Nation shall be controlled
or restricted.

Mr. WOLFF, Does this place added re-
strictions on the President?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. No; because
the administration has used this as an
element in making its decision to date.
But it has had no legislative basis for
using it.

Mr. WOLFF. What you ask is a vote of
no confidence in the President. In other
words, we in the House do not feel con-
fident the President should make the
decision, we would like to place a restric-
tion on his decisionmaking process.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. No, if I
understand the gentlemen correctly, it
does not in any way indicate that we are
not confident of the ability of the Presi-
dent to make these decisions.

Rather we are providing him with a
legislative basis to use a factor or an ele-
ment in making this determination that
was not available in the legislation be-
fore. This certainly will be beneficial to
us in attempting to establish a free world
policy for trade which does not now exist.

Mr. WOLFF. It is a question of author-
ity or restriction?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, At this point,
I would say probably one of semanitcs.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. EDMONDSON. A couple of years
ago export controls were placed on cattle
hides with the immediate result that the
price on hides was depressed about 40
percent before any hearing was af-
forded—or any chance afforded to the
cattle industry to make the showing
which later resulted in the removal of
those restrictions.

Would this amendment that you are
proposing help to prevent a repetition of
this in the future?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I cannot
guarantee the gentleman that it would,
for the amendment I am offering would
not have an impact in that area.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. BROCEK. I think the gentleman
from Michigan could categorically an-
swer the question of the gentleman from
Oklahoma—no. This would eliminate
that sort of situation occurring and under
the amendment I do not think there is
any possibility of that situation happen-
ing again.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Could we have an
explanation as to how that would be
prevented and how a reoccurrence would
be prevented of the incident that took
place with cattle hides?

Mr. BROCK. What this does is if there
are any materials commercially available
so far as the Nation's defense is con-
cerned, then we cannot prohibit the ex-
ports without an official decision as to
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our national security and that would
not be possible in this instance.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I think the rec-
ord ought to be clear that this has noth-
ing whatever to do with the cattle hide
restriction situation which was based on
a shortage of supply. The Department
got talked into that by the leather manu-
facturers.

I authored an amendment on an ap-
propriation bill and it prohibited them
from enforcing the order,

This has nothing to do at all with the
permits based upon shortage of supply.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. That is sub-
stantially correct. Although I think a
much more active review of items in
short supply and things of that nature
will be made by the Department of Com-
merce, if the provisions of the conference
report which are incorporated in my
motion are adopted.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr., BROWN).

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report just adopted and to in-

clude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON STATE
TAXATION OF NATIONAL BANKS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (HR.
7491) to clarify the liability of national
banks for certain taxes and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 9, 1969.)

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized.

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man f=om Iowa.

Mr, GROSS. Will the gentleman give
us at least a brief explanation of what
transpired in conference?

Mr. PATMAN, Yes.

There was no contention in the con-
ference among the conferees from either
body. The conferees of both the House
and the Senate signed the report, and
there is no difference at all. We think
it is a very fine conference report.
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Mr. Speaker, the House will recall that
when the other body considered H.R.
7491, it struck all after the enacting
clause of the House bill and inserted a
new text. The conferees on this legisla-
tion agreed to a substitute for the entire
Senate amendment,

In my opinion, the House views on this
legislation prevailed in conference. Un-
der the conference substitute, the House-
passed amendment to section 5219 of the
Revised Statutes, with no change what-
scever in substance, will take effect on
January 1, 1972,

Under the bill as passed the House,
the amendment to section 5219 would
have taken effect on January 1 of the
first calendar year beginning after the
date of enactment. Under the confer-
ence substitute this amendment will not
take effect until January 1, 1972. The
reason why the conferees extended the
date to January 1, 1972, is the fact that
the tax laws of some of the States are
built on the foundation of the section
5219 as now in effect and this delay will
enable those State legislatures to make
such changes in their tax laws as they
deem appropriate.

In the meanwhile, section 1 of the
conference substitute makes a temporary
amendment to section 5291 which per-
mits any State or political subdivision
therof to “impose any tax which is im-
posed generally on a nondiscriminatory
basis throughout the division—other
than a tax on intangible personal prop-
perty—on a national bank having its
principal office within such State in the
same manner and to the same extent as
such tax is imposed on a bank organized
and existing under the laws of such
State.”

In other words, the State in which a
national bank’s principal office is lo-
cated may fax it substantially the same
as a State bank, except that intangible
personal property taxes may not be im-
posed.

The conference substitute also in-
cludes a savings provision to the effect
that except for sales taxes, documentary
taxes, and property taxes, a tax may not
be applied to a bank after the enact-
ment of this legislation unless either the
tax was applicable before the enactment
of this legislation or the State legisla-
ture authorizes its imposition by posi-
tive action taken after enactment of
this legislation. This savings provision is
effective only until January 1, 1972.

The conferees included this savings
provision because of the fact that the
repeal of the prohibitions in section 5291
within any compensating action by a
State legislature could have the effect of
substantially increasing the tax burden
on the banks in that State.

Mr. Speaker, regarding the question
of taxation of a national bank by States
other than the one in which its princi-
pal office is located—the so-called for-
eign bank problem—the temporary
amendment to section 5291 made by the
conference substitute limits the permis-
sible types of taxes to sales and use
taxes, documentary stamp taxes, and
license taxes. This temporary amend-
ment is effective only for the period from
the date of enactment until January 1,
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1972, when the permanent amendment
to section 5219 takes effect.

On January 1, 1972, States will have
full authority to impose intangible prop-
erty taxes on national banks just as they
have imposed such taxes on State-char-
tered banks. Likewise, any State will be
free to impose taxes on income derived
within its borders by the operations of
a bank having its principal office in a
different State, regardless of whether
the foreign bank is a State or nationally
chartered bank,

Finally, due to the fact that some
apprehension has been expressed as to
whether or not the expanded tax powers
might be used in a way to impair the
mobility of capital between States, the
conference substitute includes a section
requiring a study by the Federal Reserve
Board “to determine the probable impact
on the banking systems and other eco-
nomic effect of the changes in existing
law to be made by section 2 of this act
governing income taxes, intangible prop-
erty taxes, so-called doing business taxes,
and any other similar taxes which are or
may be imposed on banks.

This study is to be transmitted to the
Congress by the Federal Reserve Board
not later than December 1, 1970,

Thus, if the report should disclose any
problems or deficiencies in the amend-
ment to section 5219, which would take
effect in 1972, the Congress would have
a full session in which to take any neces-
sary remedial action. The conferees from
both Houses are agreed that their re-
spective committees would give swift and
serious consideration to the findings and
recommendations of the Federal Reserve
Board.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, it should
be reiterated that the House-passed bill
in essence prevailed in conference. The
House-passed bill and the proposed con-
ference substitute to take effect January
1, 1972, provides for equality of taxation
by State legislatures of State chartered
and nationally chartered banks. Begin-
ning on January 1, 1972, no advantage in
the area of taxation will be available to
any State-chartered bank over a nation-
ally chartered bank or a nationally char-
tered bank over a State-chartered bank.

Mr, Speaker, I trust the Members of
the House will support the actions of
their House conferees and the confer-
ence report on H.R. T491.

Mr. PATMAN. I assure the gentleman
that there is no difference between the
House conferees and the Senate con-
ferees or any members of the committee.
They are satisfied.

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Did the Senate insert an
entirely new text from that approved
by the House?

Mr. PATMAN. No; not in conference
on the substance. There was a confer-
ence between the House and the Senate.
They had placed some amendments on
the bill that were unacceptable to the
House. They yielded on those amend-
ments. They yielded to the House. And
there is no difference between us at all.

Mr. GROSS. But the other body did
not insert a new text; is that correct?
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Mr. PATMAN. No; not an entirely
new text. They added some amendments
that we were not willing to acecept.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the conference
report just adopted, and to include ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBERT) . Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON LEGIS-
LATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1970

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 13763) making appro-
priations for the legislative branch for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House be read
in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 9, 1969.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the conference report on this
bill is printed in this morning's RECORD
and is available in leaflet form at the
Clerk’'s desk. You have just heard the
Clerk read the statement of the manag-
ers explaining the conference disposi-
tion of each of the Senate amendments.

There were 45 Senate amendments, but
39 of them relate solely to the Senate
housekeeping. One relates to the Joint
Economic Committee; three relate to the
Library of Congress; one relates to the
Superintendent of Documents. Lastly,
and by far more importantly to this con-
ference, one—amendment No. 37—relates
to the west front of the Capitol—the
question of whether we should restore the
west front or whether we should ex-
tend it.

There was no dispute whatever on 44 of
the amendments. The report which you
have just heard read explains why that
was s0.

SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE TOTALS

Before mentioning the west front mat-
ter, let me give the record some totals
for the conference report.

The conference total, including the
amount in the west front amendment re-
ported in technical disagreement, is
$344,326,817.
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The conference agreement is $2,016,000
above the Senate bill.

It is $59,802,760 above the House bill.
That, of course, is because the House bill
did not include any provision for Senate
housekeeping items.

The conference agreement is $27,826,-
132 below the budget estimates.

The conference agreement is $32,584,-
318 above fiscal 1969 appropriations.

I will insert, when I revise any remarks,
a summation of these figures in tabular
form by major sections of the bill.

WEST CENTRAL FRONT OF THE CAPITOL

Mr. Speaker, this bill went to confer-
ence on October 23. The sole controversy
in the conference was over the west front
project—whether to extend, as the House
had originally voted, or whether to re-
store, as the Senate had voted.

We met in conference on three dif-
ferent occasions, seeking to uphold the
position of the House. Based on the evi-
dence adduced in the comprehensive
hearings held earlier in the year, the
House conferees—and I think it entirely
fair to say, later the House itself—be-
came thoroughly convinced, beyond rea-
sonable doubt, that the most appropriate,
the most permanent, the most enduring
solution to correction of the dangerous
condition of the west central portion of
the Capitol was to extend rather than to
restore. We came to that conclusion after
considering the expert advice of the out-
side consulting engineers on how best to
buttress the old walls. It was said
emphatically and unequivocally that the
safest, that the least hazardous and most
permanent method would be to secure
lateral support through extension of the
west front. It was determined to be the
most feasible procedure; the safest
procedure.

During the long time that this bill has
been in conference, the House conferees
went to the extent of inviting the con-
sulting engineer, Dr. Miles N. Clair, of
the Thompson & Lichtner Co., and an-
other noted and eminent consulting en-
gineer, Mr. Fred N. Severud, to meet with
the committee and go over the question
of the best procedure to follow from an
engineering standpoint. The distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr,
StrarTOoN) who has been vociferous in
his oppesition to extension, was invited
to sit in the meeting and ask questions,
He did so.

These two widely known and highly
regarded consulting engineers both
agreed that the preferred procedure
from an engineering and safety stand-
point was to buttress the old walls by
extending the west central front, which
of course is what the House had orig-
inally voted for.

And this is the position that the House
conferees have tried to maintain in the
conference. But the Senate was ada-
mant. They insisted that funds be ap-
propriated for a study of the feasibility
and cost of restoring the old walls.

They insisted that it be done under
the jurisdiction and direction of the
National Park Service.

The House conferees were equally ada-
mant that nothing should be done to re-
move the direction of this project or this
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study from the Commission for the Ex-
tension of the Capitol, made up of emi-
nent men of high position; namely, the
Speaker, the Vice President, the major-
ity and minority floor leaders of the
House and Senate, and the Architect of
the Capitol.

While the House conferees, like the
House itself, were convinced that exten-
sion was the best solution, we had to
reach some acceptable compromise in
order to secure passage of this bill. So
what we have done is to agree to an ap-
propriation for a study of restoration.
But we have insisted—and successfully—
that neither the National Park Service
nor any other agency of the executive
branch of the Government have any-
thing to do with directing the expendi-
ture of the money. We insisted that the
direction be under the Commission for
Extension of the Capitol.

We have, however, in this compromise
agreed that the Commission should seek
a completely independent, nongovern-
mental engineering firm or firms, or in-
dividual or individuals, to make the
restoration study. We have provided that
no nongovernmental firm or individual
who has had any connection with the
project—either restoration or extension,
and either for or against—should be se-
lected for the new study. This would in-
clude any nongovernmental firm or in-
dividual with an expressed predisposition
for or against extension or restoration.

And by way of further emphasis, let me
repeat the closing sentence of the state-
ment of the managers on this item:

The conferees are especially anxious that
the selection be made from among highly
reputable firms or individuals generally noted
or regarded for their excellence of ability, to
the end that all Members may have con-
fidence that whatever report is submitted
is qualitative and impartial in character and
content.

Now, Mr. Speaker, what happens when
the report is submitted? What disposi-
tion is to be made of it?

We lay down five conditions or points
that the study report must meet to the
satisfaction of the Commission. They are
in the language to be offered. They are
recited in the statement of the managers.
If, in the opinion of the Commission, the
study report fails to meet any one of the
five conditions, the Commission is to pro-
ceed with extension as heretofore agreed
to by the House.

If, on the other hand, the study re-
port, in the opinion of the Commission,
meets all of the five conditions enu-
merated, then the Commission is to make
recommendations to the Congress as to
what should be done—that is, whether
to extend or to restore. If that should
happen, it would then be up to the Con-
gress to decide what it wishes to do.

In the meantime, Mr. Speaker, the
language of the bill puts a stop order
on any further extension work being car-
ried on.

And also in the meantime, Mr. Speaker,
the agreement provides that such por-
tions of the appropriation as may be nec-
essary should be used for emergency
shoring and repairs necessary in the in-
terim to make the old west walls as safe
as reasonably possible.
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Now, one other thing: The amount
of $2,275,000 in the agreement is above
what was in either bill. We left in the $2
million for extension plans if that should
be the course ultimately taken. We put
in not to exceed $250,000—and I empha-
size the words “not to exceed"—to be
used for the restoration study. And we
included $25,000 as an approximation
of the cost of the immediate repair meas-
ures. But the Commission can direct ex-
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penditure of whatever they determine
necessary for emergency shoring and
repairs and related work; they are not
limited to the $25,000.

Mr. Speaker, it is trite but true that
legislation is a compromise. This is a
compromise. I hope it is adequate to the
necessities of the moment. I would not
want to be here if some unexpected ca-
tastrophe should cause the old west front
walls to tumble. All are agreed that some
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major work must be undertaken to make
the building safe and sound. The ques-
tion has been, and still is, What should
be done?

We are offering the conference agree-
ment, hoping that it is a reasonably
acceptable compromise.

I urge its adoption,

Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend, I
include a summary companion of the
conference total in tabular form:

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATION BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1970 (H.R. 13763)

New budgel
(obligational)
authority,
fiscal year
1969

Item
(l)

- $49,839, 669

91, 372, 495
824,135
16, 613, 800

Senale. .. _....

House of Replesenlalwes o e oy |
Joint items_ LIRS =z 1Y
Architect of the Capitol L. dls Nl

Botanic Garden. . SEER RS
Library of Congress. .

Government Printing Office. ______
General Accounting Office. ... __

Grand total, new budget (obligational) authority
Consisting of:
1. Appropriations._ .
2. Rea ppln?natlen
Memorandum: 1. Appropriations including appropria-
tions for liquidation of contract authorizations .

Mr. YATES, Mr. Speakel will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to
my friend from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I should point out that
the principal opponent in another body
to extension of the west front, who was
in favor of restoration—and I speak
about the senior Senator from Wiscon-
sin—also was invited to attend that ex-
tra hearing along with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. StrrrTON). He was
engaged in work which would not per-
mit him to come.

The hearing was held, and I thought it
went very well. I was pleased that the
gentleman from New York was invited,
because he had been the leader of the
opposition in the House and I thought
it only fair that he be present as we tried
to resolve our differences.

Our chairman, Mr., Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ANDREWS),
did an outstanding job in bringing the
parties together. He was patient, he was
determined, he was fair in his desire fto
achieve the best solution in this matter.
I never have worked with a fairer chair-
man than the gentleman. He was not
arbitrary. He did not insist upon the ex-
tension and so deprive those of us who
wondered whether restoration was pos-
sible of an opportunity to achieve the re-
sult the conferees reached.

The chairman and the other House
conferees appreciate that the Capitol is
the Nation's most important building. It
is an important part of our national her-
itage. All of us want to do what is right
in this matter, whether it be restoration
or extension. The gentleman from Ala-
bama impressed the engineers who ap-
peared before us over and over on that
point.

59, 614, 000
311,742,493
311, 415, 499

327, 000

- 811,942,499

CONFERENCE SUMMARY

Budget
estimates

of new
(obligational)
authority,
fiscal year
197,

New budget
(obligational)
authority

recom-
mended by
conference
action

New budget New budget
(obligational) (obligational)
authority authority
recom- recom-
mended in mended in
House bill Senate bill
(2) (3)

) )

(6)

Conference action compared with—

Budget

estimates
of new  Mew budget
(obligational) (pbligational)
authority, authority
fiscal year recommended
1970  in House bill

@) @)

New budget
(ubrlxahuna[)
authority
recom-
mended in
Senate bill

New budget
(obligational)
authority,
fiscal rea T
969

m

$54, 849, 076
105, 754, 815
13, 280, 258
39, 355, 200

$54, 837, 660
104, 813, 635
13,242, 322
22,011, 100

e 554, 837
104, 813, 635
13, 206, 322
18, 967, 500

599, 800
43, 886, 800
40, 050, 000
63, 000, 000

104, 813, 635

63, 000, 000

63, 184, 000 63, 000, 000

660 34,997,991

—311,416 +- 554 837, 660 4
—941, 180 . e T
446,936 127,000
~15,319,100 -5, 068, 600

821,500 —:-msun,..
—10, 502, mo -
—184, 000

284,524,057
284, 464, 057
60, 000

372, 152, 949 342, 310, 81?

342,250, 817
60, 000

344,326, 817
372,152,943 344,266, 817
i e 60, 000

373,850,949 284,871, 057

342,657,817 344,673,817

+-32, 584, 3!8 —27,826,132 59,802,760 2,016, 000
+32,851,318 —27, 886,132
~267, 000 -+60, 000 o etk e
132,731,318 —29,177,132 59,802,760 -2, 016, 000

The result of that conference will be
explained by the gentleman during the
course of his remarks. At this time I want
to commend the gentleman for his pa-
tience and for his profound desire to
do that which would be best to preserve
this Capitol.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama, I thank
the gentleman for his very kind remarks.

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield
to my friend from Iowa.

VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF BILL

Mr. GROSS, I thank my friend from
Alabama for yielding.

Let me see if I can get these figures
straight. Incidentally, I do appreciate
having this information prepared by the
committee staff, but I would hope that
next year the staff member who pre-
pared it would write just a little larger
for my particular benefit. My bifocals
will not go down to quite this small print.

Do I correctly understand this house-
keeping bill for the House and Senate
now calls for $344,673,817?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen-
tleman is correct. May I add, however,
that the Library of Congress and the
General Accounting Office are also in
this bill and are included in the total
figure.

Mr. GROSS. And that is an increase
over the House bill. That figure, I believe,
was $284,871,057. Is that the gentleman’s
figure?

Mr, ANDREWS of Alabama. That is
correct,

I might say to the gentleman that
virtually all of the additional funds pro-
vided in this bill over the House total
were added by the Senate for their house-
keeping expenses. It has been traditional

through th. years, under the rule of com-
ity, for the Senate to appropriate what-
ever it deems necessary and sufficient to
operate that side of the Capitol, just as
we on the House side do.

Mr. GROSS. Of course I would not
for the world, and I am sure the gentle-
man from Alabama would not even
think of disturbing the comity with the
other body.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If we did
the west wall might fall.

Mr. GROSS. We might see a repetition
of the Jericho episode.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It could
be a calamity.

Mr. GROSS. I still believe we ought
to know what we are called upon to ap-
prove here today. Does this figure by any
chance provide for the preliminary steps
to the building of another Senate office
building?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It does.
It is $1,250,000. It was put in by the Sen-
ate for a building to be constructed on
their side of the Capitol. They insist that
they need it, and I again say to the gen-
tleman that it has been iraditional for
the House to go along with their requests
for their operations.

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, what estimate
did they put on it? Is it to be a large of-
fice building or a small office building? I
cannot conceive of a small one. But could
the gentleman give us any idea of the
proposed cost of this additional Senate
building? Would not 100 Members of the
other body rattle around in three big
Senate office buildings?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.
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Mr. YATES. The plans were not re-
vealed, may I say to the gentleman from
Jowa. The money that is contained in
this bill is for the purchase of land. I do
not know that the plans for the proposed
Senate office building have yet been
drawn. Therefore, we cannot give the
gentleman a more precise answer to his
question.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. As I re-
call, there was some mention in con-
ference that it would be used for com-
mittee rooms.

Mr. GROSS. For committee rooms?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mainly,
as Irecall.

Mr. GROSS. Well, now, to more mun-
dane things. Do they still enjoy free
haircuts in the other body?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I have
heard that. There is no money in this
bill for free haircuts on the House side.

Mr. GROSS. Is there any money in
this bill for the usual purchases of spring
water?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Not for
Members of “he House.

Mr. GROSS. Bottled water. No; I
mean for Members of the other body.
I repeat, we do not want to do anything
to disturb the comity which exists be-
tween the two bodies, but I would like
to know what we are voting on.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not
know what they drink over there.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, does not
the gentleman believe that he should
tell the House about the condition of
the Capitol at the present time, and
about the letter the gentleman received
from Dr. Clair, the consulting engineer
about the movement of the Capitol?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr,
Speaker, I will yield to the gentleman
from Illinois in just a moment for that
purpose. First, however, Mr. Speaker, I
wish to yield 1( minutes to the gentle-
man from North Dakota (Mr. ANDREWS).

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate our chairman
yielding to me, and I want to point out
that the conferees did indeed reach a
compromise. Those who favor a study
will have that further study.

The proponents of restoration instead
of extension came up with five points
on conditions which if they can be met
would be taken care of through restora-
tion. Those five points are set out in the
substitute amendment as well as in the
conference report. As stated in the re-
port, if the restoration—rather than ex-
tension—treatment meets all five of the
conditions noted above, then the exten-
sion work is to proceed. If on the other
hand, the Commission, after considera-
tion, concludes that the restoration
study report meets all five of the condi-
tions noted above, the Commission is
then to make recommendations to the
Congress on whether to extend or restore
the west central front.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to reserve
the balance of my time,
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from North Dakotu reserves the
balance of his time.

Mr., ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr,
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. YATES).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, as has been
indicated, the conferees are very much
concerned about the condition of the
Capitol. The hearings indicated, and the
previous statements of the distinguished
gentleman from Alabama, the chairman
of our committee (Mr. ANDREwWS), have
revealed something of the concern of
the members of the subcommittee to the
deteriorating condition of the west front
of the Capitol, and to the dangers that
are present in its condition.

The Architect of the Capitol has been
directed by the subcommittee to take
constant readings of the condition of the
Capitol. Recently a report was made by
the engineering firm which is engaged
in these readings, which indicate—and
this is the fourth set of readings—that
there is a downward movement of the
Capitol at all eight points checked. This
is his report:

There have been both outward and inward
horizontal movements. He can’t explain the
inward movements, but raise the question of
something may be glving way.

Dr. Claire (who is the engineer) feels that
there should be a 5th reading and that cer-
tain maintenance work should be done to the
present temporary shoreing, ete. whether ex-
tension or restoration is authorized or not.
This would cost $26,500 and should not be
delayed until spring.

If the 5th reading in February or March
shows continued settlement should proceed
with underpinning the wall and would cost
from $500,000 to $3,000,000. Some of this
underpinning would have to be done even if
extension or restoration was undertaken, but
I understand the cost was included in the
1969 estimates for extension. Dr. Claire is
particularly concerned with the downward
movement.

Mr. Speaker, in this agreement by the
conferees, we determined and we have
stated to the Architect of the Capitol
that no expense should be spared to
maintain the condition of the west wall
in as safe a condition as possible, to
take any and all steps to prevent any
accidents.

A period of time will elapse before a
study that is authorized under this con-
ference report will be completed.

It is the intention of the subcommittee
that every effort be made to maintain the
condition of the Capitol as safely as pos-
sible pending that study and pending the
decision of what should be done with
the west wall.

Again, let me say that this committee
has tried to find the right answer to this
complex problem. The gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. ANprRews) and I
have attempted from the start to find a
way in which the restoration was pos-
sible, We came to the conclusion that it
was not possible. Nevertheless, in view of
the determined arguments of the distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr.
STRATTON), in view of the overwhelming
vote in the other body, we decided that
we ought to find out if restoration is
possible.

MTr. Speaker, I attach hereto a copy of
the transcript of the hearing at which
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Dr. Clair and Mr. Severud appeared. Ex-
tension of the west wall is indicated. Yet,
our committee wanted to leave no stone
unturned in coming to the correct con-
clusion for the problem of the west wall.
That is why we agreed to the study au-
thorized by the conference report to see
if restoration is a feasible solution. This
is the transcript:

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1970—
WEesT FRONT OF THE CAPITOL

(Wednesday, Nov. 12, 1069)

Wrrnesses: Mr. Fred Severud, consulting
engineer, Senior Partner of Severud, Perrone,
Strum, Conlin, and Bandel, consulting engi-
neers; Dr. Miles N. Clair, president, The
Thompson and Lichtner Co., Inc., engineers,

Mr. ANDREWS. The committee will come to
order. I do not know whether we will come
to order or not. This is a very informal meet-
ing. We held etxensive hearings on the ques-
tion of what should be done about the west
front of the Capitol, and we had a fight on
our suggested program which would follow
the extension plan on the floor of the House,
and we won.

They had a fight on the Senate floor and
they lost two to one, the extension advocates
were defeated two to one. So now we go to
conference, and the question before the con-
ferees at this time is essentially whether or
not the west front should be extended or
restored.

We are all in agreement with Dr. Clair's
statement in his letter to Mr. Stewart dated
October 24, 1969. This is your statement:

“There is a structural condition of the
wall that requires prompt attention.”

I do not know whether you read the hear-
ings of our committee in connection with the
extension.

Mr. SeverUD. Yes, sir, I did.

Mr., Anprews. This committee unanimously
agreed that the extension work was prefer-
able. We are not architects, we are not engi-
neers, we are tryilng to do what we all agree
should be done, namely, protect in some way
the existing west wall of the Capitol.

We believe that it poses a real hazard;
that a sonic boom quiver of any kind could
cause that wall to collapse. When we stop and
think that the wall was put together in 1829
with sandstone blocks which were put to-
gether with mortar of that vintage, it makes
me doubly sure that something should be
done.

There are two things that address them-
selves to me that cause me to conclude that
extension was the most appropriate action
to take One, it would be more permanent,
We were told that a restoration job at best
would be good for only about 20 years.

Congressman Stratton is one of the great
advocates of the restoration work. That is an
informal meeting. We are trying to enlighten
the members of this committee about wnat
should be done. 1 want something done and
I want something done as cheaply as pos-
sible, but if you are going to get a job of
restoration which will be good for only 20
years or maybe a little more, then I think
in the long run it will be more economical
to extend according to the plans that have
been made in the hope it would be as
permanent as the rest, north, and south wings
of the Capitol.

That was one thing that addressed itself
very strongly to me.

Second, we were told that with an exten-
sion job you could get a contractor to give
what we call a lock and key job, a fixed
price contract. On the other hand, if you
attempted to restore the west front, you could
not get anything but a cost plus contract,
and It was impossible to estimate the cost
except between the range of ten million and
50 million, and if we followed that method
of trylng to protect the west wall, you would
have a job there that would have to be re-
done in 20 or a few years, So that is the
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dilemma the members of this committee are
faced with now: What should we do?

I think all of us want to do what is neces-
sary at the cheapest price.

Mr. Severud, you had several telephone
conversations with Congressman Yates?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. ANDREWS. Congressman Yates has been
very much interested in this project as have
all other members of this committee, but I

_ think you understand the purpose of this
meeting this afternoon,

Mr. Severvup, Yes, sir,

Mr, ANDREWS. We are going to have a rec-
ord of it and use it for whatever purposes
we might see fit.

Now I am going to yleld to Mr. Yates to re-
sume his conversation with you.

First of all, I want to thank you and Dr.
Clair for coming down here today and trying
to help us with a very difficult problem. Mr.
Yates told me that you are an engineer who
enjoyed the respect of all of the members of
your profession.

I yield to Mr. Yates.

Mr, YaTes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Beverud and Dr. Clair, as you have dis-
covered as you have read the hearings and
the record, I wanted restoration of the west
front. I still want a restoration if that is pos-
sible,

My Good friend, Mr. Stratton, and I are
together on this. We diverge, I think, in that
I, in the course of the testimony before our
committee became convinced that a restora-
tion was not pessible. I say again it is pos-
sible, I want a restoration.

This committee is now in a position where
it is butting heads with the Senate. The Sen-
ate insists that a study be made which would
decide whether a restoration is possible. It
wants that study to be done by the National
Park Service rather than the Commission on
Extension of the Capitol. May I say to the
committee, Dr. Clalr, Mr, Severud met earlier
this morning and went over this problem
again. They had charts, they had plats, they
had a construction of an arched room inside
the Capitol at the west wall. I cross-examined
them, I hammered them, and I still cannot
get them to agree that a restoration is pos-
sible. They say, yes, a restoration is possible
if you vacate the rooms next to the west wall,
I think you said, Mr. Severud. Is that right?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr, Yares. Will you tell the committee
what you told me at that conference.

Before I do that, Mr. Chairman, with your
permission may I ask Sam Stratton if he
wants to ask any questions at this point or
walt until the explanation?

Do you want to ask any questions at this
point?

Mr. StraTTON, Is this letter to Dr. Clair's
part of the record to date.

Mr. Yares. There is no record.

(Off the record.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Yates.

Mr. Yares. Mr. Severud and Dr. Clair,
whichever wants to answer first, what is
meant by a restoration? When we talk of
restoration of the west wall of the Capitol,
in your judgment what is meant by that
term?

Mr. Severup. I think it would be good to
separate the two items In this sense—that
Dr. Clair has been on the record now, I have
read the record and he has made a study of
the wall. 8o I think when it comes to the wall
itself, the constitution of the wall and the
way it could be restored, 1t would be best for
Dr. Clair to answer. Then when it comes to
the over-all structural elements, I would like
to bring in some points that have been over-
looked, and in that sense I would then cover
more of the general principle and Dr. Clair,
who has been involved in all of the details,
I think would be the man to answer gues-
tions of that kind.

Mr. Yares. Dr. Clair, what Is meant In your
judgment by the term “restoration”? That
term was really never defined by the ALA.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Dr. Cram. I am assuming that when the
term “restoration” is used that it means more
than—I am going to say give some of the
exceptlons. It means more than sealing joints
or taking the paint off or taking the surface
layer that has been affected by the paint,
the disintegrated portion. Restoration means
replacing this structure back to its original
form.

Mr. YaTres. What do you mean by original
form? Do you mean its composition when it
was originally built in 182972

Dr, CLaIr. Yes.

Mr, Casey. With the original stone?

Dr. Cramk. That is right., That is what res-
toration is.

If you mean repair, that is another thing.
If you mean renovation, that is still another
thing. But I assume, you see, when they talk
about restoration they mean to bring this
back to its original form.

Mr, YaTes. What do you mean by restora-
tion, Mr. Stratton?

Mr. StraTTON. What I am in favor of—I do
not know whether you call it restoration or
what you call it—is putting the building in
a safe condition with as little change as pos-
sible. That is basically it.

Mr. YaTES. Repair and rehabilitation then?

Mr. STrATTON. And also without adding to
the area that it covers, without changing its
basic architecture, and without changing any
more of the stones and other fixtures than
would be absolutely necessary. That would be
my idea of what we ought to be shooting for,

(Off the record.)

Mr. Yares, With this definition by Mr.
Stratton, Dr. Clair, what would have to be
done to the west wall in order to put it in
the type of condition Mr, Stratton speaks
about? Is this a restoration?

Dr. Cram. It is not what I would call a
restoration.

Mr. Yares. What would you call Mr, Strat-
ton's description, a repair and rehabilitation
job.

Dr. Cram. To me it is a repair, and rehabili-
tation is involved. However, it is not still a
very simple thing because it involves the re-
moval of cracked stones, the putting in of the
arch stones, keystones and releasing the
stresses on them and putting them in the
right position, The wall of course, as you
know from our report, has separations be-
tween the face stones and the body of the wall
in many places, it has voids in many places, it
has stones that are held together in the in-
terior of the wall by inferior mortar, and it
has face stones. You could not possibly think
of just leaving those face stones there with-
out either taking a part of them off down to
sound stone. Then after that, of course, you
would have to contemplate in doing this that
you have thrusts on these walls, you have
conditions that give rise to the question of
the stability of the wall, you have a founda-
tion that is obviously settling because we
have records that show that.

We have foundations which in some areas
are deficient in bearing capacity. Some do
not go down far enough below the surface of
the ground, You have sectlons of the wall—

Mr, StraTTON. We are

Dr. Cramk. You brought in stability. That is
the reason I am bringing this up.

Mr, StraTTON. We are just trying to arrive
at some concluzion and all of this is very
familiar. You say here on page 1 of your
letter, Doctor—

“Our study developed detailed factual in-
formation relative to the condition of the
structure on which to base engineering judg-
ment as to what was necessary to be done for
complete and permanent correction of con-
ditions.”

I have read your study, all five volumes of
it. You are absolutely correct, what that does
is to develop detalled factual Information
relative to the condition of the structure.
You never made any analysis of what had
to be done or what should be done about
it. It has just one paragraph In there that
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says we think it ought to be extended in-
stead of restored.

Dr. Crnam. We gave you our conclusions,
sir.

Mr. StraTTON, Why did you not analyze
them?

Dr. Cram. We had to for the report. We
checked sections, forces on sections, forces on
arches, forces on the walls,

Mr. SteratrroN. Then why were these not
put down on paper? There is nothing on
paper there. You have more in this letter
than is in your report.

Dr. Cram, Why was it not put down?

Mr, STRATTON. Yes.

Dr. Cram. Because we were asked for a con-
clusion and we gave the conclusion. Who
would take our engineering computations
and so on and analyze them?

Mr. StrRaTTON. YOUu say this—in the next
part of that sentence, which I did not read,
you say this: “to secure agalnst Immediate
fallures and faillures during the period that
would be required for preparation of the
plans and specifications and the letting of
contacts for whatever was decided, repair,
restoration or extension.”

In other words, you are suggesting that
your purpose was to get factual information
and that is all that is in the five columns, all
kinds of pictures of cracks and other things
you have been talking about. But nowhere
do you say we could do it this way or could
do it that way. This is the thing I found
out five years ago.

I trled to point this out on the House
fioor. Nobody would really believe that five
volumes of a study were produced without
a single discussion of the very thing that is
really at issue here. Now you are giving us
your analysis, but that was never committed
to paper, I do not know whether you made
the analysis then or whether you have made
it since this argument came up.

Dr. Cram. How could we lssue our report?

Mr. STraTTON, There is more In this letter
than was in those five volumes on the sub-
ject.

Dr. Cramr. The letter says I think the same
thing as the first volume of the report.

Mr. StraTTON. It could not because there
is only one paragraph in the 5 volumes. So
all you have to do is have a third of a page
of the letter to go beyond that and you have
said more.

Dr. Craimr, That Is the conclusion,

Mr, StrarTON. Did you study these things?

Dr, Crame, Of course we did.

Mr. StrRaTTON. Why were they not in the
report?

Dr. Crame. Why were they not, because we
do not write a report with all of our com-
putations and so on in it.

Mr. StraTTON. You do not even bother to
give the discussion you have just given us
right now, explaining why you cannot do
these various things.

Dr. Crair. We do not. Maybe somebody else
does. We gave a conclusion.

Mr, StraTrOoN. I do not understand how
you can expect anyvbody to accept a conclu-
sion if you do not glve the reasoning and
supporting material for the conclusion.

Mr. SEvErUD. May I inject?

Mr. StrarToN. This is Dr. Clair's study, is
it not?

Mr. Severub, But it has to be evaluated.

Mr. StrarroN. I am talking about the
study the taxpayers pald for, which has been
at issue in this matter on the floor, and an
incredible thing is, with all of this study
in all of the five volumes, we do not have
any discussion even approximating what is
in this letter. And I just find it difficult to
understand how Dr. Clair can come in here
now and say we concluded this and we
concluded that and we got this and we got
that, when none of that is in the original
study.

Dr. Crair. We were asked for a conclusion
as to what to do about it based on the find-
ings that we got from the examination of
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the structure. And to arrive at that conclu-
slon, we did not sit down and in five min-
utes write a paragraph. We had to make
computations of stresses, we had to analyze
how this structure worked, we had to even
go out and get some cost figures.

Mr. StraTTON. Even the United States Su-
preme Court, when they make a conclusion,
write an opinion so that you know how
they arrived at their study. This is the basic
question now.

Mr. Andrews, the architect, Mr. Yates are
all citing your study as proof of the sound-
ness of your position. But the position is
not there anywhere. All it is is just the con-
clusion. ¥You knew what the conclusion was
going to be before you started writing the
study, you knew what Mr. Stewart wanted.

Dr. Crair. I beg your pardon.

Mr. StrarrOoN. All you have provided is
the factual information, as you say here
very truthfully in the first page, of the con-
dition of the structure on which to base your
conclusion,

Mr., Anprews. Do you want to make a
statement there? I think you have the right.

Dr. Cramr. How do you dare to sit there,
Mister Stratton, and say I wrote a conclu-
sion that was given to me to start with?
I have not been in this business for 50 years
and gotten to where I am based on writing
reports that people want. I am a professional
engineer.

Mr, STraTTON. I am sure you are, Doctor,
but the fact of the matter is that the study
that the taxpayer: paid for does not have
a single word of analysis whatsoever. And I
do not know how you as an engineer or an
architect, any more than a reputable phy-
sician or a judge or a lawyer, can come up
with a conclusion on a serious matter on
which people are deeply concerned and are
going to be spending millions of dollars of
the taxpayers’ money without setting down
a single step-by-step argument as to how
you got what you concluded.

If I tell my wife something, I have to give
her reasons for it. She is not going to go
out and buy this or buy that unless I tell
her why. Yet you conclude in a single para-
graph, and you say you made all of these
preliminary computations, but they do not
appear anywhere in five volumes that come
up about this high (indicating) from the
floor.

Dr. Cram. The five volumes largely con-
tain photographs, as you know.

Mr. StrarTON. That is right, and is what
I said on the floor and they would not be-
leve it.

Dr. Cramr. Those photographs are facts.

Mr. STRATTON. Sure they are facts, they are
the structural condition of the bullding.

Dr. Cramr. That is right.

Mr, STrRATTON. And this is the point, I tried
in the 8 minutes allotted to me to refute my
friend from Illincis, who spent two hours,
because people could just not believe the
architect could spend, what was it, $100,000
on this study and then have nothing but
five volumes of photographs and a single
typewritten page of conclusions.

Dr, CrAIR. Is that so?

Mr. STraTTON. They did not believe it.

Dr, Cram, There is no other data in that
report?

Mr. StrATTON. There is about one para-
graph of conclusions. There is some type-
written discussion,

Dr. Crar. There is no other data in that?

Mr. StraTTON. Oh, you have a certain
amount of discussion of what is in the
photographs.

Mr. YaTes. Dr. Clair, Mr, Stratton contends
your study was deficlent.

As I understand the purpose of your study,
it was to lay out certain conditions that you
found in connection with your survey from
which conclusions might be drawn as to
what should be done, as to whether it should
be restored, whether an extension should be
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made, or whether there should be some other
kind of corrective steps taken,

Is your study deficlent? Does it give
enough data to the architect or to an out-
side engineer to reach a conclusion based
on your study?

Dr. Cram, 1 certainly do not think it is
deficient.

Mr. YaTEs. Mr, Stratton says that there are
parts of your study that are not included.
You talk about computations that were made
in connection with stresses. I assume these
are work papers.

Dr. Cram. How could I know whether or
not the foundations were overloaded? How
could I know whether or not on the various
portions like the south side of the west front
whether stresses were high? They are given
in there. How could I know whether or not
the walls were unstable?

Mr. YaTes. Was that not to be part of your
study, Dr. Clair?

Dr. CrLamr. I was supposed to give them an
answer, I gave them an answer. I write many
reports the same way, one page maybe, in
which I give my opinion after looking at
facts.

Mr. YaTES. Are you saying now that in sub-
mitting a report to the people wheo hire you
that you do not give the basls for your
conclusions?

Dr. Cram. Not all the computations, and
so on, because most of the people you give
engineering reports to don't know what they
mean, anyhow.

Mr. AnprEws. Is that standard practice in
your profession, the line which you followed
here?

Dr. Cram. This is the way we write a re-
port.

Mr. ANprREws. That is what I asked, wheth-
er that is standard practice in your pro-
fession.

Dr. Cramr. That is right, You have another
engineer here with whom I had no contact
either before or after. I have not seen Mr,
Severud and I have not had contact with him
in seven or eight years. I had no contact with
him whatever. I will go by what he says.

Mr. Yates. Is it possible for an engineer like
Mr. Severud to take your report and on the
basis of that decide, is it adequate to decide,
whether the wall should be restored or
whethe: an extension is called for?

Dr. CrLAIR. Of course it 1s.

Mr. Yartes. Is it adequate for that purpose?
Mr. Stratton belleves there is not enough
information in that report for any person to
take it and decide what should be done,

Mr. STratTON. He says he concluded that
himself but he will not give us the reason-
ing behind it.

Dr. Cram. I will not give you the reason-
ing? I just went through the reasoning,

Mr. StraTTON. You did not give it in your
report, You told the Chairman this is stand-
ard practice in your profession. You do not
give the reasons. You give only the conclu-
sions.

Dr. CLair. In very many reports you do not
give anything but the conclusions because
you give the facts and then you give

Mr. BTraTtTON. I don't know what kind of
profession yours is, doctor, and I do not pre-
tend to know it, but if I went into an auto-
mobile body shop and asked them what was
necessary to fix up my car and they said
“You are going to have to do this, that, and
the other, and it will cost you this much
money,” I would not go back to them unless
they also told me what they were doing and
why it had to be done in that particular
way, and I don’t think you would, either, I
don't think any of us would buy a pig in a
poke without knowing what and why,

Mr. Yares. Let us ask Mr. Severud the
question. You have read Dr. Clair's report.

Dr. Cramk. That depends on whether you
know the man in your automobile shop. I
wouldn't question a man in my automobile
shop.
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Mr. StratTOoN. Not until I found out——

Mr. AnprEws. Let us proceed in order.

Mr. Yates has the witness. If you have
questions ask him to yield.

Mr, YaTes. Mr. Severud, can you on the
basis of Dr. Clair’s report conclude whether
there should be an extension or a restoration?

Mr. SEveruD. That Is my business. It is my
responsibility, When the various experts are
hired, for instance Bill Mueser, even as prom-
inent as he is in the fleld of foundations, I
do not take his judgment but the facts and
it is up to me on the basis of the facts to
arrive at the proper conclusion. The position
we are in makes me the man who carries
the whole load of responsibility.

Mr. Yares. Was Dr. Clair’s report adequate
for you to reach a conclusion?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. YaTES. Was there an adequate delinea-
tion of the condition of the wall to permit
an outside engineer coming in and looking at
the report to know what to do?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes, sir.

Mr. YaTes. In your opinion there was?

Mr. SeEvErvD. Yes, sir.

Mr. Yares. Did you make an independent
survey of your own or did you use Dr. Clair's
report?

Mr. Severup. Oh, no. We went beyond as we
always do because in addition to the physical
condition of the wall we have many other
factors that if time permits I will be glad to
explain.

Mr, StrarroN. If I may interrupt at this
point. I do not want to be argumentative but
I am trying to pin down two points. We have
two different witnesses here on two different
points,

Dr. Clair made a study a number of years
ago. This is the study that we are all being
told is the final definitive study. You don’t
need more money for studies, we are told,
because we have had them all. Here is the
study in five volumes, we are told. Every-
thing has been studied and you don't need
to study anything more we have been told.

This is the thing that I, as you know, have
consistently objected to.

Mr. YaTEs. Yes.

Mr. SteatroN. I don't know whether you
read the Clailr study but I saw it three or
four years ago and I was appalled to find
out what was really in all of these volumes
and this is the first time I have had an op-
portunity to srgue the point with somebody
that had something to do with the study.

I am concerned about whether this study
really is an adequate study on the guestion
of whether you can repair and renovate the
West Front or whether you have to go to a
four and a half acre extension. I have been
saying this all along and everybody else
has been saying no, we have all the studies
we need.

Now we have here the statement of Dr.
Clair that all he was really dolng was col-
lecting factual information. He has one para-
graph of conclusions which he says he backed
up with a lot of material that he did not put
in his report because we are too dumb to
understand what it was all about, and I would
also call your attention to page 4 which says
“We have no opinion and therefore have ex-
pressed no opinion relative to the proposed
extension, and we are concerned only with
avoiding the reconstruction of the West Wall
because of the danger involved by using un-
derpinning and lateral support.”

He never discussed this item in his report,
either. He just concluded that.

I would like to point out that even though
Dr. Clair does not discuss that point he makes
it perfectly clear now that his study was not
in support of the extension, It was opposed
only to the reconstruction of the West Wall.
To use that statement as support for any-
thing except opposition to the reconstruction
of the West Wall, for reasons which he never
gave us, is to me extremely misleading.

If Mr. Severud wants to go on from this to
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support extension that would be an entirely
different matter, but it seems to me we have
established one thing that I tried to estab-
lish, that this Clair study tells us precisely
nothing about what is to us the major ques-
tion at issue now in this Congress.

Mr. Yares. I will tell you one thing you
yourself repeated—he is opposed on the basis
of the study to reconstruction of the wall.

Mr. StrarroN. I knew that because he had
stated that conclusion.

Mr. Yares. That is right. He does tell you
that.

Mr. StrarroN. But not why. Before I would
spend $300 to get somebody to put a particu-
lar new engine in my car I would want to
know why the heck I had to have that new
engine and why I couldn’t fix up my car with
something else.

Unfortunately these five volumes do not
tell you a darn thing. There Is more in this
letter than there was in that study.

Mr, YaTes. It does not tell you and not me,
but does it tell an engineer enough? That is
what I am trying to find out.

Mr. Anprews. That is the whole thing. He
sald he followed standard procedure for his
profession. Let us proceed in order here now
and the witness is with you.

Mr. Yares. I was asking Mr. Severud
whether he could take that study and reach
a conclusion.

Mr. AnpREws. His answer was yes.

Mr. Severup. This should be clarified.
The one that is responsible for the judg-
ment in this matter is me personally, nobody
else, so it is up to me, even with Bill Mueser
being part of the team, evaluating part of
the report——

Mr. Anorews. Who is he and what about
him?

Mr. Severvp. He is supposed to be the
world's greatest foundation expert. He goes
all over the world.

Mr. AnorEws. Where does he live?

Mr. Severun. New York City. The firm used
to to be known as Moran, Proctor, Freeman
and Mueser. Now Mueser is the only surviving
partner of this earlier firm. The firm is now
known as Mueser, Rutledge, Wentworth &
Johnston.

Mr. AnprEwsS. Does he have a good reputa-
tlon with the American Institute of Arch-
itects?

Mr, Severup. The best, absolutely the top.

Mr. ANprEWS. Tell us something about you.
What is your background?

Mr. Severup. I was educated in Norway
in the National Institute. I came here in
1923 and I established my business in 1928,

Not going through all the many ramifica-
tlons of work that we have done, I might
mention the Jefferson Memorial Arch which
was engineered under tremendous opposi-
tion and finally proved to be eminently suc-
cessful,

Various ones tried wind tunnel tests,
they sald it would wreck itself, we stuck to
our guns, and we have been proven to be
right.

We did Madison Sguare Garden, a very
complicated job.

Mr. Anprews. It sure was. The one over
Pennsylvania Station?

Mr. SBevervn. Yes. I was called in in con-
nection with a very complicated structure.
They are going to house the entire com-
plex with one roof. It took all kinds of
crazy contortions, There was controversy in
Germany and they called in an engineer
from Switzerland, one from Denmark, and
myself to decide what to do.

Time and again I have been involved in
conditions of cracked buildings. I must
mention the General Hospital in Philadelphia
where it cracked so badly that they wanted
a grand jury Investigation. Some of these
housewives want to see blood, you know.
They wanted to put somebody in jail, so
finally they called in all kinds of experts in
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Philadelphia and they could not fgure it
out.

I was finally called in.

Mr. AnprEws, Did you correct it?

Mr. SEverUD. Yes. We had a budget of $150,-
000 to correct it and we did it with $11,000.

Remember, gentlemen, that a crack is
absolutely basic. What engineers often over-
look is that a crack is an explosion. You have
capacity of a member, and when the capacity
is used up it goes and you have a dynamic
reaction. It i1s mostly on the basis of that
discovery and the conclusions built up that
we have been able to bulld up an organiza-
tion where we engage more than 120 men,
and we have a special design department
where we analyze very complicated struc-
tures,

Of course, we also have a computer in the
office and we have some of the best engineers
in the world who give lectures. Dr. Bandel,
for example, is internationally known as one
of the leading men in the field.

We are just now consulting on a restaurant
in Sidney, Australia. It is a very slender
restaurant, a revolving affair. It is so flexible
that in order to dampen it so people do not
get seasick we detach a doughnut water
tank and suspend it so we get a sort of
flexible support.

If you have a mass that is detached from
the main structure, that mass is inertia and
it prevents the shaft from going all the way.

We are just studying extending that prin-
ciple into skyscrapers. We are writing an arti-
cle about it. You can take the mechanical
floor on top of a skyscraper and put it on
roller skates with shock absorbers and you
can save a tremendous amount of money and
get something that is much more efficient.

You might say our contribution is to do
engineering with a different outlook. We are
not just static, We go into the whole struc-
ture. We live with the structure and try to
find out exactly what goes on. I have a pre-
pared statement here on my background
which you might wish to include in your
record.

FRED N. SEVERUD (PARTNER)

Born: Bergen, Norway—June 8, 1889, De-
gree in Civil Engineering from the Norwegian
Inst. of Technology in 1923.

Experience: James B. French, Consulting
Engineer (1924), Partner of Ruderman &
Severud (1928), Independent Practise as Fred
N. Severud (1931), Senior Partner of the firm
of Severud-Elstad-Krueger (1950), Senlor
Partner of the firm of Severud-Perrone-
Fischer-Sturm-Conlin-Bandel (1960).

Practice: As consulting engineer at 415
Lexington Ave, New York 17, N.Y. Office
Buildings, Schools, hospitals, research cen-
ters, research laboratories, airports, housing
developments, theatres, industrial buildings
of all types, television development, con-
sultant to the Norweiglan government and
other communities, new developments in wall
and floor construction, marine construction.

Memberships: American Institute of Con-
sulting Engineers. American Soclety of Civil
Engineers. New York Assoclation of Con-
sulting Engineers. The Architectural League
of New York. International Association for
Shell Structures.

Lectures and Publications: Lectures at
Harvard University, Yale University, Prince-
ton University, City College of New York,
Columbia University, Rhode Island School of
Design, and many other colleges and univer-
sities, in Puerto Rico, Toronto Canada, Penn-
sylvania, AIA,, Central States Conference,
AIA.: Cleveland Chapter, AIA. and many
others.

ARTICLES

Architectural Record. Structural Study:
Jefferson Memorial Arch. This Engineer Trav-
els in Comfort Forecasting a New Era for
Concrete Hangers: Analyzed Efficiency in
Structures; The Structures that House Us.

Consulting Engineer. New Engineered
Btructures.
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Civil Engineering. Materials Combined to
Advantage—Concrete in Compression, Steel
in Tension; Cable-Suspended Roof for Yale
Hockey Rink.

Engineering News-Record. Avolding Cracks
in Building Walls.

Forum. Turtles & Walnuts, Morning
Glorles and Grass.

Ingenieria Internacional Construcecion.
Porque Resultan Economies Los Pisos Con
“Vigas-Losa."

The Nation's Schools. Concrete: Its Uses
and Behavior,

Progressive Architecture. The Pros and
Cons of Architecture for Civil Defense; The
Load Bearing Structure; Hung Roofs; Sus-
pended Porte-Cochers Roof.

Books. “Apartment Houses™ by Abel &
Severud (Reinhold Publishing Corp.). “The
Bomb, Survival & You" by Merrill & Severud
(Reinhold Publishing Corp.).

AWARDS

The Franklin Institute’s Frank P. Brown
Medal for Engineering Accomplishments in
the Field of Bullding Construction.

Decoration by the Government of Norway
for help in Reconstruction after occupation.

Architectural League of New York. Col-
laborative Medal of Honor, 1962 (IBM Re-
search Center, Yorktown Heights, N.Y.). Gold
Medal Award, 1953 (Raleigh, N.C. Pavilion).

The American Institute of Architects,
First Honor Award, 1953 (Raleigh, N.C. Pa-
vilion) . Allied Professions Gold Medal (1958).
Honorary Assoclate Membership (1862).

Ilinois and Missouri Society of Profes-
sional Engineers. Il1-Mo Award for 1963 (St.
Louis Arch).

American Society of Civil Engineers, Er-
nest E. Howard Award for 1964 (St. Louis
Arch).

Fred N. Severud has been linked with many
of the outstanding structures in the United
States wherein development and application
of improved or advanced principles of strue-
tural design and construction have been in-
volved. His contributions in this respect
have been recognized by the architectural
profession which has conferred on him some
of its highest honors.

Structures such as the House of Seagram,
the I.B.M. Research Center, the Jefferson
National Expansion Memorial Arch In Bt.
Louis, Missourl, the United States and John-
son Wax Pavilions at the 196465 World's
Fair, are In keeping with his position as
perhaps the foremost contemporary designer
in what may be termed the field of pro-
gressive structural design.

In the design of the Livestock Judging
Pavilion for the North Carolina State Fair
at Raleigh, N.C., a roof construction sup-
ported by steel cables was developed. That
design has won a great deal of professional
recognition and is being adopted on an in-
ternational scale. Other solutions of cable-
roof construction were employed by him in
the design of the Congress Hall in Berlin,
Germany and the Hockey Rink for Yale Uni-
versity at New Haven, Connecticut.

Mr. Severud developed the Slab-Band fioor
system for apartment buildings which be-
came very widely used in major projects by
the New York City Housing Authority. He
also developed the engineering design of the
Lift-Slab method of construction.

Mr. Severud’s firm was selected to design
the structures comprising the huge Air
Force Base at Thule, Greenland, also the
buildings, hangars and towers on the Dis-
tant Early Warning System in Alaska and
Canada, the DEW line. In connection with
these projects, intensive studies were made
of the phenomenon of Permafrost and the
type of construction developed which is now
commonly adopted for the Arctic.

ADDITIONAL AWARDS

The Franklin Institute, Philadelphia, Pa.,
Frank P. Brown Medal for Outstanding Engil-
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neering Accomplishments, given to Fred N.
Severud in 1952.

American Institute of Architects First
Honor Award, 1953, for the North Carolina
State Fair Pavilion, Raleigh, N.C.

Architectural League of New York Gold
Medal Award for 1953, for the North Caro-
lina State Fair Pavilion, Raleigh, N.C.

Progressive Architecture Design Awards
Program for 1954, Cherry Hill Project, Radio
Corporation of America, RCA-Victor Divi-
sion, Camden, N.J.

American Institute of Architects Allied
Professions Gold Medal Award for 1958 to
Fred N. Severud.

Architectural League of New York, Honor-
able Mention Award for 1960, David 8. Ingalls
Hockey Rink, Yale University, New Haven,
Conn.

Architectural League of New York Gold
Medal for Architecture in 1960, House of
Seagram Office Building, New York, N.¥.

Progressive Architecture Design Award for
1961, Washington Square East, Section A,
Housing, Philadelphia, Pa. ;

American Institute of Architects, New York
Chapter, Honorary Award Membership con-
ferred on Fred N. Severud, June, 1962,

American Institute of Steel Construction
Architectural Award of Excellence for 1962,
Johnson Hall Dormitory, Temple University.

Architectural League of New York Collab-
orative Medal of Honor for 1862, Thomas J.
Watson Research Center, Yorktown Heights
N.Y.

American Institute of Steel Construction
Architectural Award of Excellence for 1963,
American Cyanamid Co., Wayne, N.J.

American Institute of Steel Construction
Architectural Award of Excellence for 1964,
United States Pavilion, New York World’s
Fair, Flushing, N.Y.

American Institute of Steel Construction
Architectural Award of Excellence for 1964,
Academic Center, Gwynedd Valley, Pa.

Ilinois and Missouri Socleties of Profes-
sional Engineers Ill-Mo Award to Fred N.
Severud for 1963 for the St. Louis Gateway
Arch.

American Soclety of Civil Engineers Er-
nest E. Howard Gold Medal Award for 1964
to Fred N. Severud for Outstanding Per-
formance in the field of Structural Engi-
neering.

Concrete Industry Board 1966 Annual
Award Ior the Library-Footbridge-Dormi-
tories Hofstra University, Hempstead, N.Y.

Missouri Society of Professional Engineers
and National Societies of Professional Engi-
neers “Engineering Wonders in Missouri”
Award to Dr. Hannskarl Bandel in 1966 for
the St. Louis Gateway Arch.

Engineering News-Record Award in 1966
to Dr. Hannskarl Bandel for serving the best
interests of the construction industry.

Consulting Engineers Council Award for
Outstanding Engineering Achievement in
the Structural Field in 1966 for the St. Louis
Gateway Arch.

American Society of Civil Engineers Out-
standing Civil Engineering Achievement of
1667 Award for the St. Louis Gateway Arch.

Engineering News-Record Award in 1967
to Mr. Fred N. Severud for serving the best
interests of the construction industry.

American Institute of Steel Construction
Special Award for Excellence for 1967 St.
Louis Gateway Arch.

American Iron and Steel Institute Excel-
lence in Engineering Award for Public Works
Construction in 1967 St. Louis Gateway Arch.

American Iron and Steel Institute Excel-
lence in Engineering Award for Low Rise
Commercial Construction in 1967 John Deere
Co. Warehouse and Display Center Balti-
more, Md.

Steel Plate Fabricators Association Bteel
Tank of the Year Award for 1867 Standpipe,
Albany, N.Y.

Concrete Industry Board of New York An-
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nual Award for 1967 Boardwalk Restaurant
Jones Beach State Park, N.Y,

Concrete Industry Board of New York
Award of Merit for 1967 Laurence G. Payson
House, New York, N.Y.

New York Association of Consulting En-
gineers First Prize for Structure in Buildings
in 1968 Madison Square Garden Sports Com-~
plex, New York, N.Y.

Consulting Engineers Council Award for
Engineering Excellence for 1968 Madison
Square Garden Sports Complex New York,
N.Y.

New York Association of Consulting Engi-
neers Special Award for Unique Structural
Design for 1969 The L. Stockwell Jadwin
Gymnasium, Princeton University, Prince-
ton, N.J.

Consulting Engineers Council, National
Competition Award for Engineering Excel-
lence for 1969 The L. Stockwell Jadwin
Gymnasium Princeton, University, Prince-
ton, N.J.

Mr. Anprews. You have given us a very fine
statement there about your connections with
various people and projects and we will in-
sert your prepared statement in the record.
I have heard from many people that you
have an excellent reputation with the archi-
tects throughout the United States.

I merely wanted something in the record
so we can identify you when we discuss your
testimony later.

Now we will return to Mr. Yates. You will
pursue your questioning.

Mr. Yatres. Mr. Severud, Mr. Stratton was
developing the point that Dr. Clair's study
was inadequate in order to make a judgment
as to how to proceed on the West Wall.

Mr. StraTTON. If I may correct that. I did
not say the study was inaccurate.

Mr. Yares. I sald inadequate.

Mr. StraTtTON. He just did not put any-
thing into his study to justify his conclu-
sions. There are all kinds of data, and if I
understand what Mr. Severud is saying, you
can look at this data and he as an engineer
can come to certain conclusions.

Mr. Yares. Is that right, Mr. Severud?

Mr. SEvERUD. It is my business to draw
conclusions.

Mr, Yates. It is your business to do what?

Mr. SEVERUD. Draw the conclusions.

Mr, YaTeEs. On the basis of the facts as he
developed them?

Mr, SEVERUD, Of course,

Mr. ANpREWS. If the gentleman will yield,
Dr. Clair made an inspection and an investi-
gation, call it whatever you want to. He fur-
nished you with certain materials.

Mr. SEVERUD. Right.

Mr. ANDREWS. Did he give you enough as
a professional man for you to form an opin-
ion and give advice on what should be done?
Was what he gave you sufficient?

Mr. SeveruD. We have to go beyond.

Mr. YateEs. What do you mean by going
beyond?

Mr, SEVERUD. He gave us the physical data,
but when it comes to an overall analysis we
have to go a little further than that.

Mr, Yares. What did you do?

Mr, SeverUup. Well, the situation in this
building—may I demonstrate it?

Mr. YaTES. Sure.

Mr. Severup. We have a model, not a
replica but something which gives major
principles of floor construction. These
arches give a thrust when a load is placed
onto it. Obviously it is not stable until the
supports are adequate,

All the way through the building there
is a series of inbuilt thrusts.

It is true that the building has many
cross walls, and if these were absolutely in-
tact then, as proven, the building is still
here, and these cross walls are the ones
which are responsible for the stability in
my opinion.

However, we have a situation where the
foundation situation is very variable. There
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are all kinds of different materials and dif-
ferent time elements involved, and so on,
s0 that it is foregone conclusion that in
many cases the foundation condition under
a cross wall is superior to the foundation
condition under the front wall,

Let us say, for a moment, that this is
the front wall. Here is the side wall.

Let us say this might be sitting on a rock,
the major part of the building. That would
mean to me that this wall acts as a cantilever
and actually carries the front wall. The
cracks indicate that that is the case in
many instances.

This front wall then tries to carry the load
from one sidewall to another.

If you take thls entirely away then it
would be resting on air.

Therefore there is inbuilt into this con-
struction a situation where of necessity there
will have to be a tremendous conflict of
stresses. It is so indefinite that it would be
utterly impossible for anyone to know which
interior wall is ready to give up the ghost.

You can imagine this. Anyone can see
that. This wall in many cases must, you
might say, be riding on air and being sup-
ported with cross walls—not completely but
relatively, let us say. There is more support
on these walls than in the foundation under-
neath. That is the element that should be
gone beyond the physical data we have here.
That is what disturbed me the most.

Just to llustrate the point that cracks are
explosive.

Mr. Yates. This is Statuary Hall?

Mr. SeverUD. Yes. The piece of cornice was
found 15 feet beyond the building.

Mr. Yares. You mean this broke off and
was thrown off?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes. You can imagine a heavy
stone like that. It held in place. All of a
sudden the static forces that are there are
transformed into dynamic forces just as I
ripped the paper for you a few minutes ago
to illustrate.

Those conditions must exist all over the
building to a great extent. How much, I do
not know.

Mr. Yares. Can a study be made which
will tell you how much of that exists
throughout the building?

Mr, SEveruD. I don’t think anyone in a sane
mind would try to restore this wall with-
out giving it lateral support.

Mr, StearroN. If I understood your point
here, the thrust on these arches is carried
mostly, you said, by the interior walls?

Mr. Severupn. Right. Not only the exterior—

Mr. STrRATTON. So even if we fix the West
Front you are suggesting we still have con-
ditions on the interior side walls that could
be just as bad as the West Front?

Mr. Severup. Right. It could be worse.

Mr. StrarTON. So we are really not golng
to fix the building by undertaking an elabo-
rate extension to correct the West Wall, We
will still have other problems on the side
walls?

Mr. Severup. No, no, no. If you get lateral
support it cannot fall out.

Mr, StraTTON. This is only one out of four
walls. You are suggesting, I thought, that
there are interior walls which also have
problems.

Mr, Anprews of North Dakota. He is saying
interior walls have the lateral support he is
trying to get for the exterior walls, Each of
these interior walls has a floor running
against it and other walls and a ceiling.

Mr. StraTTOoN., What about the side walls?

Mr, Severup. That is why it is carried all
the way across. The extension is picking up
all the weak spots. If it is held from falling
out what can it do? It will stay there.

Mr, StratToN. Let us say this is the West
Wall. You still have a problem on this wall
here.

Mr. Yares. That is just an arch. That is
Just a replica of one of the arched rooms in
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the many that make up the whole along the
west wall of the Capitol.

Mr. Severup. This is just one room.

Mr. Yares, That is a room which fronts on
the West Wall.

Mr. Severubp. Let us say——

Mr. StraTTON. But it has four walls. The
problem is on each of the walls. The problem
is as great on this side as on that side, is it
not?

Mr. Severup. That is held by the interior.
It is only if the wall is free to fall out that
there is danger.

Mr. StraTTON. You sald the interior walls
were equally bad. This is not the only in-
terior wall. You have an interior wall here,
do you not?

Mr. ANprEws of North Dakota. He says the
footings of the interior wall, Sam, and the
interior walls are the things keyed into the
outside wall and keeping it up; if one of
those should pop while the outside wall is
not braced from outside it will fall off.

This is exactly what he said.

Mr. BeveruD That is right.

Mr. StrarToN. I don’t think we are on the
same wavelength. There are four walls here.

Mr. SeveruD. In one room.

Mr. StraTTON. All we are talking about is
fixing one of the four. What happens to the
others?

Mr. Severup. They are fixed because they
get lateral support.

Mr. AnprEwS. What do you mean by lateral
support? An extension?

Mr. Severup. In the case of the interior
walls the floor arches in the adjoining rooms
furnish the lateral support.

Mr. YaTes. Let me see i I can explain this.
This 15 one of the rooms, and there is a
series of rooms all the way along the West
‘Wall that are like this.

What is happening is that this is the West
‘Wall. These other walls also have thrusts
from the arches but they are contalned by
other walls, interior walls along in here?

Mr. SeveEruD. Right.

Mr. YaTes. So there is a thrust contained,
there is protection, but there is no similar
protection at the outer wall, the West Wall.
So that the forces are moving against the
West Wall which is not similarly protected.
Is that correct?

Mr. Severup. Right. The West Wall is the
free end and that is the one that can fall.

I know that I am somewhat under a handi-
cap in being the engineer, but I can guar-
antee you, gentlemen, that if you just go
into this building and feel with it you will
see there are conditions there where you
have tremendous conflicts. Here foundations
glve way and something else is picking it up.
You give away elsewhere and something else
has to pick it up. It is such a delicate thing.

Mr. Awprews. What do you mean by lateral
support? I think I know but I want it in the
record.

Mr, Severup. The floor slab.

Mr. Anprews. Does that mean extending
the west part of the Capitol as we have
been talking about?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. Casey. How far?

Mr. ANDREWS, 44 feet?

Mr. Yares. That is the next question

Mr. ANDrREwS. You say that in order to
protect this wall and the exterior walls you
need lateral support out here, which means
an extension?

Mr. SeveruUD. That is right. This is what we
did on the East Front.

Mr. Anprews. At the East Front?

Mr. Severvp. Yes. The same thing we did
here.

Mr. AnpDREWS. Let me ask one question
while on this subject. During the debate in
the other body the Senator from Wiscon-
sin said that In repairing the wall “We
wouldn't have the same sandstone, any-
way. It would have to be new, so whether
it was new sandstone or marble the best way
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to proceed would be in terms of economy
but also in terms of durability.”

He is inferring that you will take this
West Wall and to get durability you will re-
place those sandstone blocks with marble
blocks.

Following up your testimony here as an
expert engineer, could this be done? Could
we, If we declde tomorrow to replace those
blocks in the old West Wall where they are
now sandstone with marble, do this with-
out the whole darn thing falling in? I think
this is one of the important things because
we should know whether we can, in fact,
restore in place.

That is the crux of this whole problem.

Mr. Severup, I have a delicate situation in
8 job in Vancouver. It was specified that
workmen had to be imported from Italy. I
don’t know if you can get the workman-
ship to handle it.

Otherwise I would say that it probably
could be done. I am not going into the
details of the stone work because to my mind
it would be utterly ridiculous.

Mr. Anprews of North Dakota. Why do
you say “utterly ridiculous”?

Mr. Severup. To restore a wall without
glving it lateral support. Anything can hap-
pen. Engineering-wise it is utterly unthink-
able. The only thing that could be done if
you were desperately up against it would be
to gut enough of the interior to create the
same situation as we have here.

Mr. AnpREws of North Dakota. In other
words, what you are saying is that if you
want to restore the old wall in place you
would have to do as they did in the White
House—

Mr. SEvERUD. Right.

Mr. Awprews of North Dakota. Gut the
interlor and move back a room or two and
rebuild that whole thing from the inside
out?

Mr, SeveErUD, Right. It is a ticklish propo-
sition because you are up against the thrust
of the interior, You have to hold that. As
you gut it you have to be able to hold the
thrust. That in itself is a very difficult prop-
osition.

Mr. Annrws of North Dakota. And the
only sure way of doing it would be going clear
through to the other wall?

Mr. Severup. I wouldn't go that far.

Mr, YaTes, Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)

Mr. Axprews of North Dakota. Here is a
chart of the design of this building and the
floor plan. How far back would you have
to clear out in your judgment as one of the
top engineers in order to restore the wall
that we now have in place?

Mr. Severup. I hesitate to answer that
question because of this: I will have to
analyze the strength we could get from along
this line——

Mr. Anprews of North Dakota. Here is a
full-scale blueprint. What would you have
to do——

Mr. SeveruDp, It is not that simple. From
the standpoint of good engineering and econ-
omy we would have to utilize to the full
extent any situation where you can gain
depth against lateral support. It would take
somewhat of a study.

Mr, AnprEws of North Dakota. This would
have to be done before you could begin to
replace those sandstones with marble or new
sandstone or whatever it is. You would have
to go back at least one room,

Mr. Severup. Naturally.

Mr. STraTTON. You said it would take some-
thing of a study before you could answer
that, did you not?

Mr. SEveErUD. Yes.

Mr. StraTToN. In other words, the detailed
study of just what would have to be done
has not really been made yet, has 1t?

Mr. Severup, I would say it would take one
room and you can work it out close enough.
That is the minimum.
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Mr. StraTTON. YOour statement there was a
rather interesting one because this is the
point I have been making, that nobody has
ever really studied this thing carefully and
in detail. You just admitted that before you
could give an intelligent answer to Mr. An-
drews' question you would have to make a
little study, more detailed than just answer-
ing questions In a conference room of this
kind.

Mr. Severup. Obviously the minimum
would be one room.

If we don’t have to go beyond this you
could take advantage of the absolute mini-
mum, which is one room,

Mr. AnDREWs of North Dakota. This is on
the basis of the study which already has
been made and the facts you already have
at your disposal?

Mr. SEVERUD, Yes.

Mr. StrarToN. You spoke about yourself
and Mr. Mueser examining this data about
the condition of the building, Is this a study
that you made which is somewhere on paper?
Does it involve certain conclusions or is this
Just something that you concluded in your
head?

Mr. SEVERUD. We had a big conference
among the team. The team includes the
Architect and we the Engineers. We do our
own engineering, but to protect the client we
often welcome & foundation expert. We really
don’'t need it.

In this case the team was Mueser, myself,
and the Architect.

Mr. STraTTON. Which architeet? The Archi-
tect of the Capitol?

Mr. SEVERUD. The Assoclate Architect.

Mr. StraTTON. Mr Campioli?

Mr SevERUD. He was frequently at the con-
ferences, but the conferences were among
Bill Mueser, the Architect, and myself.

Mr. STrATTON. You say the client. Who was
your client?

Mr SEVERUD. My client is the Architect.

Mr. STrATTON. Who is the Architect?

Mr SEverUD. Alfred Poor and Associates.

Mr SrearroN. You are working for Mr.
Poor?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes,

Mr. StratTOoN For whom is he working?

Mr. Severvp. He 1s working for the Gov-
ernment.

Mr StratronN. He is working for the Archi-
tect of the Capitol. Is that correct?

Mr. SeverUD. I don't know. My contact is
with him.

Mr. StraTTON. He Is paying you, then? Is
that right?

Mr. SeveruD. Right.

Mr, StrarroN. May I ask how much you
are being paid?

Mr. Severvp. Normally we get half of one
percent of the total cost of the building.
That is it roughly.

In this case, this is very complicated and
we always lose money. In fluctuations like
this we can never get the fee to cover it.

Mr. StrATTON. What were you engaged to
do and what was Mr. Poor doing?

Mr. Severvup. Mr. Poor, then, was——

Mr, StraTTON. What was his mission?

Mr, Severvp. To carry on the details with
the owner and make various plans for sub-
mission for approval, and he works with us
very intimately. We get together and find out
how these plans lend themselves structur-
ally-

Mr. StratTON. Let us not put it in general
terms. Mr. Poor is developing the detalled
specifications for this four and a half acre
extension of the Capitol. Is that not correct?

Mr. Severup. Architecturally, yes.

Mr. StraTrroN. Architecturally?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. StrarToN. And he hired you to perform
certain engineering studles In connection
with that job; is that correet?

Mr. Severvp. That is right.

Mr. StratroN. O.E. So you are working for
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somebody who is in the process of extending
the Capitol?

Mr. Severup. Right.

Mr. Stearron. He never said to you “Mr.
Severud, we are not sure whether we want to
extend it or not. Maybe we won't.”? In fact,
I wasn't aware that Alfred Poor had any con-
tract for extending the Capitol. This is the
first time I heard about it. I thought we were
questioning whether we were going to spend
some money to hire somebody to draw up
detailed plans and specifications for such an
extension. So this is a very interesting piece
of information. But he never said to you “I
would like to have you take a frank look at
that and tell me whether it should be ex-
tended or not™?

Mr. SEverUD. Of course he did.

Mr, StraTTON. He did?

Mr. SEVERUD. Sure.

Mr. STraTTON. YOou mean, he suggested that
you might determine whether perhaps the
job that he was embarked on should not be
undertaken in the first place?

Mr. Severup. Naturally, because that is in
the cards, We knew the controversy and all
that——

Mr. STRATTON. I see

Mr. Severup. So that we had to analyze it
very carefully.

Mr. StraTrTON. So what was your assign-
ment then?

Mr. Severvp. My assignment was to get to-
gether with Bill Mueser as far as the founda-
tions are concerned, and I took care of the
structure to determine on the basis of the
information that we had received, the report
from Dr. Clair, and our own investigations—
I had one of my partners down there and
we had done the East Extension and we knew
all the——

Mr. StraTTON. But what were you trying to
do? What did he tell you tc do?

Mr. Severup. To determine if restoration
would be possible.

Mr. StrarToN. To determine if restoration
would be possible?

Mr. Severup. Right. It is obvious. It would
be ridiculous if he didn't because that was
the controversy at the time.

Mr. Stearron. I wouldn't agree that Just
because it is ridiculous it is therefore some-
thing that wouldn't be undertaken.

Now, did you submit a report to Alfred
Poor and Associates on your conclusions on
this study, or are you still in the process of
making the study?

Mr. SeverUn. We don't make reports, nor-
mally.

Mr. StraTTON. You don't make reports?

Mr. SEVERUD. No. We settle it in conference.
We don't have these experts——

Mr, STraTTON. When were you engaged to
undertake this duty?

Mr. SEveruDp. From the beginning, I don't
remember when the job started, but from
the very beginning Alfred Poor called me.

Mr. STrRATTON. Are you talking about last
fall? Are you talking about 1963, or what?

Mr. Severup. Maybe Mr. Campioll would
know.

Mr. Campiorr. It was In 19685 after Dr.
Clair's report.

Mr., STRATTON. You have been an employee
of Poor Associates since 1965?

Mr. SEVERUD. An associate. We are not em-
ployed.

Mr. CampioLL. A consultant.

Mr. StraTTON. A Consultant?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. StratTOoN. At what time did you con-
clude that this extension was not possible?

Mr. Severup., Well, we had various con-
ference and we were very conscious of the
American Institute of Architects. We had
correspondence with the American Insti-
tute to find out why they took such a posi-

tion, From the beginning that was, of course,
the basic decision that had to be made.

Mr. StraTTON. I am just trying to find out,
Mr. Severud, how long it took you to make
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this study. You were hired in 1965. When
did you conclude that it was not necessary,
that it was not feasible, to restore the West
Front or to renovate and repsair it as we are
talking about, but that it had to be ex-
tended?

Mr. Severvp. It didn't take me long.

Mr. STRATTON. Well, two months, two days?

Mr. SEvERUD. No.

Mr. SteaTTON. Half an hour?

Mr. SeEverUDp. As you can Imagine, as a
senior partner in a big firm, I don't spend
Jjust my full time on one job. So that I had
one of my partners attending the confer-
ences. On the Important conferences, I was
there personally. We had many discussions
between Mr. Poor and myself personally. As
a result, it might have taken, I would say,
just a few weeks because we had the experi-
ence on the other job.

Mr. StraTroN. What other job?

Mr. Severup. The East Front.

Mr. Yares. The East Front?

Mr. Severvp,. The East Front.

Mr, StratTON. YOoUu were also Involved in
that?

Mr, SEveErRUD. Sure.

Mr. Stratron. With Poor and Associates?

Mr. SEVErRUD. Yes. We had to make the same
decision at that time.

Mr. StrarToN. Then you are not really as
dispassionate a witness in this case, are you,
since you have been connected with this firm
not only since 1965 but on the East Front?

Mr. Severup, I—what difference does that
make?

Mr, STrarTON, Pardon me?

Mr. Severup. I don't see that that makes
any difference.

Mr. StraTTON. I don’t know whether it does
or not, but I think it is something that cer-
tainly hasn't been brought out in this dis-
cussion before, because Mr. Yates, I know,
mentioned on the Floor that an outstand-
ing expert in engineering had been discovered
and he had just rendered basically an inde-
pendent judgment which supported the—

Mr. Yares., That isn't what I said at all.
You are interpreting—you are not interpret-
ing correctly.

Mr. StraTTOoN. You sald he was a consult-
ant. I had assumed this was something that
was very recent.

Mr. Yares. I said on the Floor that I had
called the office of the American Institute
of Architects and asked them for the name
of a person in whom they would have con-
fidence to make the study that it wanted to
see whether restoration was possible.

Mr. StraTTON. That Is right.

Mr. YaTeEs. The AIA, called me and gave
me a list of six names of firms whom it felt
were qualified to make the study. Mr. Seve-
rud's name led all the rest. His name was
number one on the AIA's list, and frankly,
I am somewhat surprised now that they are
rejecting him. I said on the floor, too, I
thought the Architect deserved some Brownie
points because he had had the good sense to
hire the man that the American Institute of
Architects said was the outstanding struc-
tural engineer in the country for this job.

Mr. Anprews. That is right. I remember
that.

Mr. Yates. That is what I said on the floor.
Check the record. I think my memory is
better on this point than yours.

Mr. STRATTON, You didn't indicate that he
had been——

Mr. ANDREWS. Let’s proceed in order, gentle-
men.

Mr. YaTes. Mr, Severud, in connection with
your retainer by Mr. Poor, was it your job
to advise Mr. Poor as to what should be done?
As a part of that retainer did you have the
responsibility of recommending to him that
the wall could be restored if in fact it could
be restored, that it should be extended if it
had to be extended?

Mr, SeveErUD, Yes, sir,
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Mr. Yates. In other words, you had to deter-
mine what was the best way to handle the
problem of the deteriorating wall?

Mr. SEvervn. That is right.

Mr. Yates. Well, that answer is clear
enough.

Mr. StratroN. Could I just develop these
two points, because I think this is the key
to the question here. That is, if you want me
to participate in this.

Mr, YaTes. Sam, I am glad to have you par-
ticipate, but I don’t think that you ought
to be throwing slurs around against these
people.

Mr, SrraTTON. I am certainly not throwing
any kind of slurs.

Mr. Yares. You are. You are saylng they
are biased.

Mr, StraTroN. Well, if a fellow is working
for somebody for four years I would
think

Mr, Yates. This man has been working all
over the world. He doesn't meed this job
even if it is an important one. He has been
working all over the world. This isn't the
only job your office has, is it?

Mr. AnprEws, Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr, ANDREWS. On the record.

Mr. Yares. Mr. Severud, specifically, is it
possible to have a restoration of this wall?

Mr. SeveruD. If you gut the interior.

Mr. YaTes. What does that mean?

Mr, Severup, It means at least——

Mr. Yares. Will you take that chart and
show what that means?

Mr. StraTTON. Would vou let me ask a
couple of questions first, because this 1s the
kind of thing, the very thing that I objected
to before.

Mr. YaTreEs. What?

Mr. STrRATTON. What we have here now is
Jjust question and answer, and not a detalled
study. I am frying to pin down what kind
of study he has actually done and what kind
of a study would be required.

Mr. Awprews. I think he answered those
questlons.

Mr. SEvErup. It is plain enough. You need
lateral support, you have to get it from the
outslde or from the inside, it is just as sim-
ple as that. What do you need a study for?

Mr. YaTeES. You say you don't need another
study?

Mr. SEvervp. No.

Mr. YaTes. Tell me why you don’t need an-
other study.

Mr. Severvup. Because, first of all, if It is
found that the gutting of these walls is
necessary it would be ridiculous to spend
the amount of money to go into every little
detail. It does take a lot of study if you want
to really do it, to provide the lateral support
at the edge where you come to the old con-
struction, so that if you have to study every
little detail it is quite a chore. But to say
that—just as we realize a certain extension
on the outside gives it support, so we could
BAY:

Mr. YaTes. Suppose you were told, Mr.
Severud, that we wanted a restoration and
wanted to avold an extenslon if that were
possible. Suppose it were decided to have a
restoration, that the question of extension
of the wall of the Capitol was not involved.
Would you have to make a study in order
to do that?

Mr. Severup. I could accept it and go
through with it; if I were allowed to gut the
interior I could do it.

Mr. StraTTON. Could I ask this question:
You sald, did you not, that it just took your
firm a few weeks after you were engaged
to conclude, as I understand it, that the con-
clusion which Dr. Clair had come up with,
namely, that reconstruction of the West Wall
was not feasible, was the correct conclusion?

Mr. SevErvuD. Yes.

Mr. STmatTON. That was the conclusion
that you arrived at?

Mr, Severup. We studied his five volumes
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and it gave us enough within that short
period of time.

Mr. StraTTON. DO you have documents in
your files that could be assembled to put
down on paper some of the things that you
are telling this committee here?

Mr. SevErUD. We can't afford to go through
all of that on every job, it would be im-
possible.

Mr. YaTtes. What do you mean by “can't
afford to™?

Mr. StratToN, The Senate of the United
States and also myself, along with 164 other
Members of the House felt that it would be
desirable before we embark on a 870 million
spending job to spend a little money for a
cost and feasibility study. We are all laymen
in the House; we are not experts. We would
like to know the reasons, not take it as
somebody's conclusions, why we should do
one thing rather than another. We were pre-
pared in the House to spend $100,000 and the
Senate is prepared to spend $250,000 for a
study that would examine some of these
things. Now, here is a chance for you to pick
up a little easy money, I would think, be-
cause you have already studied at least part
of this question, you say, and If the Congress
of the United States would feel a little bit
better about it before spending $45 million
or $60 million or §70 million they could read
in your studies some of these arguments
which Mr. Clair’s studies never did give us,
and that might be helpful., Now, could you
go back and assemble for $250,000 some of
these documents and put them together and
write them in such a way that a layman like
myself could understand them?

Mr., Severvp. Wouldn't it be better to get
another engineer?

Mr. StrarTOoN. Well, I don't know, But you
say you have done this study and you just
have not committed it to paper? Perhaps you
are right; the study should be an independ-
ent one.

Mr, Severup. I would think that since that
question has come up it would be much bet-
better to have an independent engineer,
otherwise others may object the same as you
object to me being in the picture.

Mr, StrarTON. The thing that disturbs me,
Mr. Severud, is that this particular job has
never been done, to my knowledge.

Mr. Yares. It has not been done to your
satisfaction, not to your knowledge.

Mr. ANprREWS. Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. StRATTON. May I ask, Mr, Severud,
whether your study, this one that you com-
pleted, also examined what would be the
best and the simplest and the cheapest way
of protecting this wall that you say cannot
be restored In place but needs some kind of
lateral support?

Mr. Severup. Well, that Is exactly what
we did.

Mr. SBtraTroN. Is it your position that the
only possible way of keeping this wall from
falling down is to extend it by 44 feet?

Mr. SEVERUD. No; gut the interior and give
the same lateral support on the inside as you
would on the outside. These are the two al-
ternatives. In my opinion, that is the only
Way.

Mr. Casey. Will the gentleman yield at that
point, please?

Mr. STRATTON. Yes.

Mr. CasEY. As an engineer, you are not con-
cerned with how many rooms or such as that
they put on the extension, are you?

Mr. SEverup. No,

Mr. CasEY. As an engineer, you are con-
cerned with the lateral support and you fig-
ure the best method of lateral support is
from the outside instead of inside, because
you would have to gut those rooms?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr, Casey. Now, then, what is the mini-
mum amount of lateral support? How far
would you have to go out?

Mr. Severup. We could probably do it with
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one room. That would be the absolute min-
imum.

Mr. Casgy. One room?

Mr. StrarroN. Couldn't you do it with a
few metal supports right on the outside?

Mr. SEverup. Those are toothpicks. We are
dealing with tremendous forces here. We
can't just put a toothpick to them.

Mr. ANpREWS. Answer him yes or no.

Mr. SEVErRUD. No; impossible.

Mr. STRaTTON. You couldn't do it with steel
girders——

Mr, SEVERUD. Yes,

Mr, STraTTON. That are standing in place?

Mr. SEVERUD. As we discussed this morning,
we could probably do it with 15-foot pilaster,
reenforced concrete, with a footing and piles
under it at each of these places.

Mr. StraTTON. Fifteen feet out, you mean?

Mr. SEVERUD, Yes, 15 feet out, the height of
the building—probably the whole height of
the building.

Mr. Yares. If you don’'t—if you do that.
don’t you change she architectural charac-
ter of the building?

Mr. SEVERUD. Of course.

Mr. StrarTON. You could do what you did
in the East Front, which is to reproduce
what you had rather than to change it?
You could do that, couldn't you?

Mr. SEVERUD. But then the interior walls
may pop at any time.

Mr. STRATTON. No, no, The East Front was
extended 34 feet.

Mr. CaMPIOLI. 321; feet.

Mr. StraTTON. In that rase you reproduced
exactly out there in marble what you had
back here In sandstone. llow, you could go
out 15 feet from the present West Front and
reproduce exactly either in sandstone from
Virginia or marble what you have here
presently, couldn’t you, as far as preventing
the collapse is concerned?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. ANpREWS. Mr. Campioli has something
to add.

Mr, CampioLl. You cannot make that state-
ment unequivocally. If you come out 15 feet
here you have to come out 15 feet along
here, along here, and here and here (indi-
cating) and you would no longer have a re-
production of the existing building because
this is what you would have—(indicating) —
something like this. This central wing, in-
stead of being that wide, would be 30 feet
wider, 15 feet added on each side. This wing
instead of belng on that location would then
he over here. The courtyards instead of being
44 feet wide would be only 29 feet wide. So
you would no longer have a reproduction of
the original architecture.

Mr. Yartes. Do you concur with that, Mr.
Severud?

Mr. Severup. Yes; that is a possibility, I
believe.

Mr. YaTes. You mean, this is a possibility.
Would it not alter the entire appearance of
the Capitol?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes,

Mr. Yates. By going out 15 feet from each
portion of the wall?

Mr, SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. Yates. It would be a parallel to the
existing wall but it would be out 15 feet. This
proposed 15-foot wall would have to be
built the height of the building; is that
correct?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes.

Mr. StraTrON. Well, now, I don't accept
this. What I understand that Mr. Campioli
is trying to say is that the only way you can
brace up this wall is to extend this section
all the way out here?

Mr. CamproLr. To beyond that point (in-
dicating).

Mr. STRATTON. You don't have to go beyond
the point.

Mr, CampioLI. Yes, you do.

Mr. STRATTON. Because if you are bracing
this wall you can go right out there.

Mr. CaAMPIOLI. Well, except that you would
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have an exposed corner join there where you
can't get an adequate expansion joint. You
have to overlap this portion here and come
out beyond that point (indicating) so that
when you come right out this way and de-
velop a buttress here you have a joint that
is away from the existing sandstone corner
of the west central wing.

Mr. StrarroN. Even If you do that, ac-
cepting this—and I won't accept it without
a little bit more anaylsis than what we have
here—you still don't have to go more than
15 feet out there, do you?

Mr. Severup. No; I think we could handle
it.

Mr. Anprews. Dr. Clair, do you have a
statement you want to make in connection
with this?

Dr. Cram, You are developing here into
architecture which I refuse to comment on.
Of course, it seems to me obvious that is
an architectural question.

Mr. AnprEwS. Let me ask you this final
question and then we will adjourn the com-
mittee and go answer the roll call: Is it
your professional opinion that the proper
thing to do is to give thls West Front lat-
eral support which means extending the
West Front?

Dr. Cramm. It means you have an exten-
sion of the West Front in order to do it.

Mr. AnprEwS. That is my question.

Dr. Cram. Of course you have to have it.

Mr. AnpreEws, Lateral support means ex-
tending the West Front?

Dr. Cram. And I am not saying how far. I
am just saying you have to extend it.

Mr. ANprREWS. Mr. Severud, is that your
opinion?

Mr. SEvErUD. Yes.

Dr. Cram. I think that is what we agree on.

Mr. Anprews. Now, the question of how
far an extension, and so forth, is an architec-
tural question?

Dr. Cram. That is an architectural ques-
tion.

Mr. Yates. Structurally, in order to have
the type of restoration here, would you have
to vacate all these rooms (indicating) the
rooms Indicated on that chart, in order to
have a restoration? You were indicating yes?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes,

Mr. Yares. May I return to meaning of
restoration. What is meant by restoration?
We couldn't just have the same wall, could
you? Wouldn't you have to rebuild the wall
if a restoration were ordered?

Mr. SEveruD, Yes,

Mr. Yares. What would you have to do in
that event?

Mr. Severup. Well, T would say that is
something Dr. Clalr can answer better be-
cause It is a question of removing certain
stones, removing stones above that, and even
50, with the evidence of the stresses In the
wall, as indicated by the falling of that plece
of the cornice, It is a dangerous thing, I
venture to say it would be hard to do it
without an accident.

Dr. Cramr. You have to remove the archi-
trave and rebuild it, there is no gquestion
about that whatsoever. You have to remove
many of the arch stones and you have got to
remove many of the stones already fractured.
You have a wall then that is going to look
like blazes but that is an architectural ques-
tion. You are talking now on the structural
aspect, what you have to do structurally;
is that right?

Mr. Yares. Yes, that is right. Would you
have to reconstruct that wall even with the
so-called restoration?

Dr. Cramr. You could hardly end up with-
out removing at least 30 or 40 percent of
the wall.

Mr. ANprews. Take the blocks out and see
in what condition they are in?

Dr. Cram. To see what your condition is,
yes.

Mr. Anprews. And put them back?

Dr. Cram. As soon as you take one out you
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are usually in trouble with another one, and
80 on.

Mr. CasEy. In the meantime the roof falls
in on some workingman,

Mr. Awprews. I don’t want to be around
here when that thing collapses.

Mr. Yares. How difficult a process is this,
shoring this up?

Mr. Sgverup. The main difficulty is in the
borderline between what is gutted and what
remains,

Mr. YaTes, What can happen?

Mr. Severup. You have to be able to take
the lateral thrust before you gut the build-
ing. That requires ingenuity. It can be done.
We did part of that in the East Front. We
had to cut an opening in these arches. So
we know it could be dome but it would re-
quire shoring that would go beyond some of
these rooms, the gutted portion, some of
those would have to be vacated.

Mr. Yares. Have you any idea what the
cost of that is likely to be?

Mr. Severup. I have burned my fingers on
s0 many costs that I don't quote them any
more.

Mr. Anprews. Let me ask you one final
question: When you were called In for pro-
fessional advice on this West Front matter
were you given a free cholce to recommend
restoration or extension?

Mr. SEVERUD. Yes, sir.

Mr. AnprEews. And your recommendation
was extension?

Mr. Severup. Without hesitancy.

Mr. ANpREWS. There was no pressure put on
you?

Mr. SEVERUD. No.

Mr. Anprews. No coercion?

Mr. SEVERUD. No, sir.

Mr. AnprEws. Your recommendation for
extension is your own free will recommenda-
tion based on your professional knowledge as
one of the outstanding engineers in this
country?

Mr. SEvErUD. And without the shadow of a
doubt.

Mr. StratTOoN. Just so you don’t put any
words in his mouth, Mr. Chairman, this is
an extension up to 15 feet? You didn't neces-
sarily maintain that the only way you could
do the extension job was to go out 44 feet
and put in all of the various appurtenances
that are involved in the project which the
architect of the Capitol has recommended.

Mr. SBeverUD. That 1s right?

Mr, YaTES. That is an architectural ques-
tion.

Mr. Avprews. Dr. Clair, I want to ask you
the same questions I asked him about your
professional opinion. You heard that ques-
tion, did you not?

Dr. Cram. My answer is the same as his, I
want to reiterate, and I sent something in
this letter so that it is in writing, I say to you
as I said to the architectural group: If you
don't like what I wrote you go and write
your own reply.

Mr. Anprews. That Is a good statement.

The committee is adjourned.

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

Mr. YATES. 1yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentleman
yielding and I appreciate the statement
the gentleman has just made.

May I ask the gentleman if this ac-
counts for the increase in the confer-
ence report over that of either body in
the funding for the Architect of the
Capitol?

Mr. YATES. Yes, I think that is the
reason for the increase.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman.

Secondly, may I ask him if the fund-
ing here for the Library of Congress in-
volves the new so-called Madison Li-
brary?
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Mr. YATES. I will say to the gentle-
man that there are no such funds in dis-
agreement in the conference report.

Mr. HALL, May I ask the same ques-
tion about the Government Printing Of-
fice—the item of $40,000,000; does that
involve either land acquisition or a new
building for the Government Printing
Office?

Mr. YATES. I am quite sure that it
does not.

Mr. HALL. Finally, may I ask about the
General Accounting Office—the item of
$63,000,000; is there a new building or
land acquisition involved in that area?

Mr. YATES. There is no new building
or land acquisition involved in that. Our
committee was concerned with the neces-
sity of having adequate supervision over
the enormous budget of the Department
oi Defense by the General Accounting
Office. A significant portion of the figure
that the gentleman read would go toward
a new organization in the General Ac-
counting Office to provide adequate re-
view of the operations of that depart-
ment.

Mr. HALL. In other words, it is an op-
era.;.lons matter and not brick and mor-
tar

Mr. YATES. That is right.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman.

(Mr. YATES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. STRATTON).

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, as per-
haps the principal opponent in the House
of the proposal for extending the west
front of the Capitol in the elaborate
manner outlined in so-called plan 4, I
would like to comment on this conference
report and also to express my apprecia-
tion to the distinguished gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. ANDREWS), the chairman
of the subcommittee, and the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois (M.
Yartes), for their courtesy in inviting me
to sit in with the subcommittee when this
matter of restoration, repair, and so
forth, versus extension was explored in
some detail.

I understand that the gentleman from
Illinois has received unanimous consent
to include in the Recorp today the text
of the transeript of that hearing, and I
believe it will bear out some of the points
that I want to try to summarize very
quickly in my remarks.

I am not sure that the gentleman from
Alabama and the gentleman from Illinois
would agree with all of the conclusions
that I would draw from that hearing, but
basically I think these are the main
points:

First, the hearing supported my con-
tention that there was never any study
made of the reasons for extending the
Capitol vis-a-vis simply repairing it and
renovating it. Dr. Clair, who made the
original detailed study which has been
so frequently referred to, agreed—and
the text that the gentleman from Illinois
has put in the Recorp will bear this out—
that he had arrived at that conclusion
himself but did not include the reasoning
behind that conclusion in his study. I
think for most of us, however, before we
embark on a $60-, $70-, or even a $45-
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million spending program, we would first
like to know the reasons why it is desir-
able and not just the conelusion.

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

Mr. STRATTON. I yield briefly to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman remem-
bers that in the testimony it was pointed
out that the report gave sufficient in-
formation so that an engineer could draw
his conclusions from that. That appears
in the transcript and will supplement
the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. STRATTON. That is true, but we
in this body are not engineers and, as
I sald a moment ago, I think before we
here embark upon a $45 million spend-
ing program or more likely $60 million or
$70 million, I think we, as the people’s
representatives, ought to have reasons
that would make sense to us and not
merely those that would make sense just
to professional engineers.

Second, Mr. Severud, who is the ex-
pert referred to by the gentleman from
Illinois in his very eloguent presenta-
tion here several weeks ago before a
hushed and spell-bound Chamber, also
appeared at this hearing. He is asso-
ciated with the architectural firm of
Poor, and he was quite frank in ad-
mitting that he has not only been asso-
ciated with them in connection with the
preparation of the west front extension
but had also been associated with them
on the extension of the east front.

Frankly, I was impressed with him.
He seems to be a competent engineer. He
said himself that he made a study on his
own and concluded that it would not be
desirable to restore or to repair the west
front but that extension would be better,
but he himself agreed that this study of
his had not been placed on paper. And
when I said, “Well, we in the House and
Senate would like to have your reason-
ing; could you not put it on paper for
$250,000, since that is what the other
body wants to spend for this study?”
Very honestly and candidly he said, “I
think you ought to have an independent
engineer do that job. I have been too
closely associated with the extension
project.”

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield at that point?

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. As the gentleman knows,
as a result of the conference, the study
will be made by an independent firm,

Mr, STRATTON. I am going to get to
all of those questions, I will say to my
friend. I am frying to summarize what I
take to be the results of our conference.

Mr. YATES. I was trying to help the
gentleman.

Mr. STRATTON. The gentleman is al-
ways helpful.

Mr, Severud did not specifically say
that the restoration or repair and reno-
vation, which I would call it, was im-
possible. He said it could be done, but he
said he felt himself such a job would re-
quire the emptying of certain rooms ad-
jacent to the west front of the Capitol
for a longer period than would be de-
sirable and that he himself was in favor
of an extension because it would supply
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the necessary lateral support from the
outside.

However, he also said—and I thought
this was another rather frank admis-
sion—that we do not have to go 88 feet
out from the old wall to get the neces-
sary support, or even 44 feet. All we have
to go is 15 feet.

He further said that in order to get
the support he felt was necessary to keep
the wall from falling down, we do not
have to include all the escalators, res-
taurants, movie theaters, and lavatories
that are included in extension plan No. 2,
which has been before us for some time.

So on the basis of this rather frank
statement, which I felt presented the
situation more clearly than I had ever
had it presented to me before, we have
now before us the conference agreement
which does provide for the study which
many of us have been asking for, to
examine exactly what needs to be done
to repair and restore the building, and
how much it would cost.

Mr. Severud's comments on repair
versus extension to which I have already
alluded, are of course his own. They do
not represent a formal study. This is
what we are now going to get: An in-
dependent study, as the gentleman from
Illinois says, within a period of 6 months
before the $2 million for plans and

specifications of the familiar extension
plan provided in the conference report
will be available for spending.

The conference version also specifies
certain steps which this restoration study
has got to meet. Frankly, I think they are
a little strict, but we cannot get every-

thing, I guess, in a conference agree-
ment. They provide, for example, that
the cost of repair cannot exceed $15 mil-
lion. That is only one-third of the ex-
pected cost of the extension. If we could
get restoration for $30 million and save
the taxpayers $15 million, I think it
would still be very much warranted.

It also provides there should not be
any more requirement to vacate spaces
in the west side of the Capitol during
restoration than would be required in
extension. It requires further that the
plan would have to put the building in
as sound a condition for the foreseeable
future as would extension.

As I say, I think some of these require-
ments are perhaps a little strict, but I
would be prepared to live with them.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I think it might be well for
the Recorp and for the Members of the
House to point out these five specifics
were not put in there by those who favor
extension. The were suggested by the
champion of restoration, the senior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, in the conference,
and we went along with his suggestion.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, not
being a member of the conference, of
course, I would have to yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin as being the cham-
pion of restoration within the confer-
ence committee, and he, of course, has
done a very effective job, I am well aware
of the points the gentleman makes.

I still say, however, that I think they
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are a little strict, but they are a vast
improvement over what we have had
before.

The way this works out is that the
study will have to be done within 6
months, and then it will be presented to
the Commission on Extension of the Cap-
itol, made up of the Speaker and the
Majority Leader and the Vice President
and the Architect of the Capitol, and the
leaders from the other body. And they
will have one thing first of all to deter-
mine: whether the study meets the stiff
requirements set out in the conference
report to which I have just alluded.

Very frankly, I wish we were not giving
as much authority to the Commission on
the Extension of the Capitol. I think this
has been one of the problems in this
whole matter of the extension of both
the East Front and the West Front, the
fact that previous Congresses have dele-
gated too much authority to this com-
mission, and as a result we have not had
a chance to analyze their decisions.

Secondly, if this particular jury—
which does have, as I understand it now,
some members now who favor restora-
tion, but a majority of them are still in
favor of the extension plan No. 2—de-
cides that fhe independent study does
not meet all the requirements, the $15
million, for example, the vacating of
space, the soundness structurally, and so
on, then the Commission is free to begin
immediately with extension plan No. 2.
And they alone will be the judge.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I yield the gentleman 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to be able to tell the House how fair the
gentleman has been, and I hope to be
able to do it in the time that has been
vielded to me.

As I say, not only are the Commission
members the ones to be the judge, but
if they decide the restoration study does
not meet the requirements, then the
commission majority certainly leans
strongly toward extension and they can
then move immediately to plan No. 2
without any opportunity to come back
to the House and say, “We have to ex-
tend but perhaps it would be better to
extend by only 15 feet instead of going
out 88 feet, as Mr. Severud, the engineer,
indicated would be the minimum in re-
quirements.”

It does seem to me, regardless of
whether the study does or does not meet
the specifications set out, the matter
still ought to come back to the House to
see whether we can somehow get a
cheaper, simpler, more austere kind of
extension without all the {rills which
would turn the West Front of the Capi-
tol, this sacred and historic shrine of
democraecy, into a kind of Washington
version of Disneyland.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I wish to point out, as I
am sure the gentleman knows, two Mem-
bers of the Commission from the other
body voted in favor of restoration and
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would be in a position, if they did not
agree with the majority of the Members,
to file minority views.

Mr. STRATTON, That is true. On the
other hand, three still is bigger than two.

Let me say that while these two points
disturb me and while I believe the House
probably made a mistake in turning over
as much power as it did to the Commis-
sion on the extension of the Capitol, in
the first place, there are several practical
remedies which will still be available to
us.

In the first place, it is going to take
6 months for this study to be completed.
By that time we will be well into calendar
year 1870 and presumably, if we do better
than we have done this year, we will also
be well into the legislative appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1971. Even if the mem-
bers of the Commission do not believe
that the study meets their requirements
the text of the study would be a public
document, available to all Members of
the House. So I believe it would be pos-
sible for Members of the House, when
the legislative branch appropriation bill
for 1971 comes up, to override the recom-
mendations of the Commission and to
require that instead of proceeding with
extension plan No. 2 we come up with
some alternative and cheaper plan.

In view of this practical opportunity
that is given by this conference report to
Members of the House like myself and
the other 164 Members who voted with
me when we had this issue before us,
we are probably protected better under
this conference report than we have ever
been protected before.

Since we will now have a study, an
independent study, I do believe that it
will now be possible to consider the ques-
tion of whether we have to have this
kind of Howard Johnson Restaurant on
the west front of the Capitol, and wheth-
er we have to destroy the Olmsted Ter-
races, and whether we have to deface
the present west front architecture and
come up with a poor man’'s imitation of
the east front. I believe we probably
would have an opportunity to argue all
these questions before the $2 million
which is appropriated here will actually
be obligated in 1971.

In the few minutes which remain I
want to reiterate my expression of es-
teem for the gentleman from Alabama,
as I promised to do. He has been emi-
nently fair with me. I believe the record
of the hearings will show I was perhaps
a rather rough interrogator of some
of the witnesses who appeared before his
subcommittee. But we did have an oppor-
tunity, I believe, to explore some of the
basic issues, and I do appreciate being
included in those deliberations.

Considering our failure to win a ma-
Jjority in the House, I believe the confer-
ence report does represent a livable and
viable alternative.

I want to thank the chairman and the
other members of the Committee for
coming up with the recommendation
they have come up with.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois,

Mr. YATES. I commend the gentle-
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man for the fight he has put on in the
House over the years to have a study
made as to the possibility of having res-
toration. In great measure I believe the
study authorized by this conference is
attributable to the eloguence of the
gentleman and his determination. And, I
think that this committee had the gentle-
man very much in mind in coming to
the conclusion that a study should be
made.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS IMN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the first amendment in dis-
agreement.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, inasmuch as the amendments
numbered 1 through 34 pertain solely
to housekeeping operations of the other
body and amendments 39 through 41
pertain to the other body, the longstand-
ing practice has been that we leave those
matters to the other body. Therefore, in
order to save time, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senate amendments numbered
1 through 34 and Nos. 39 through 41 be
considered en bloe.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Alabama?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

SENATE
COMPENSATION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND

SENATORS, MILEAGE OF THE PRESIDENT OF

THE SENATE AND SENATORS, AND EXPENSE

ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND

LEADERS OF THE SENATE

COMPENSATION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND

SENATORS

For compensation of the Vice President

and Senators of the United States, $4,685,530,

MILEAGE OF PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE AND OF
SENATORS

For mileage of the President of the Sen-
ate and of Senators, $68,370.

EXPENSE ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESIDENT,
AND MAJORITY AND MINORITY LEADERS

For expense allowance of the Vice Presi-
dent, $10,000; Majority Leader of the Senate,
$3,000; and Minority Leader of the Senate,
$3,000; in all, $16,000.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation of officers, employees,
clerks to Senators, and others as authorized
by law, including agency contributions and
longevity compensation as authorized, which
shall be paid from this appropriation with-
out regard to the below limitations, as fol-
lows:

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

For clerical assistance to the Vice Presi-

dent, $281,187.

OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY

LEADERS

For offices of the majority leader and the
minority leader, $106,930: Provided, That ef-
fective November 1, 1968, the respective lead-
ers may each appoint and fix the compensa-
tion of an administrative assistant at not
to exceed $31,317 per annum, a legislative as-
sistant at not to exceed $28,908 per annum,
an executive secretary at not to exceed $15,-
111 per annum, and a clerical assistant at
not to exceed $12,921 per annum in lleu of
the positions heretofore authorized by Sen-
ate Resolution 158, agreed to December 8,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

1941, Public Law 86-30, approved May 20,
1959, and Senate Resolution 240, agreed to
January 24, 1952.

OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY
WHIPS

For offices of the majority and minority
whips, $68,730: Provided, That effective No=-
vember 1, 1969, the whips may each appoint
and fix the compensation of an administra-
tive assistant at not to exceed $30,008 per
annum, and an executive secretary at not to
exceed $15,111 per annum.

OFFICE OF THE CHAPLAIN

For office of the Chaplain, $17,185: Pro-
vided, That effective November 1, 1969, the
compensation of the Chaplain shall be $10,-
074 per annum and he shall be subject to
election at the beginning of each Congress:
Provided jfurther. That the Chaplain may
appoint and fix the compensation of a secre-
tary at not to exceed $8,541 per annum.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For Office of the Secretary, $1,675,448,
including $144 673 required for the purpose
specified and authorized by section 74b of
title 2, United States Code: Provided, That
effective November 1, 1968, the BSecretary
may fix the compensation of the Assistant
Secretary at not to exceed $11,826 per annum,
employ and fix the compensation of a Spe-
cial Assistant at not to exceed $10,203 per
annum in lieu of an Assistant at $8,760 per
annum, employ and fix the compensation
of an Editor, Digest at not to exceed $21,024
per annum, an Assistant Editor, Digest at
not to exceed $18,306 per annum, and a Clerk,
Digest at not to exceed $8,541 per annum:
Provided jurther, That, effective November
1, 1969, the Secretary is authorized to ap-
point a Comptroller of the Senate at a sal-
ary of $35,259 per annum, and a Secretary
to the Comptroller at a salary of not to
exceed $12,921 per annum, and the allow-
ance for clerical assistance and readjust-
ment of salaries in the disbursing office is
hereby made available for personnel at such
titles and per annum rates as may be nec-
essary, at no time exceeding an aggregate
of $249,660.

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES

For professional and clerical assistance
to standing committees and the Select Com-
mittee on Small Business, $4,017,014.

CONFERENCE COMMITTEES

For clerical assistance to the Conference
of the Majority, at rates of compensation to
be fixed by the chairman of sald committee,
$115,619.

For clerical assistance to the Conference
of the Minority, at rates of compensation
to be fixed by the chairman of sald com-
mittee, $115,619.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND CLERICAL ASSISTANTS TO
SENATORS

For administrative and clerical assistants
to Senators, $24,656,608: Provided, That the
clerk hire allowance of each Senator from
the State of Connecticut shall be increased
to that allowed Senators from States having
a population of three million, the popula-
tion of sald State having exceeded three
million inhabitants: Provided further, That,
effective November 1, 1969, paragraph (1) of
section 105(d) of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1968, as amended (2 U.B.C.
61-1(d) ), is amended by increasing each of
the amounts in the table therein relating
tn Senators’ clerk hire allowances by $23,652,
and paragraph (2) (i) of such section is
amended to read as follows: (1) the salary
of two employees may be fixed at gross rates
of not more than $23,652 per annum,”.
OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS AND DOORKEEPER

For Office of Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, $4,915009: Provided, That effective
November 1, 1969, the Sergeant at Arms 18
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authorized to employ the following addi-
tional employees: A Systems Programer at
$15,087 per annum, a Production Manager
at 214,454 per annum, an Applications Pro-
gramer at $13,797 per annum, an Operator
at 810,074 per annum, an Operator at $9.417
per annum, and six plainclothesmen, Police
Force, at $8,760 per annum each in lieu of
six Privates at £8,322 per annum each.
OFFICES OF THE SECRETARY FOR THE MAJORITY
AND MINORITY

For the offices of the Secretary for the Ma-
jority and the Secretary for the Minority,
$106,612.

OFFICE OF THE

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL OF THE
SENATE

For salaries and expenses of the Office of

the Senate,

the Legislative Counsel of

$374,100.
PAYMENT TO WIDOW OF DECEASED SENATOR

For payment to Louella Dirksen, widow
of Everett McKinley Dirksen, late a Senator
from the State of Illinois, $49,600.

CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE
SENATE POLICY COMMITTEES

For salaries and expenses of the Majority
Policy Committee and the Minority Policy
Committee, $236,720 for each such Commit-
tee; in all, $473,440.

AUTOMOBILES AND MAINTENANCE

For purchase, exchange, driving, mainte~
nance, and operation of four automobiles,
one for the Vice President, one for the Pres-
ident Pro Tempore, one for the Majority
Leader, and one for the Minority Leader,
$50,880.

FURNITURE

For service and materials in cleaning and
repairing furniture, and for the purchase of
furniture, $31,190: Provided, That the furni-
ture purchased is not available from other
agencies of the Government.

INQUIRIES AND INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses of inquiries and investiga-
tions ordered by the Senate, or conducted
pursuant to section 134(a) of Public Law
601, Seventy-ninth Congress, including
$431,775 for the Committee on Appropria-
tions, to be available also for the purposes
mentioned in Senate Resolution Numbered
193, agreed to October 14, 1043, 86,646,755,
of which amount 6,000 Is hereby made
available for obligations incurred in fiscal
year 1968,

FOLDING DOCUMENTS

For the employment of perspnnel for fold-
ing speeches and pamphlets at a gross rate
of not exceeding $2.82 per hour per person,
$46,356.

MAIL TRANSPORTATION

For maintaining, exchanging, and equip-
ping motor vehicles for carrying the mails
and for official use of the offices of the Sec-
retary and Sergeant at Arms, $16,560.

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

For Miscellaneous Items, exclusive of Ia=-
bor, $5,708,986 Including $497,000 for pay-
ment to the Architect of the Capitol in ac-
cordance with section 4 of Public Law 87-82,
approved July 6, 1961, and $15,000 for ex-
penses of the Commission on Art and An-
tiques of the Senate.

For an additional amount for ‘‘Miscel-
laneous Items, fiscal year 1969", 300,000, to
be derived by transfer from the appropria-
tion “Salaries, officers and employees, Sen-
ate, fiscal year 1969".

POSTAGE STAMPS

For postage stamps for the Offices of the
Secretaries for the Majority and Minority,
$240; and for air mail and special delivery
stamps for the Office of the Secretary, $350;
Office of the Sergeant at Arms, $215; Sena-
tors and the President of the Senate, as au-
thorized by law, $119,328: Provided, That
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the maximum allowance per capita of $960
is increased to $1,066 for the fiscal year 1870
and thereafter: Provided further, That Sen-
ators from States partially or wholly west of
the Mississippi River shall be allowed an
additional $264 each fiscal year; in all,
$120,133.
STATIONARY (REVOLVING FUND)

For stationery for Senators and the Presi-
dent of the Senate, $363,600; and for sta-
tionery for Committees and officers of the
Benate, $14,250; in all, $377.850; Provided,
That effective with the fiscal year 1970 and
thereafter the allowance for stationery for
each Senator and the President of the Sen-
ate shall be at the rate of $3,600 per an-
num; Provided jurther, That section 106 of
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1069 (Public Law 90417, approved July 28,
1868), is hereby made applicable to the
President of the Senate.

COMMUNICATIONS

For an amount for communications which
may be expended interchangeably, in ac-
cordance with such limitations and restric-
tions as may be prescribed by the Committee
on Rules and Administration, for payment
of charges on official telegrams and long-
distance telephone calls made by or on be-
half of Senators or the President of the Sen-
ate, in addition to those otherwise author-
ized, $15,150.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Effective October 1, 1869, the third para-
graph under the heading “Administrative
Provisions” in the appropriations for the
Senate in the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion Act, 1957, as amended (2 U.S.C. 53), Is
amended by striking out “$300" and inserting
in lieu thereof “£400", and by inserting be-
fore the colon preceding the proviso therein
a comma and the following: *“or incurred for
subscriptions to newspapers, magazines, pe-
riodlcals, or clipping or similar services”.

Effective July 1, 1969, the third paragraph
under the heading “Administrative Provi-
slons” in the appropriations for the Senate
in the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1959, as amended (2 U.S.C. 43b), is amended
by striking out the portion thereof relating
to payments from the Contingent Fund of
the Senate and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“The Contingent Fund of the Senate is
hereafter made available for reimbursement
of transportation expenses incurred by Sen-
ators In traveling, on official business, by the
nearest usual route, between Washington,
District of Columbia, and any point in their
home States, for not to exceed twelve round
trips (or the equivalent thereof in one-way
trips) in each fiscal year,”.

Section 6(¢) of the District of Columbia
Traffic Act, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec. 40-603(c) ),
is amended by inserting after “Senate and
House of Representatives,” the words “Comp-
troller of the Senate,”.

The first sentence of the second paragraph
under the heading “Administrative Provi-
slons” in the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion Act, 1962, as amended (2 US.C. 127), is
amended to read as follows: “The contingent
fund of the Senate is hereafter made avail-
able for reimbursement of transportation
expenses incurred in traveling by the nearest
usual route between Washington, District of
Columbia, and any point in the home State
of the Senator involved, for not to exceed
eight round trips made by employees in each
Senator's office In any fiscal year, such pay-
ment to be made only upen vouchers ap-
proved by the Senator containing a certifica-
tion by such Senator that such travel was
performed in line of official duty.” This provi-
slon shall take effect with respect to round
trips commencing on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

No part of any appropriation disbursed by
the Secretary of the Senate shall be avail-
able for payment of compensation to any
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person for any period for which such person
is carried in a leave without pay status from
a position in or under any department or
agency of the Government.
SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS

For maintenance, miscellaneous items and
supplies, including furniture, furnishings,
and equipment, and for labor and material
incident thereto, and repairs thereof; for
purchase of waterproof wearing apparel, and
for personal and other services; including
eight attendants at 81,800 each; for the care
and operation of the Senate Office Bulldings;
including the subway and subway transporta-
tion systems connecting the Senate Office
Buildings with the Capitol; uniforms or al-
lowances therefor as authorized by law (5
U.S.C. 5901-5902), to be expended under the
control and supervision of the Architect of
the Capltol; in all, $3,310,000, of which not
to exceed $35,000 shall be available for ex-
penditure without regard to section 3709 of
the Revised Statutes as amended.

EXTENSION OF ADDITIONAL SENATE OFFICE
BUILDING SITE

To enable the Architect of the Capitol,
under the direction of the Senate Office
Building Commission, to acquire on behalf
of the United States, in addition to the real
property heretofore acquired as a site for an
additional office building for the United
States Senate under the provisions of the
Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, 19048,
approved June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 1028) and
Public Law 85-591, approved August 6, 1958
{72 Stat. 495-496), by purchase, condemna-
tion, transfer, or otherwise, for purposes of
extension of such site, all publicly or pri-
vately owned property contained in lots 863,
864, 892, 893, 894, and 905 in Square 725 in
the District of Columbia, and all alleys or
parts of alleys and streets contained within
the curblines surrounding said square, as
such square appears on the records in the
office of the surveyor of the District of Co-
lumbia as of the date of the approval of
this Act: Provided, That any proceeding for
condemnation brought under this Act shall
be conducted in accordance with the Act of
December 23, 1963 (18 D.C. Code, secs. 1351—
1368) : Provided further, That, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, any real prop-
erty owned by the United States and any
alleys or parts of alleys and streets con-
talned within the curblines surrounding
Square 725 shall, upon request of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, made with the ap-
proval of the Senate Office Building Com-
mission, be transferred to the jurisdiction
and control of the Architect of the Capitol,
and any alleys or parts of alleys or streets con-
tained within the curblines of said square
shall be closed and vacated by the Com-
missioner of the District of Columbia, ap-
pointed pursuant to Part III of Reorganiza-
tion Plan Numbered 8 of 1967, in accord-
ance with any request therefor made by the
Architect of the Capitol with the approval of
such Commission: Provided further, That,
upon acquisition of any real property pursu-
ant to this Act, the Architect of the Capitol,
when directed by the Senate Office Building
Commission to so act, is authorized to pro-
vide for the demolition and/or removal of
any buildings or other structures on, or con-
stituting a part of, such property and, pend-
ing demolition, to use the property for Gov-
ernment purposes or to lease any or all of
such property for such periods and under
such terms and conditions as he may deem
most advantageous to the United States and
to incur any necessary expenses in connec-
tion therewith: Provided further, That the
Jurisdiction of the Capitol Police shall ex-
tend over any real property acquired under
this Act and such property shall become a
part of the United States Capitol Grounds;
and the Architect of the Capitol, under the
direction of the Senate Office Bullding Com-
mission, is authorized to enter into contracts
and to make such expenditures, including
expenditures for personal and other services,
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as may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this appropriation: $1,250,000, to remain
available until expended.

BENATE GARAGE

For maintenance, repairs, alterations, per-
sonal and other services, and all other neces-
sary expenses, $76,000.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama (during
the reading). Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of the
amendments be dispensed with and they
be printed in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MRE. ANDREWS OF ALABAMA

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Awprews of Alabama moves that the
House recede from 1ts disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1
through 34, and nos. 89 through 41, and
concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment numbered 37: On page 28, line
1, strike out:

“EXTENSION OF THE CAPITOL

“For an additional amount for ‘Extension
of the Capitol’, $2,000,000.”
And insert the following:

“WEST FRONT OF THE CAPITOL

“For the conduct of studies to determine
the feasibility and cost of restoring the west-
central front of the Capitol, without re-
gard to any other act, $250,000, which shall
be transferred to the appropriation for "Pres-
ervation of Historic Properties’, National Park
Service, Department of the Interior.”

MOTION OFFERED BY ME. ANDREWS OF ALABAMA

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ANprEws of Alabama moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 37 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In Heu of the matter stricken out
and inserted by said amendment, insert the
following:

“EXTENSION OF THE CAPITOL

“For an additional amount for ‘Extension
of the Capitol’, $2,275,000, to be expended
under the direction of the Commission for
Extension of the United States Capitol as
authorized by law: Provided, That such por-
tion of the foregoing appropriation as may
be necessary shall be used for emergency
shoring and repairs of, and related work on,
the west central front of the Capitol: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $250,000
of the foregoing appropriation shall be used
for the employment of independent non-
governmental engineering and other neces-
sary services for studylng and reporting
(within slx months after the date of the
employment contract) on the feasibility and
cost of restoring such west central front
under such terms and conditions as the
Commission may determine: Provided, how-
ever, That pending the completion and con-
sideration of such study and report, no fur-
ther work toward extension of such west
central front shall be carried on: Provided
further, That after submission of such study
and report and consideration thereof by the
Commission, the Commission shall direct the
preparation of final plans for extending such
west central front in accord with Plan 2
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(which said Commission has approved}, un-
less such restoration study report establishes
to the satisfaction of the Commission:

“(1) That through restoration, such west
central front can, without undue hazard to
safety of the structure and persons, be
made safe, sound, durable, and beautiful for
the forezeeable future;

(2) That restoration can be accomplished
with no more vacation of west central front
space in the building proper (excluding the
terrace structure) than would be required by
the proposed extension Plan 2;

“(3) That the method or methods of ac-
complishing restoration can be so described
or specified as to form the basis for perform-
ance of the restoration work by competitive,
lumpsum, fixed price construction bid or

bids;
“(4) That the cost of restoratlon would

not exceed $15,000,000;

“(5) That the time schedule for accom-
plishing the restoration work will not exceed
that heretofore projected for accomplishing
the Plan 2 extension work: Provided further,
That after consideration of the restoration
study report, if the Commission concludes
that all five of the conditions hereinbefore
specified are met, the Commission shall then
make recommendations to the Congress on
the question of whether to extend or restore
the west central front of the Capitol.”

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama (during
the reading) . Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of the
motion be dispensed with and it be
printed in the REcORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the confer-
ence report and the several motions was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND CURRENCY TO
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT TONIGHT
TO FILE CONFERENCE REPORT ON
S. 2864, THE HOUSING ACT OF
1969

Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may have un-
til midnight tonight to file a conference
report on the Housing Act of 1969, S.
2864,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING DISPOSAL OF CER-
TAIN REAL PROPERTY IN THE
CHICKAMAUGA AND CHATTA-
NOOGA NATIONAL MILITARY
PARK, GA.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
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Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 9163) to
authorize the disposal of certain real
property in the Chickamauga and Chat-
tanooga National Military Park, Ga.,
under the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949, with a
Senate amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page 1, line 6, strike out “under that Act”
and insert: “subject to the retention by the
Department of the Interior of a reversionary
interest In perpetuity with respect to any
portion of such property not utilized for edu-
cational purposes under that Act,”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Colorado?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, H.R.
9163 was considered by the House on
October 20. At the same time that we
discussed this legislation there was some
concern with the prospects that the lands
might be used for other than educational
purposes. Since the purpose for this pro-
posed disposal is to make presently un-
needed park lands available for the de-
velopment of a much needed educational
complex, the enactment of H.R. 9163 is
highly appropriate.

The other body has approved H.R. 9163
with an amendment providing that the
Secretary of the Interior should retain
8 reversionary interest in the property
in perpetuity. In the unlikely event that
some or all of the property should not be
needed or used for educational purposes
at any time in the future, the amend-
ment will assure that the property will
revert to the United States for use for
park purposes.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the House to con-
cur in the Senate amendment to H.R.
9163.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EXTENSION OF VOTING RIGHTS
ACT OF 1965

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 714, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
low::

H. Res. T14

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4249) to extend the Voting Rights Act of
1965 with respect to the discriminatory use
of tests and devices. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed three hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee of the Judiciary, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be in order to consider,
without the intervention of any point of
order, the text of the bill HR. 12695 as an
amendment to the bill. At the conclusion of
the consideration of H.R. 4249 for amend-
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ment, the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have adopted, and the previous gues-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr, MADDEN) is
recognized for 1 hour.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 313]
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Hagan
Hays
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull
Kirwan
Euykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Landrum
Lipscomb
Evins, Tenn. Mailliard
Fascell Passman
Frelinghuysen Pollock

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this
rolleall 387 Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

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

Powell
Price, Tex.
Reifel
Rlegle
Ruppe
Saylor
Scheuer
Tunney
Utt
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright

Addabbo
Ashley
Barrett
Brooks
Byrne, Pa.
Cahill
Clark
Collier
Cowger
Cramer
Dawson
Dingell
Eilberg

EXTENSION OF VOTING RIGHTS
ACT OF 1965

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
genfleman from Indiana (Mr. MADDEN)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr., SmrTH), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4249 calls for an ex-
tension of the pending Voting Rights Act
of 1965 for an additional 5 years. The
rule calls for 3 hours’ general debate,
open rule, with permission for substitute
amendments. Points of order are waived
due to the fact that H.R. 12695 may not
be considered germane.

The purpose of the 1965 Voting Rights
was to aid American citizens who pre-
viously had been disenfranchised under
local laws or technicalities to enjoy the
right of franchise given to them under
the 15th amendment of the U.S. Consti-
tution. Previous enactment of Federal
laws to eliminate discrimination in vot-
ing procedures in certain areas, primarily
in the South, had failed to carry out
protection for these disenfranchised
citizens. Certain States initiated laws
and procedures designed to block provi-
sions of legislation pending before the
enactment of the 1965 Voting Rights Act.
The most common among these pro-
cedures of denying citizens the franchise
was the use of literacy tests. For ex-
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ample, in one State in the southern area,
registration increased only 2 percent
from 1954 to 1964—a period of 10 years.
In this particular State 70 percent of the
white citizens of voting age were regis-
tered, as compared with only 6.4 percent
figure for nonwhites. In certain other
States in the southern locality the same
meager registration existed prior to the
enactment of the 1965 Voting Rights
Act, which this bill calls for extending
for a 5-year period.

When the 1965 Voting Rights Act was
passed in the Senate 4 years ago the roll-
call vote was 77 to 19. The House passed
the same legislation by a landslide vote
of 333 to 85 on July 9, 1965. The 1965 act
has been a remarkable success in giving
previously disenfranchised citizens their
constitutional right to vote. As an ex-
ample, Negro registration has jumped in
these areas from 29 percent to 52 percent.
In those States covered by the 1965 act
more than 800,000 Negroes have been
registered and the number of blacks
elected to office has increased from 78 to
nearly 500. Despite this success, Negro
voting registration is still low in nu-
merous counties within these States. The
provisions of the 1965 act are due to ex-
pire in August 1970. If this catastrophe
should occur that this legislation were
not extended, no doubt there would be
massive reregistration drives to deny
thousands of American citizens voting
rights already won, as well as depriving
relief still denied thousands of citizens in
States and localities now covered. Weak-
ening this voting rights bill will bring
about adidtional dissension and racial
bitterness in areas of disenfranchise-
ment.

Under this law the Attorney General,
guided by standards set out in the act,
can appoint Federal examiners and ob-
servers in areas covered by the legisla-
tion. The appointment of examiners is
only to be made where there is evidence
of violation of the 15th amendment, due
to the manipulation of the registration
system. The examiners prepare lists of
eligible voter applicants whom State offi-
cials are required to register.

I understand that in considering this
extension three major amendments are
anticipated. One is the administration’s
substitute; second a change in coverage
formula; and, third, a national ban on
literacy tests.

Regional legislation helping the dis-
enfranchised voter is necessary when
regional proolems exist. The U.S. Civil
Rights Commission already has statutory
authority to conduct investigations and
make recommendations regarding vot-
ing fraud and irregularities.

An amendment will be offered to base
the act's coverage formula on 1968 elec-
tion voter participation rather than 1964
election voter participation. If this
amendment were accepted, Mississippi,
Alabama, Louisiana, and Virginia—all
presently covered—would escape cover-
age.

States that have in good faith elimi-
nated discrimination in voting—as evi-
denced in 1968 results, compared to those
of 1964—should no longer be punished
for past wrongs.

The improvement in nonwhite voter
registration and participation is the re-
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sult of the law and its enforcement more
than so-called good faith efforts on the
part of the States, Continued resistance
and defiance of this law can be docu-
mented. For example, after passage of
the 1965 Voting Rights Act, Mississippi
made three amendments to the Missis-
sippi statutes which would have had the
effect of interfering with Negroes' access
to puildie office. These changes were made
without Federal preclearance, in direct
defiance of the law.

Despite general improvement, dispari-
ties in white and nonwhite participation
still exist in many localities.

I hope the House membership will vote
to extend the present effective Voting
Rights Act of 1965 by a large majority.

Mr. Speaker, today I received a letter
from President Theodore M. Hesburgh,
president of Notre Dame University, who
President Eisenhower appointed as a
member of the original Civil Rights Com-
mission in 1957, and he is still serving
and enthusiastically endorsed the contin-
uance of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.
I ask unanimous consent to include his
letter with my remarks and ask for adop-
tion of the rule to extend the 1965 Voting
Rights Act for a period of 5 years.

The letter referred to is as follows:

U.S. CommissioNn oN CiviL RIGHTS,
Washington, D.C., December 8, 1969.
Hon. RAY J. MADDEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. MappEN: This week the House of
Representatives will vote on the extension
of the Voting Rights Act of 19656 for another
five years. The Commission on Civil Rights
has amply documented the need for a simple
extension of the Voting Rights Act with all
of its protective provisions intact. The Ad-
ministration’s substitute is a much weaker
bill. It is the judgment of the Commission
that general electoral reforms should not be
tied with the extension of the Voting Rights
Act because the effect would be to dilute and
confuse enforcement of Fifteenth Amend-
ment rights with general reforms based on
other considerations.

I have been a Member of the Commission
on Civil Rights since 1957 when the original
Commissioners were appointed by our late
President Eisenhower. From my perspective
of 12 years on the Commission, I think I can
say that there has been no more effective
piece of civil rights legislation than the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965. Prior to the passage
of that statute, a succession of legislative
and judicial pronouncements had proven
totally ineffective to deal with historic and
deep-rooted voting denials.

The Members of Congress of both parties
who shaped and supported the 1965 Act can
rightfully point with pride to one of the
great legislative accomplishments of this
decade, Their proof lies in the nearly two
milllon newly enfranchised Negro voters in
the South, in the 463 elected Negro office
holders, and in the many changes which
have taken place as a result of greater par-
ticipation by Negroes in the political life of
their communities, cities, States and Nation.
The passage of that Act was one of political
and moral correctness.

I do fear that many Members of Congress
feel that the voting problems at which the
1965 Act was directed have been solved. They
have not, The Fifteenth Amendment remains
to be fully implemented. We cannot retreat
on this front. I we do, we run the risk of
endangering the faith of many of our people
in the ability of our Government to meet the
legitimate expectations of its citizens.

Sincerely yours,
THEODORE M. HESBURGH,
Chairman.
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Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama,

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Does the
great State of Indiana have a literacy
test for voting?

Mr. MADDEN. The State of Indiana
allows its citizens over 21 years of age to
vote, and every citizen who is qualified to
vote, votes in the great i tate of Indiana.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. My ques-
tion is: Do you have a literacy test there?
Can illiterates vote in Indiana?

Mr. MADDEN. What did you say?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Can illit-
erates vote in Indiana?

Mr. MADDEN. I say that everybody
who votes in the State, qualified by age
and citizenship, votes in the State of
Indiana.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not
think the gentleman has answered my
question.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I state
for the benefit of the gentleman from
Alabama that the State of Indiana does
not have a literacy test.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. SMITH) and reserve the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). The gentleman from California
is recognized.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, House Resolution 714 provides an
open rule with 3 hours of debate for the
consideration of HR. 4249, extension of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. It also
provides for the consideration of H.R,
12695 to amend the Voting Rights Act
of 1965. The specific language in House
Resolution 714 to make this possible is—

It shall be in order to consider, without
the intervention of any point of order, the

text of the bill HR. 12605 as an amendment
to the bill.

Although the report states that the
purpose of H.R. 4249 is to continue in
full force and effect all the provisions of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (79 Stat.
437) for an additional 5 years, it is noted
that the title of the bill is to extend the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 with respect
to the discriminatory use of tests and de-
vices. It is further noted that the lan-
guage refers specifically to section 4(a)
and simply changes the word “five” to
“ten” in three instances. Accordingly,
some of us on the Rules Committee felt
that some or possibly all of the provi-
sions of H.R. 12695 might not be ger-
mane. This would be decided by the
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House. To avoid any question of
germaneness, the “rule” was written as
above indicated.

As of this moment, I am not abso-
lutely certain whether H.R. 12695 will be
offered in its entirety as an amendment,
or by separate subjects. Nor am I defi-
nitely certain who will offer the same.
But in any event, it is my understand-
ing that all of the provisions offered will
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also be subject to amendment. As I stated
in the Rules Committee, it is not my in-
tention to try to defeat H.R. 4249 by this
rule. An opportunity will arise in due
time to vote on the provisions of H.R.
4249 either in its entirety, or with any
amendments that may be adopted. My
intention is simply to permit the House
to consider the language in the admin-
istration bill.

In view of the fact that we are now
into December, and have considerable
legislation to consider, particularly ap-
propriation bills before adjournment, to-
gether with the fact that this act does
not expire until August 1970, it would
seem more practicable to me to defer this
measure until we return next year.

And now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
review the two bills as I understand them
to be.

HR. 4249 extends for 5 years, until
August 1975, those provisions of the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965 which are not
permanent law. If not extended, such
provisions would expire in August 1970.

Those provisions which will be ex-
tended include—

First, a suspension of any literacy test
or device as a prerequisite for voter reg-
istration.

Second, this suspension is imposed on
any State or political subdivision which
on November 1, 1964, maintained such
a test or device if in such State or politi-
cal subdivision less than 50 percent of the
residents of voting age were registered to
vote or actually did vote in the 1964 pres-
idential election.

Third. No new test or device could be
enacted unless approved by the District
Court of the District of Columbia or un-
less the proposed new test or device was
submitted to the Attorney General who
did not object to it within 60 days. Since
passage of the act, over 225 voting laws
have been submitted to the Atiorney
General for approval. Only four had
been objected to as of July 1, 1969.

In 1966 the Supreme Court upheld the
constitutionality of the 1965 act in South
Carolinag v. Katzenback, 383 U.S. 301.

States now covered by the act are:
Louisiana, Mississippi, Georgia, Ala-
bama, South Carolina, Virginia, 39 coun-
ties in North Carolina, one county in
Arizona, and one in Hawaii.

The approach taken in H.R. 12695 is
fundamentally different. No formula is
used; the bill would apply equally to all
jurisdictions; there is no “trigger.”
Basically, it would lessen the voter regis-
tration protection of the existing act
while adding new provisions which are
outside the scope of the act.

The differences are—

First. Section 5 of the Voting Rights
Act requires a State or political subdi-
vision covered by the act which seeks to
change any voting law to first either ob-
tain the approval of the Attorney Gen-
eral or sue for approval in the District
Court of the District of Columbia. If
there is no objection by the Attorney
General within 60 days, such changes
may be enforced. If he objects, such
changes may not be enforced until the
district court rules such changes are ac-
ceptable because they do not have the
effect of denying any person the right
to vote because of race or color. The
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burden of proof is clearly on the State
to show no discrimination.

H.R. 12695 would repeal this section of
the Act. For the existing procedure it
would substitute statutory authority for
the Attorney General to seek an injunc-
tion, in a three-judge Federal district
court, against the enforcement of any
voting qualification which has the pur-
pose or effect of abridging the right to
vote on account of race. This procedure
would apply to all States and their politi-
cal subdivisions, not just to those States
covered by the 1965 act. This provision
would place the burden of proof to show
disecrimination on the Government. The
shift of the burden of proof is at least as
significant as the removal of the trigger-
ing formula in favor of broadening cov-
erage to all the States.

Second. The 1965 act contains a for-
mula, or “trigger” which effectively lim-
its the coverage of the act to a few States.
The formula brings under the provisions
of the act those States which on Novem-
ber 1, 1964, had a voter literacy test or
other device if in such State or political
subdivision less than 50 percent of the
population of voting age were registered,
or less than 50 percent of the population
of voting age actually voted in the 1964
presidential election.

H.R. 12695 eliminates this provision
from the act. In its place it provides a
nationwide ban on all literacy tests until
January 1, 1974,

Third. Section 6 of the Voting Rights
Act authorizes the Attorney General to
send Federal examiners into a State or
political subdivision covered by the act
if he has received 20 valid complaints
alleging voter discrimination, or if he be-
lieves examiners are necessary to enforce
the right to vote. These examiners pre-
pare lists of voters whom State officials
must register. Under section 8 of the act,
Federal observers may be sent into areas
previously designated to receive examin-
ers in order to watch for irregularities.

H.R. 12695 broadens this authority to
permit the Attorney General to send
Federal examiners into any State or po-
litical subdivision if he has received 20
valid complaints or if he believes them
necessary to enforce the right to vote;
he i; not limited to those areas covered
by the 1965 act. Similarly, Federal ob-
servers may be sent to any State or po-
litical subdivision in the country if he
believes it necessary to prevent diserimi-
nation. Examiners need not have been
designated to be sent, as under the act,
before observers go in.

Fourth, Present law and court deci-
sions now permit States to condition
the right to vote on literacy and other
reasonable requirements not applied in a
discriminatory manner. Some 20 States
now have literacy tests. As indicated
above, the 1965 act forbids the use of
such tests if they were in effect on No-
vember 1, 1964, and if less than 50 per-
cent of the voting age population was
either registered on that date or actually
voted in the 1964 presidential election.

H.R. 12695 would suspend all such lit-
eracy tests in all States until January 1,
1974. By that time the Congress would
have received the report and recom-
mendations of the new National Advisory
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Commission on Voting Rights which
wotld presumably be used as a basis for
further action.

Fifth. Under present law the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights is empowered to
investigate complaints that citizens are
being denied the right to vote by reason
of their race, color, religion, or national
origin.

H.R. 12695 would create a new, tempo-
rary, National Advisory Commission on
Voting Rights composed of nine mem-
bers, all Presidentially appointed, one of
whom he would designate as Chairman.
The Commission would be charged with
the responsibility to make a study of the
effects of laws restricting the right to
vote, and of existing corrupt or fraudu-
lent practices used to deny or abridge
the right to vote. A report to the Presi-
dent and the Congress, including rec-
ommendations, is required by Janu-
ary 15, 1973, after which the Commission
would cease to exist.

Sixth. HR. 12695 deals with the ex-
isting problem of residency requirements
in presidential elections. The bill pro-
vides that a newly arrived resident may
vote in a presidential election in his new
State of residence if he arrived there be-
fore September 1 of the election year.
If he did not, then he could still vote at
his former address in the State he left
after September 1.

This subject is not included in the
1965 act.

EVALUATION OF THE TWO BILLS

The scope and thrust of the two bills,
HR. 4249 and HR. 12695 are funda-
mentally different. The first extends
existing law only. No change in the terms,
provisions, or coverage of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 are included. The sum
total of amendments to the 1965 Act is
to strike the word “five” where it ap-
pears in three instances and substitute
the word “ten” thus extending it for 5
additonal years, until August 6, 1975.

HR. 12695 bhoth strikes new ground
and fundamentally amends the 1965 Act.
It would: first, strike the formula and
triggering device which now effectively
limits coverage of the act to a few States;
second, prohibit all States from using
literacy tests until 1974; third, eliminate
existing statutory requirements with re-
spect to the manner in which a State
covered by the 1965 act changes its vot-
ing laws and substitutes a new provision
covering all States; fourth, with respect
to such new provision, shifts the burden
of proof from the States to show lack
of discrimination over to the Atftorney
General who would have to assume the
burden of affirmatively proving diserim-
ination; and fifth, removes the existing
problem with respect to residency re-
quirements, a matter not touched by the
1965 act.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the rule and reserve the balance of my
time. I do have some requests for time.

Mr. MADDEN. Would the gentleman
care to yield some of his time at this
time?

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr.
Speaker, I voted against the granting of
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the rule in the Rules Committee because
of my desire to indicate at the earliest
possible opportunity my opposition to the
offering of the substitute which has been
adequately and, I think, very fairly de-
scribed by the gentleman who preceded
me in the well, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. Speaker, the substitute bill has
been referred to as H.R. 12695. I shall
not contest the granting or the adoption
of the rule here this afternoon. I indeed
think that today, due to the lateness of
the hour, insofar as this session of Con-
gress is concerned and the importance
of this matter, we had best get on with
the fundamental decision which con-
fronts us.

There are some perhaps, but they are
very few in number, who will not now
concede that the Voting Rights Act of
1965 was not only necessary but that it
has been a very effective instrument.

As I read the hearings on this bill, the
figures I think were that something over
800,000 or 1 million persons had been
added to the voting rolls since the adop-
tion of this act on August 6, 1965.

Indeed, the Attorney General himself—
and this appears at page 232 of the
hearings—said his testimony was in-
tended to convey the idea that the results
that had been achieved under this legis-
lation were truly tremendous.

There had been other voting rights
statutes, 1957, 1960, and 1964—but there
was still massive indication of discrimi-
nation in voting rights when this House
in 1965 adopted this legislation.

Today, Mr. Speaker, we are going to be
confronted with the argument that this
is regional, that this is sectional legis-
lation which should be abandoned in
favor of a statute of more universal ap-
plication. Let me say as for myself, and
I think for the great majority of us who
sit in this House, there was no intent by
this enactment to humiliate our south-
ern brethren, to press some crown of
thorns to their brow or to in some man-
ner mortify their flesh to gain some full
expiation for past offenses which they
had committed.

I believe charges of that kind belong
to the George Wallace group, but it is
not, I repeat, the spirit of this legisla-
tion. I think it was Will Rogers who once
said “I have never met a man that I
didn't like.” Let me amend that state-
ment to say I never met a southerner I
did not like, and particularly those who
serve, and serve honorably, in this body.

But this legislation was designed to
focus on those jurisdictions where, un-
fortunately, there are those deeply in-
grained patterns and practices of dis-
crimination in the electoral process that
have come over the years to be accepted
as virtually a way of life, and this law
was an effort to remedy ancient and
legitimate grievances, and I think we
have made progress toward that goal,
and we ought to make further progress
toward that goal, and to give it the
impetus that it deserves by a straight
extension of this act rather than perhaps
running the danger, as I will point out
for everybody this afternoon, of ensnar-
ing this whole matter in the further toils
of constitutional controversy to the
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point where we might indeed vitiate the
very useful purpose of this act.

Now, it is true—it is true that under
the substitute that I understand will be
offered, the Attorney General could file
suit and seek injunctive relief against
those jurisdictions that seek to change
their voting practices or their procedure
in order to perpetuate discrimination or
to return to the kind of discrimination
that existed before by operation of local
literacy tests which were suspended in
those States.

But as my colleague from California
has pointed out, there is a significant
change in the burden of proof, and the
Attorney General must not only use his
vision to encompass the entire country
with all of its thousands of voting dis-
tricts all over the land, and make sure
that there has not somewhere been a
change in the law or in the procedure,
but he must then go in and establish
by a greater weight or a preponderance
of the evidence that there is in fact dis-
crimination.

Now, is it just an illusion that some of
us cherish when we fear that perhaps
there will be some who will seek to resort
to new and sophisticated legal strata-
gems——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, may I be granted additional time?

Mr, SMITH of California, Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire how much time I have
remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. SMITH of California, Is it 12 min-
utes as of now?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 additional minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois. I cannot yield
more time, since I now have requests for
additional time.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the addi-
tional time.

Mr., Speaker, is this mere illusion? I
have in my hand the report of the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights for May of
1968, entitled “Political Participation.”
I do not have the time in 3 minutes to
read the documented story of the very
sophisticated efforts that have been made
even since the passage of this act to sub-
vert the provisions of the law, and to
deny the rights granted to every citizen
under the 15th amendment. I submit
it is not merely an illusion when we fear
that unless we have sections 4 and 5 re-
tained in this law in their present form,
that we may well see retreat and regres-
sion rather than the further progress
that we would like to have.

Mr. Speaker, let me in the very brief
time that I have remaining say to those
who feel very sincerely that we ought to
have universal application to all 50
States, we ought to have an absolute ban
on literacy tests; let me say to them that
in the last 2 or 3 days, after reading
and rereading the unanimous opinion
of the U.S. Supreme Court in Lassiter v.
Northampton County Board of Elections,
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360 U.S. 45—and, Mr, Speaker, this was
the unanimous opinion of the Supreme
Court 10 years ago—that on the basis of
that opinion I think there is grave con-
stitutional doubt as to whether or not
you can simply ban these tests all over
the country without any reference at all
to whether or not they have ever been
used as a matter of fact to attempt to
discriminate against somebody in voting
because of his race or because of his color.

I submit that the law of the 1and today
at the very best places that question in
very grave doubt.

Do we want to jeopardize the gains we
have made under this statute and pos-
sibly risk its invalidation by a future
court decision by adopting a provision
that may not be consistent with the
Constitution of the United States? Mr.
Speaker, I would like to place in the
REecorp at this time the Supreme Court’s
unanimous decision in Lassiter against
Northampton County Board of Elections:

[360 U.S. 45]

Lovuise LASSITER, APPELLANT, V. NORTHAMPTON
County BoARD OF ELECTIONS

(No. 584—Argued May 18, 19, 1859. Decided
June 8, 1959)

Proceeding predicated upon denial by reg-
istrar of application of plaintifl for registra-
tion as a voter. The Superior Court, North-
ampton County, North Carolina, entered
judgment adverse to plaintiff, and, preserv-
ing her federal gquestion, plaintiff appealed.
The Supreme Court of North Carolina, 248
N.C. 102, 102 S.E.2d 853, affirmed and plain-
tiff appealed. The Supreme Court, Mr, Jus-
tice Douglas, held that requirement of North
Carolina statute and Constitution that a
person as a prerequisite to registration as a
voter be able to read and write any section
of the Constitution of North Carolina in the
English language, with such requirement ap-
plicable to members of all races, did not con-
flict with either the Fourteenth, Fifteenth or
Seventeenth Amendments to the federal
Constitution, and such requirements could
not be condemned as unconstitutional on
their face as a device unrelated to desire of
the state to ralse the standards for people
of all races who cast the ballot.

Affirmed.

1. COURTS 399(1)

Where issue of discrimination in the actual
operation of the ballot laws of North Caro-
lina was not framed in issues presented for
state court litigation over denial by registrar
of application of registration of plaintiff as
a voter because of her refusal to take a liter-
acy test, question of such discrimination
through granting of voting privileges to cer-
tain persons under a grandfather clause of
the North Carolina Constitution, would not
be discussed by the Supreme Court. Const.
N.C. art. 6, § 4, G.B.N.C. §§ 163-28 to 163-28.3.

2. ELECTIONS 18

The states have broad powers to determine
the conditions under which the right of suf-
frage may be exercised, in the absence of dis-
crimination condemned by the Constitution,

3. ELECTIONS 18

While the right of suffrage is established
and guaranteed by the federal Constitution,
it is subject to the imposition of state stand-
ards which are not discriminatory and which
do not contravene any restriction that Con-
gress, acting pursuant to its constitutional
powers, has imposed. U.S.C.A, Const. art, 1,
§2.

4. UNITED STATES 10

While the Fourteenth Amendment which
provides for apportionment of representatives
among the states according to thelr respec-
tive numbers counting the whole number of
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persons in each state, except Indians not
taxed, speaks of the “right to vote,” the right
protected refers to the right to vote as estab-
lished by the laws and Constitution of the
state. U.S.C.A. Const. Amend. 14, § 2.

5. ELECTIONS 18

Residence requirements, age, and a pre-
vious criminal record are examples indicating
factors which a state may take into consider-
ation in determining qualification of voters.

6. ELECTIONS 18

A literacy requirement may be set up as a
prerequisite by a state to eligibility for vot-
ing without violation of the federal Consti-
tution. U.8.C.A, Const. Amends. 14, 15, 17T.

7. ELECTIONS 12

A literacy test as a prerequisite to eligi-
bility for voting, even though fair on its
face, may be employed to perpetuate dis-
crimination which the Fifteenth Amendment
was designed to uproot, and, also, a literacy
test may be unconstitutional on its face
where the legislative setting of the provision
and the discretion vested in the registrar of
voting make it clear that the requirement is
merely a device to make raclal discrimination
easy. U.S.C.A. Const. Amend. 15.

8. CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 215—ELECTIONS 12

Requirement of North Carolina statute and
Constitution that a person as a prerequisite
to registration as a voter “be able to read
and write any section of the Constitution
of North Carolina in the English language”
with such requirement applicable to mem-
bers of all races, did not conflict with either
the Fourteenth, Fifteenth or Seventeenth
Amendments to the federal Constitution, and
such requirements could not be condemned
as unconstitutional on their face as a device
unrelated to desire of the state to raise the
standards for people of all races who cast the
ballot. U.S.C.A. Const. Amends. 14, 15, 17; 28
US.C.A. §1257(2); Const. NC. art. 6, §4;
G.S. N.C. §§ 163-28 to 163-28.3.

Mr. Samuel S. Mitchell, Raleigh, N.C., for
appellant.

Mr. I. Beverly Lake, Raleigh, N.C., for
appellee.

Mr. Justice DoucLAs delivered the opinion
of the Court.

This controversy started in a Federal Dis-
trict Court. Appellant, a Negro citizen of
North Carolina, sued to have the literacy test
for voters prescribed by that State declared
unconstitutional and void. A three-judge
court was convened. That court noted that
the literacy test was part of a provision of
the North Carolina Constitution that also
included a grandfather clause. It sald that
the grandfather clause plainly would be un-
constitutional under Guinn v. United States,
238 U.S. 347, 35 5.Ct. 926, 69 L.Ed. 1340. It
noted, however, that the North Carolina
statute which enforced the registration re-
quirements contained in the State Constitu-
tion had been superseded by a 1957 Act and
that the 1857 Act does not contain the grand-
father clause or any reference to it. But being
uncertain as to the significance of the 1857
Act and deeming it wise to have all admin-
istrative remedies under that Act exhausted
before the federal court acted, it stayed its
action, retaining jurisdiction for a reasonable
time to enable appellant to exhaust her ad-
ministrative remedies and obtain from the
state courts an interpretation of the statute
in light of the State Constitution. Lassiter v.
Taylor, D.C., 152 F.Supp. 285.

Thereupon the instant case was commenced.
It started as an administrative proceeding.
Appellant applied for registration as a voter.
Her registration was denled by the registrar
because she refused to submit to a literacy
test as required by the North Carolina stat-
ute.! Bhe appealed to the County Board of

1This Act, passed in 18567, provides in
§ 163-28 as follows:
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Elections. On the de novo hearing before that
Board appellant again refused to take the
literacy test and she was again denied regis-
tration for that reason. She appealed to the
Superior Court which sustained the Board
against the claim that the requirement of the
literacy test violated the Fourteenth, Pif-
teenth, and Seventeenth Amendments of the
Federal Constitution, Preserving her federal
question, she appealed to the North Carolina
Supreme Court which affirmed the lower
court. 248 N.C. 102, 102 S.E.2d 853. The case
came here by appeal, 28 U.S.C. § 1257(2), 28
US.C.A. §1257(2), and we noted probable
jurisdiction. 358 U.S. 816 79 S.Ct. 294, 3 L.Ed.
2d 236

The literacy test is a part of §4 of Art.
VI of the North Carolina Constitution. That
test is contained in the first sentence of
§ 4. The second sentence contains a so-called
grandfather clause. The entire §4 reads as
follows:

“Every person presenting himself for reg-
istration shall be able to read and write
any section of the Constitution in the Eng-
lish language. But no male person who was,
on January 1, 1867, or at any time prior
thereto, entitled to vote under the laws of
any state in the United States wherein he
then resided, and mno lineal descendant of
any such person, shall be denied the right
to register and vote at any election in this
State by reason of his failure to possess the
educational qualifications herein prescribed:
Provided, he shall have registered in accord-
ance with the terms of this section prior
to December 1, 1908. The General Assembly
shall provide for the registration of all per-
sons, entitled to vote without the educational
qualifications herein prescribed, and shall,
on or before Wovember 1, 1808, provide for
the making of a permanent record of such
registration, and all persons so registered
shall forever thereafter have the right to vote
in all elections by the people in this State,
unless disqualified under section 2 of this
article.”

Originally Art. IV contained in §5 the fol-
lowing provision:

“That this amendment to the Constitution
is presented and adopted as one indivisible
plan for the regulatior of the suffrage, with
the intent and purposes to so connect the
different parts, and to make them so depend-
ent upon each other, that the whole shall
stand or fall together.”

But the North Carolina Supreme Court in
the Instant case held that a 1945 amendment
to Article VI freed it of the indivisibility
clause. That amendment rephrased §1 of
Art. VI to read as follows:

“Every person born in the United States,
and every person who has been naturalized,
twenty-one years of age, and p the
qualifications set out in this Article, shall be
entitled to vote.”

That court said that “one of those qualifi-
cations” was the literacy test contained in
§ 4 of Art. VI; and that the 1945 amendment
“had the effect of incorporating and adopting
anew the provisions as to the qualifica-
tions required of a voter as set out in Article
VI, freed of the indivisibility clause of the
1902 amendment. And the way was made
clear for the General Assembly to act."” 248
N.C. at page 112, 102 S.E2d at page 860.

In 1957 the Legislature rewrote General
Statutes § 163-28 as we have noted.* Prior
to that 1957 amendment § 163-28 perpetu-
ated the grandfather clause contalned in § 4

“Every person presenting himself for regis-
tration shall be able to read and write any
section of the Constitution of North Carolina
in the English language

It shall be the duty of each registrar to
administer the provisions of this section.”

Sectlons 163-28.1, 163-28.2, and 163-28.3
provide the administrative remedies pursued
in this case. .

2 Note 1, supra.
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of Art. VI of the Constitution and § 163-32
established a procedure for registration to
effectuate it.? But the 1957 amendment con-
tained a provision that “All laws and clauses
of laws in conflict with this Act are hereby
repealed.” ¢ The federal three-judge court
ruled that this 1957 amendment eliminated
the grandfather clause from the statute.
152 F.Supp. at page 296.

“Every person claiming the benefit of
section four of article six of the Constitu-
tion of North Carolina, as ratified at the gen-
eral election on the second day of August, one
thousand nine hundred, and who shall be en-
titled to register upon the permanent record
for registration provided for under said
section four, shall prior to December first, one
thousand nine hundred and eight, apply for
registration to the officer charged with the
registration of voters as prescribed by law
in each regular election to be held in the
State for members of the General Assem-
bly, and such persons shall take and sub-
scribe before such officer an oath in the fol-
lowing form, viz:

] am a citizen of the United States and
of the State of North Carolina; I am —
years of age. I was, on the first day of Janu-
ary, A. D. one thousand eight hundred and
sixty-seven, or prior to said date, entitled to
vote under the constitution and laws of the
state of , in which I then resided (or, I
am a lineal descendent of » Who was, on
January one, one thousand eight hundred
and sixty-seven, or prior to that date, en-
titled to vote under the constitution and
laws of the state of , Wherein he then
resided).”

The Attorney General of North Carolina,
in an amicus brief, agrees that the grand-
father clause contained in Art. VI is in con-
flict with the Fifteenth Amendment, Appellee
maintains that the North Carolina Supreme
Court ruled that the invalidity of that part
of Art. VI does not impair the remainder of
Art. VI since the 1945 amendment to Art. VI
freed it of its indivisibility clause. Under
that wview Art. VI would impose the same
literacy test as that imposed by the 1957
statute and neither would be linked with
the grandfather clause which, though pres-
ent in print, is separable from the rest and
void. We so read the opinion of the North
Carolina Supreme Court.

[1] Appellant argues that that is not the
end of the problem presented by the grand-
father clause. There is a provision in the
General Statutes for permanent registration
in some countles® Appellant points out that
although the cut-off date in the grandfather
clause was December 1, 1908, those who reg-
istered before then might still be voting,
If they were allowed to vote without taking
& literacy test and if appellant were denied
the right to vote unless she passed it, mem-
bers of the white race would receive prefer-
ential privileges of the ballot contrary to the
command of the Fifteenth Amendment. That
would be analogous to the problem posed in
the classic case of Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118
U.S. 3856, 6 5.Ct. 1064, 30 L.Ed. 220, where an
ordinance unimpeachable on its face was
applied in such a way as to violate the guar-
antee of equal protection contained in the

s Section 163-32 provided:

+ N.C.Laws 1957, c. 287, pp. 277, 278.

5 Section 163-31.2 provides:

“In counties having one or more munic-
ipalities with a population Iin excess of
10,000 and in which a modern loose-leaf and
visible registration system has been estab-
lished as permitted >y G.S. 163-43, with a
full time registration as authorized by G.S.
1683-81, such registration shall be a perma-
nent public record of registration and quali-
fication to vote, and the same shall not
thereafter be cancelled and a new registra-
tion ordered, either by precinet or county-
wide, unless such registration has been lost
or destroyed by theft, fire or other hazard.”
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Fourteenth Amendment. But this issue of
discrimination in the actual operation of the
ballot laws of North Carolina has not been
framed in the issues presented for the state
court litigation. Cf. Willlams v. State of
Mississippi, 170 U.B. 213, 226, 18 B8.Ct. 583,
588, 42 L.Ed. 1012. So we do not reach it.
But we mention it in passing so that it may
be clear that nothing we say or do here will
prejudice appellant in tendering that issue
in the federal proceedings which await the
termination of this state court litigation.

We come then to the question whether a
State may consistently with the Fourteenth
and Seventeenth Amendments apply a lit-
eracy test to all voters irrespective of race or
color. The Court in Guinn v. United States,
supra, 238 U.S. 366, 35 5.Ct. 931, disposed of
the question in a few words, “No time need be
spent on the question of the validity of the
literacy test, considered alone, since, as we
have seen its establishment was but the exer-
clse by the state of a lawful power vested In
it not subject to our supervision, and indeed,
its validity is admitted.”

[2-4] The States have long been held to
have broad powers to determine the condi-
tions under which the right of suffrage may
be exercised, Pope v. Willlams, 193 U.8. 621,
633, 24 B.Ct. 573, 576, 48 L.Ed. 817, Mason v.
State of Missouri, 179 U.S. 328, 335, 21 St.Ct.
125, 128, 456 L.Ed. 214, absent of course the
discrimination which the Constitution con-
demns. Article I, § 2 of the Constitution in
its provision for the election of membhers of
the House of Representatives and the Beven-
teenth Amendment in Its provision for the
election of Senators provide that officials
will be chosen “by the People."” Each provi-
slon goes on to state that “the Electors in
each State shall have the Qualifications req-
uisite for Electors of the most numerous
Branch of the State Legislature.” So while
the right of suffrage is established and guar-
anteed by the Constitution (Ex parte Yar-
brough, 110 U.S. 651, 663-665, 4 5. Ct. 152, 158,
169, 28 L.Ed. 274; Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.8.
649, 661-662, 4 S.Ct. 757, T63-T64, 88 L.Ed.
987) it is subject to the imposition of state
standards which are not discriminatory and
which do not contravene any restriction that
Congress acting pursuant to its constitu-
tional powers, has imposed. S8ee United States
¥. Classic, 313 U.S. 299, 315, 61 S.Ct. 1031,
1037, 86 L.Ed. 1368. While § 2 of the Four-
teenth Amendment, which provides for ap-
portionment of Representatives among the
Btates according to their respective numbers
counting the whele number of persons in
each State (except Indians not taxed), speaks
of “the right to vote,” the right protected
“refers to the right to vote as established by
the laws and constitution of the state.” Me-
Pherson v. Blacker, 1468 US. 1, 39, 13 8.Ct, 3,
12, 3b L.Ed. 869,

[6, 8] We do not suggest that any standards
which a State desires to adopt may be re-
quired of voters. But there is wide scope for
exercise of its jurisdiction. Residence re-
quirements, age, previous criminal record
(Davis v. Beason, 133 U.S. 333, 345-347, 10
8.Ct. 299, 301-302, 33 L.Ed. 637) are obvious
examples indicating factors which a State
may take into consideration in determining
the gqualifications of voters. The ability to
read and write likewise has some relation to
standards designed to promote intelligent
use of the ballot. Literacy and illiteracy are
neutral on race, creed, color, and sex, as re-
ports around the world show.® Literacy and
intelligence are obviously not synonymous.
Illiterate people may be intelligent voters.
Yot in our society where newspapers, perlodl-
cals, books, and other printed matter canvass
and debate campaign lssues, a State might
conclude that only those who are literate
should exercise the franchise. Cf. Franklin v,
Harper, 205 Ga. 779, 55 S.Ed. 2d 221, appeal

o World Illiteracy at Mid-Century, Unesco
(1957} .
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dismissed 339 U.S. 946, 70 S.Ct. 804, 94 L.Ed.
1361. It was said last century in Massachu-
setts that a literacy test was designed to in-
sure an “independent and intelligent"” exer-
cise of the right of suffrage.” Stone v. Smith,
159 Mass. 413-414, 34 N.E. 521. North Carolina
agrees. We do not sit in judgment on the
wisdom of that policy. We cannot say, how-
ever, that it is not an allowable one measured
by constitutional standards.

|'T, 8] Of course a literacy test, falr on its
face, may be employed to perpetuate that
discrimination which the Fifteenth Amend-
ment was deslgned to uproot. No such influ-
ence is charged here. On the other hand, a
literacy test may be unconstitutional on its
face. In Davis v. Schnell, D.C., 81 F.Supp.
872, 873, afirmed 336 U.S. 933, 69 B5.Ct. 749,
93 L.Ed. 1083, the test was the citizen’'s abil-
ity to “understand and explain” an article
of the Federal Constitution, The legislative

" Nineteen States including North Carolina,
have some sort of literacy requirement as &
prerequisite to eligibility for voting. Five re-
quire that the voter be able to read a section
of the State or Federal Constitution and
write his own name. Arizona Rev, Stat. § 10—
101; West's Ann. Cal. Election Code § 220;
Del. Code Ann. Tit. 15, § 1701; Mc.Rev. Stat,
c. 3, § 2; Mass-Gen L.Ann., c. 51, § 1. Five re-
guire that the elector be able to read and
write a section of the Federal or State Consti-
tution, Ala.Code, 1840, Tit. 17, § 32; N.H.Rev.
Stat. Ann. §§ 55:10 to 55:12; N.C.Gen.Stat.
§ 163-28; Okla.Stat.Ann.Tit. 28, §61; S.C.
Code § 23-62. Alabama also requires that the
voter be of “good character” and “embraces
the duties and obligations of citizenship™
under the Federal and State Constitution.
Ala.Code. Tit. 17 § 32 (1955 Supp.).

Two States require that the voter be able to
read and wrlte English. N.Y. Election Law
§ 150; Ore.Rev.Stat. § 247.131. Wyoming (Wyo.
Comp.Stat.Ann. §31-113) and Connecticut
(Conn.Gen.Stat. § 9-12) require that the
voter read a constitutional provision in Eng-
lish, while Virginia (Va.Code § 24-68) re-
quires that the voting application be writ-
ten in the applicant's land before the regis-
trar and without ald, suggestion of memo-
randa. Washington (Wash.Rev. Code § 20.07.-
070) has the requirement that the voter be
able to read and speak the English language.

Georgia requires that the voter read intelll-
gently and write legibly a section of the State
or Federal Constitution. If he is physically
unable to do so, he may qualify if he can
give a reasonable interpretation of a section
read to him, An alternative means of qualify~
ing is provided: if one has good character
and understands the duties and obligations
of citizenship under a republican govern-
ment, and he can answer correctly 20 of 30
questicns listed in the statute (e.g., How does
the Constitution of Georgia provide that a
county site may be changed?, what is trea-
son against the State of Georgia?, who are
the solicitor general and the judge of the
State Judicial Circult in which you live?) he
is eligible to vote. Ga.Code Ann, §§ 34-117,
34-120.

In Loulslana one qualifies if he can read
and write English or his mother tongue, is
of good character, and understands the duties
and obligations of citizenship under a repub-
lican form of government. If he cannot read
and write, he can qualify If he can give a
reasonable interpretation of a section of the
State or Federal Constitution when read to
him, and if he is attached to the principles
of the Federal and State Constitutions, LSA—
R,.S. Tit. 18, § 31.

In Mississippi the applicant must be able to
read and write a section of the State Consti-
tution and give a reasonable interpretation
of it. He must also demonstrate to the regis-
trar a reasonable understanding of the duties
and obligations of citizenship under a con-
stitutional form of government. Miss.Code
Ann, § 3213.
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setting of that provision and the great dis-
cretion it vested in the registrar made clear
that a literacy requirement was merely a
device to make raclal discrimination easy.
We cannot make the same inference here.
The present requirement, applicable to mem-
bers of all races, is that the prospective voter
“be able to read and write any section of the
Constitution of North Carolina in the Eng-
lish language.” That seems to us to be one
fair way of determining whether a person is
literate, not a calculated scheme to lay
springes for the citizen. Certainly we cannot
condemn it on its face as a device unrelated
to the desire of North Carolina to ralse the
standards for people of all races who cast the
ballot.
Affirmed.

Let me say in conclusion that today
we are caught in a vortex of change, be-
tween the apostles of revolution and dis-
cord and dissent and those forces who
say ‘“Yes, this will possibly work within
the system to do the things that will
make American democracy meaningful
to those who feel deprived in our soci-
ety.”

I submit, Mr. Speaker, we should make
sure today and tomorrow as we debate
and consider this legislation that we do
nothing by way of amendment—by way
of debilitating and weakening amend-
ments—that will detract from the kind
of progress that has clearly been made
under the 1965 voting rights act.

I hope, therefore, when that decision
is made and when the vote comes that
it will be once again the overwhelming
decision of this House to support the
Committee on the Judiciary and to ex-
tend for another 5 years the provisions
of this act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. AN-
pERSON) has expired.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. THOMPSON) .

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California for giving me this time.

I must profess, Mr, Speaker, my abso-
lute astoundment and amazement at the
actions of the committee, and particu-
larly of such a learned gentleman as the
one who just preceded me in the well,
who are attempting to make this body
feel that only the civil rights of those in
the South should be protected and that
there is no need to protect the voting
rights of those throughout the entire
country.

Of course, there has been discrimina-
tion in the South. We do not deny this,
but this is something in the past. Under
the voting rights act, there has been
great progress made in registering
Negroes in the South.

According to the statement by Vernon
Jordan who is the head of a Negro vot-
ing rights organization, more than 62
percent of all eligible Negroes in the
South are now registered to vote. This
compares with some 70-odd percent of
whites registered to vote.

It is very interesting to me that the
tack taken is not that we are just going
to protect voting rights—but we are only
going to protect voting rights in the
South.

Can it be that some of the big city
machines do not want to see Federal
examiners come in and watch the elec-
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tive process? Could it be that in some of
the cities such as Chicago, Ill., and De-
troit, Mich., and New York that they
do not want voting rights protection in
those areas?

What is the objection to protecting the
rights of every citizen in the United
States regardless of where they may live?
Why should not the rights of every citi-
zen in the North be protected as well as
the rights of citizens in the South? There
is no valid reason for this.

Five years ago when the bill was
passed, in effect, a contract was made by
this Congress which stated that certain
provisions were going to apply in those
States, and once they met those qualifica-
tions, they would then be exempt from
the act. That was that more than Lalf of
the people had to be voting. These were
the triggering provisions.

The statistics used, of course, for this
were the fizures of the 1964 presidential
election.

In 1968 we had another election.

Now we hear people coming back and
saying—Oh, let us forget all about the
progress that has been made—Ilet us for-
get about the fact that we set these
standards at that time—let us not con-
sider those standards—because if we do
consider those standards, then that is
going to eliminate all but two of the
Southern States, if we consider those
standards.

I think the Congress should, in effect,
honor this contract that it made at that
particular time and make this law apply
uniformly throughout the entire Nation.

You know I was interested in reading
the hearings that were held before the
Committee on the Judiciary, and partic-
ularly some of the comments made by the
Attorney General. He stated that a
higher percentage of voting-age Negroes
went to the polls in the Deep South than
in Watts or Washington—a higher per-
centage of voting-age Negroes went to
the polls in the Deep South than in Watts
or right here Washington.

Furthermore, it is interesting to note
that a little more than one-third of vot-
ing-age Negroes cast ballots in 1968 in
New York City, including Manhattan,
Bronx, and Brooklyn, and this amounted
to less than one-half of the white furm-
out. So when you cite figures and sta-
tistics and say that there are fewer Ne-
groes registered in the South than in the
North, I submit to you that there may
well be fewer Negroes registered percent-
agewise in the North than whites regis-
tered percentagewise in the North.

Today we have an opportunity. I un-
derstand a substitute will be offered
which is basically the administration’s
bill, a bill which seeks to do one thing:
treat each American citizen equally, not
dependent upon his place of origin, not
dependent upon what State he comes
from, but if he is an American citizen,
then he shall be treated the same,
whether he happens to be a citizen from
the State of Georgia or a citizen from
the State of Massachusetts. That is the
plea I make to you today, that when this
rule is adopted—and I feel certain that
it will be adopted—when we get into the
amendment process I hope you will give
serious consideration and study to the
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proposal that will be offered at that time,
basically the administration proposal,
which is one which seeks to provide jus-
tice and equity for all American citizens
regardless of point of origin.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York, the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, and Mem-
bers of the House, I am very glad to em-
brace all the remarks made by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
AxpErsoN). Indeed, he put his finger
upon the very important aspects of the
so-called Mitchell substitute, which sub-
stitute, as I understand, will be offered
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
FoRrD) .

There is a sickness in certain parts of
the country, a malaise, where certain
groups of our citizens have been, for
many, many decades, disenfranchised.
We adopted the act of 1965 by way of,
shall I say, bitter medicine to cure that
illness. Much progress has been made,
but the fever of depriving many of the
citizens in particular areas continues, It
has not completely vanished. And the re-
ports of Father Hesburgh'’s commission
indicate clearly it is very essential that
we continue the Voting Rights Act of
1965 so as to obliterate that evil. That is
why we are here today, to consider the
extension of that act.

The effort of the Attorney General, Mr.
Mitchell, as he put it, is to make the
remedies apply all over the country.

I asked him, “What evidence have you
got, for example, of any disenfranchise-
ment through the application of any
literacy tests in my own State of New
York on the basis of race or color, what
complaints have there been that any-
one in New York is denied the right to
vote because of the application of a test
because of color?”

He had no answer. All he said is that
he had heard from certain people about
discrimination.

I said, “Name me the people.”

He could not name the people. He said
he would supply information subsequent-
1y. And what was the information he sub-
sequently supplied? He said it was based
upon psychological facts which were
based upon political potentiality.

How in thunder can we legislate on
potential psychological factors? You tell
me.

The administration substitute is very
much like building a dam in Idaho to
control a flood in Mississippi. That is
about what this means.

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman is not concerned about the
law as applicable to his own area and
what it would do there, why does the
gentleman object to the act being ap-
plicable to the area represented by the
gentleman?

Mr. CELLER. I have no objection, All
I say is that in my own area we do not
have this malaise, we do not have this
disease, we do not have this sickness, We
must, therefore, apply a cure to the sick-
ness where it exists.
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Mr. ABERNETHY. If the gentleman
does not object to it, why does he vote
against it?

Mr. CELLER. I do not vote against it.
Vote against what? I do not vote against
anything. I am going to vote for the ex-
tension of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Mr. Speaker, I am afraid I cannot
vield further. I will be glad to yield un-
der the general debate or the 5-minute
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that the ad-
ministration seems to be making much
ado about this so-called Mitchell sub-
stitute. They are bringing up their
heaviest battalions. Speeches have been
written in the White House and distrib-
uted to certain Members of this House
for delivery here—which is rather an
unusual practice. They are tickling toes
and twisting arms to get this Mitchell
amendment through.

We have to beware of this. This Mitch-
ell amendment is a part of a campaign
to placate and appease. I am afraid that
the Attorney General, who stubbed his
toes heretofore on the question of de-
segregation of education, when he went
against certain decisions of the judi-
ciary and was reprimanded, and directed
to support desegregation of schools at a
certain date, will find he is stubbing his
toes again. The administration is going
to have for its work a failure in this
regard.

I will say finally that this amendment
is nothing but a sham and a subterfuge
and misleading—and we must be very
careful to reject the administration
substitute.

Mr., MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose the rule and the bill.

If there was any necessity for the so-
called Voting Rights Act of 1965, then,
indeed, it has served its purpose and
should be allowed to expire. If there is
need for its further continuance, then
certainly it should be made applicable
to the entire United States.

Mr. Speaker, I have great respect for
the Congress of the United States. It was
designed as a representative body of the
people, a forum where all could be heard
and all treated equally. It was anticipated
that the Congress would treat in similar
fashion all sections of the country. It
was anticipated that in this body there
would be no discrimination and no prej-
udice against any section of the country.

And while I am proud of the Congress
and its actions as a whole, the facts are
that it occasionally exhibits shameful
mistreatment of one section of the coun-
try or another, the most flagrant in-
stance of such being the 1965 act now
before us for extension.

Our liberal friends, many of whom
thrive politically on bloc-voting groups,
strongly contend that the regionally ap-
plied Voting Rights Act is a very great
thing. While glorifying its accomplish-
ments and virtues, most of them are un-
willing to make the act applicable to
themselves. I can think of no better test
of the value of a proposed Federal law
than the willingness of the author to
make it applicable to himself and to his
own people. Buf the chairman of the
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Judiciary Committee and his Republican
counterpart decline to do this. Instead
they insist on their right to continue
their discrimination against certain
Southern States while insisting on the
exemption of their own States. This is
a shameful double standard of represent-
ative government, which can hardly be
of credit to the fairness of the Congress
of the United States.

The so-called Voting Rights Act is pat-
ently wrong in three respects: First, it
does not accord equal treatment to each
and every State with respect to voting
qualifications; second, it is regionally
rather than nationally applicable; and,
third, it voids the fundamental presump-
tion of innocence of the accused.

While I feel that the act should be
allowed to expire, I think the least we
should do is adopt the substitute pro-
posal which corrects the three evils I
have just mentioned.

Mr. Speaker, according to the criteria
laid down in the 1965 act, several States
should now be completely exempted from
the act. The act clearly states that when
a State performs in certain ways, when
it meets specific criteria, when 50 percent
or more of the minority adults are regis-
tered, then the State is exempted from
the act.

But, true to form, the sponsors of the
legislation put another construction on
the formula. In fact, they clearly change
the rules. In spite of the fact that several
States, including my own, have met the
formula, have complied with the criteria,
these proponents of double-standard
views insist we must do 5 more years of
peonage and continue to be treated as
second-class unequals,

Also, Mr. Speaker, the statistics reveal
that we have a higher percentage of reg-
istered minority citizens in several
Southern States, including my own, than
numerous northern areas, including, if
yvou please, the area represented by the
gentleman from New York who is han-
dling this bill. Although he and his Re-
publican counterpart think this act is
great and enthusiastically recommend
its continuation, neither of them are
willing to make the act applicable to
their own areas or to the Nation as a
whole.

Mr. Speaker, it is also true that we
have a higher percentage of minorities
participating in our elections than is the
case in many northern areas, including
the great metropolitan area from which
the Judiciary Committee chairman
comes. Yet, he looks us in the face with
the expression of an innocent babe, and
contends that his and all States outside
of the South are so holy and clean while
we are guilty of threats, abuse, and dis-
criminations that keep down the voting
activities of the minorities. If this be
the case, then why are the minorities
in other areas voting in lower percent-
ages than in my own State?

Under the 1965 act, a southern city
cannot even expand its corporate limits
without coming to Washington on
bended knee and begging permission of
the Attorney General, the theory being
that such might discriminate against
minority voting blocs. We cannot even
change the date of our primary elections,
nor the dates when candidates must
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qualify in the primary elections. In Mis-
sissippi we were even denied the right to
make uniform the last date candidates
may be selected to run as Democrats,
Republicans, or Independents. Voting
precinet boundaries cannot be changed
even though there may be shifts in popu-
lation.

This act is fraught with mischief
which tends to void or lead to voiding
every election in certain Southern States;
and this is the case no matter how open,
how clean or how fair the elections may
have been.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gress should be ashamed of the double
standard this act applies as regards vof-
ing qualifications. Numerous sections of
this counfry have voter literacy tests
laws. Some may be more striect than
others; others may not be strict enough.
But voter literacy tests have their place
in our suffrage system and in the selec-
tion of our officials.

But, Mr. Speaker, while States beyond
the southern area may continue to have
literacy tests, and some do, the 1965 act
we are discussing denies such to my
State and others in the southern region.
Mr. Speaker, under this law, the only
qualifications one must have to vote in
Mississippi is to be alive, breathing, and
at least 21 years of age. Even though one
is completely mentally incompetent, he
is eligible to vote under the Voting Rights
Act of 1965. What a law.

Mr. Speaker, I began my statement by
saying I was proud of the Congress. I
am also proud of our system of govern-
ment. It was intended that all areas and
all States should be treated equally, and
that all should share equally in the fruits
of our Government. I am not always
proud of every act of the Congress. I have
been here many years and on occasion I
have seen it dilute its record of fairness
with acts of disecrimination against some
States, some areas, or some people; and
the act of 1965 is one of those instances.

If we are to have a continuation of this
act—and I contend it is not at all neces-
sary, nor will it contribute anything fto
better government—then do the fair
thing by making it applicable to every-
one, from north to south and from east
to west. Do not allow yourselves to be
guilty of that which you contend you are
trying to eliminate—unequal treatment.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota
for a parliamentary inquiry.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, under
the resolution (H. Res. 714), if adopted,
should the bill, H.R. 12695, be considered
and rejected, would it then be in order,
following rejection of H.R. 12695, should
that occur, to offer a portion or portions
of HR. 12695 as amendments to HR.
42497

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that would be in order
subject to the rule of germaneness, if
germane to the bill H.R. 4249,

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, a
further parliamentary inquiry.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, should
a portion of H.R. 12695 be offered under
the conditions set forth in my previous
inquiry and should it not be germane, a
motion to that effect, to rule it out of
order, would be then in order and be
sustained, I gather?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That,
of course, would be a matter for the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
to consider when it is before him.

Mr. MAcCGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I have
one additional parliamentary inquiry.
Under House Resolution 714, if adopted,
would it be in order to include in the
motion to recommit a portion or portions
of H.R. 12695 which might otherwise be
subject to a point of order on the point
of germaneness?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would not want to pass upon that
hypothetically. At the time the occasion
arises the Chair would pass upon it.

Mr. MacGREGOR. 1 thank the
Speaker.

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 4249) to extend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 with respect to the
diseriminatory use of tests and devices.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill HR. 4249, with Mr.
Borung in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CELLER)
will be recognized for 114 hours, and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. McCULLOCH)
will be recognized for 1% hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, why did we pass the
Voting Rights Act of 1965? It was nec-
essary to bring about enfranchisements
of a vast group of people in certain areas
of our land who were denied that basic
right for too long a time and also prevent
the further erosion of that right.

This was not my judgment alone. The
bill was passed in the House 328 to 74
and in the Senate 79 to 18—407 Members
of the House and Senate agreed with
me.

It was not comfortable for me and the
preponderating Members of the Senate
and the House to pass the act of 1965. It
was not pleasant for me to touch the
tender nerves of the Members from the
States affected, but duty called. Ours was
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a Hobson'’s choice. It was a choice of re-
maining apathetic and disregarding the
evil and thus allowing our image of the
land of freedom to become dim or taking
steps to eliminate further wrong.

As I said a few moments ago, when the
body is sick ofttimes bitter medicine is
necessary. The medicine; namely, the act
of 1965, has helped materially. The sick-
ness has somewhat abated, but the fever
of disenfranchisement has not vanished.
The cure is not complete. The medicine,
unfortunately, must be continued. That
indeed is regrettable.

The act of 1965 has accomplished a
great deal. It has done far more good
than anticipated. As was said by the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, “The gains
have great potential but are fragile.”

The act created administrative reme-
dies that became automatically applica-
ble under a statutory coverage Zormula
to certain jurisdictions without the de-
lays occasioned by prolonged litigation.

This approach has indeed worked im-
pressively. Indeed many consider the
Voting Rights Act the most effective of
all eivil rights enactments.

In the past 4 years over 1 million Ne-
gro applicants have been registered to
vote in areas where literacy tests had
formerly operated as “engines of dis-
crimination.”

I am informed that over 400 Negroes
have been elected to public office in the
areas covered as a result of the remedies
of the act.

When the act was approved in 1965, it
was hoped that within a 5-year pe-
riod Negroes would have gained sufficient
voting power and access to political
processes in the States which were af-
fected so that special Federal protection
would no longer be needed. But reports
of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
as well as the history of litigation over
the past 4 years, all of which is set forth
in the record of hearings held before our
committee, has convinced the Judiciary
Committee that it is essential to continue
this act for an additional 5 years. It is
necessary to do so not only to safeguard
the gains thus far achieved but also to
prevent future infringements of voting
rights based on race or color.

Under the act, there are three central
remedies which apply to those areas cov-
ered by the statutory formula. These
include:

First, suspension of literacy tests and
similar devices;

Second, prohibition against enforcing
new voting rules or practices pending
Federal review to determine whether
their use would perpetuate voting dis-
crimination, and

Third, assignment of Federal exam-
iners to list qualified applicants to vote
and assignment of Federal observers to
monitor the casting and counting of
ballots.

In order to obfain exemption from
these remedies, a State or subdivision
which is covered by the act must obtain
a declaratory judgment to the effect that
no literacy tests or similar devices have
been used during the preceding 5 years
for the purpose or with the effect of de-
nying the right to vote because of race
or color. Under this procedure several

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

jurisdictions have been released from the
prohibitions of the act. They include the
State of Alaska, three counties in Ari-
zona, one county in Idaho, and one
county in North Carolina. Jurisdictions
now subject to suspension of literacy
tests and the other remedies of the act
will be able to obtain exemption begin-
ning in August 1970—5 years after the
passage of the act. HR. 1249 would con-
tinue the coverage of these remedies for
5 years—until August 1975.

We have seen dramatic progress in
voter registration in the past 4 years. But
it should not obscure significant dispari-
ties which continue between white and
nonwhite registration. For example: Ala-
bama—Iless than 50 percent of the Ne-
groes of voting age are registered in 27
of 67 counties; in five counties Negro
registration is less than 35 percent.
Georgia—Iless than 50 percent of the Ne-
groes of voting age are registered in 68
of 152 counties; in 27 counties it is less
than 35 percent. Mississippi—less than
50 percent of Negroes of voting age were
registered in 24 of 82 counties; in six
counties it is less than 35 percent. South
Carolina—less than 50 percent of the
Negroes of voting age are registered in
23 of the 46 counties; in three counties
it is less than 35 percent.

Mr. Chairman, although Negro regis-
tration has risen from approximately 29
percent to 52 percent of the Negro vot-
ing age population in Alabama, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Caro-
lina, the percentage of Negroes regis-
tered still does not approach that of
white persons registered; namely, 82
percent.

If the Voting Rights Act is not ex-
tended, resumption of unfair literacy
tests and similar devices could occur. A
wholesale reregistration of voters could
be attempted, which would erase com-
pletely the gains thus far realized.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. The
gentleman states that if this bill is not
enacted that unfair literacy tests and
so forth could be enforced once more.

I am sure that the gentleman is aware
of the 1967 Civil Rights Act which places
a criminal penalty on any person in any
State who attempts to prevent a person
from registering to vote or from voting
because of race, creed, or color. That is
something which preceded the 1965 act.

Mr. CELLER. I do not think that pro-
vision would apply here. So far as I know
there has been very little if any en-
forcement of that provision.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield
further, if there is any attempt—and I
believe the terminology of the 1967 Civil
Rights Act which happens to be an act I
voted for and supported, provides if
there is any intimidation or threat or at-
tempt to prevent a person from register-
ing to vote or prevent a person from
voting he is subject to a eriminal penalty.
That surely would prevent any efforts of
the type which the gentleman from New
York has described.

Mr. CELLER. It is undoubtedly true
that one could go into court in such
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circumstance, but that is an entirely dif-
ferent matter. That statute refers to
forcible or physical interference with
the right to vote.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CELLER., I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. I have the 1968 Civil
Rights Act in front of me. It provides
penalties for anyone who “by force or
threat of force willfully injures, intimi-
dates, or interferes with"” a person ex-
ercising the right to vote. It does not
apply, for example, to a State that tries
the many clever ways of discriminating
now in vogue down South—as reported
in “Political Participation,” a report of
the Civil Rights Commission.

Mr. CELLER, It is quite different. I do
not think it is relevant here at all. Fur-
thermore, as I said, there could be a
wholesale reregistration of voters if we
do not pass the extension of this Voting
Rights Act that would cause very dire
consequences. It would probably place
the Negro population in the position they
were prior to the passage of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

The State legislatures in some of these
States could very easily enact a statute
requiring everyone who had been regis-
tered heretofore, to reregister. And then
there would be an obliteration of all the
benefits that had occurred under the
1965 act.

The Attorney General would be denied
authority, if we do not approve the ex-
tension of the act, to appoint Federal
examiners to register voters, and to as-
sign Federal observers to monitor the
conduct of elections. If the act were not
extended, the existing protections against
manipulative changes in voting laws
would be eliminated.

Section 5 of the act requiring Fed-
eral review would no longer be a con-
dition precedent to enforcing election
law changes.

It has become very clear that various
devices are being used in these States
now covered by the act to dilute the
newly gained voting strength of Negroes.
The devices which have been resorted to
include: Switching to at-large elections
when Negro voting strength is concen-
trated in particular districts; extending
the term of incumbent white officials,
substituting appointment for election. In
other words, they pass bills providing
that offices previously elective shall be
selective so that those who are now en-
franchised will not be given the oppor-
tunity to vote for candidates to fill those
offices.

Some of these devices also provide for
increasing filing fees for candidates. In
one of the counties—I think it was in
Lowndes County in Alabama—they pro-
vided suddenly that a filing fee of $500
had to be exacted from a candidate for
sheriff, whereas the annual income of a
Negro in that county was only $525. In
other words, they took away from him
almost all his annual income if he
wanted to run for sheriff.

That is only one of the many devices
that has been used.

Under section 5 of the act, the en-
forcement of voting qualifications or pro-
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cedures different from those in force and
effect in November 1964——

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. In jusi one moment—
is prohibited unless and until judicial
approval or acquiescence of the Attor-
ney General of the United States is ob-
tained——

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield at
that point?

Mr. CELLER. In just a moment.

In other words, if they want to make
these changes in the election laws under
the Voting Rights Act of 1965, they
have to submit these changes to the At-
torney General and he may approve.
If he refuses to approve, the municipal-
ity or the State can go to court. In most
instances there has been approval, there
has been general acceptance of routine
election law changes. But approximately
20 have been disapproved. But the fact
that that provision is in the law is a
significant deterrent to prevent enforce-
ment of these rather unusual devices
that are being used to deprive the Negro
of his right to vote.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. In just a moment I will
yield to the gentleman.

Thus, Federal review places the bur-
den of proof on the covered jurisdiction.

Another significant advantage of this
procedure is that private persons, not
merely the Attorney General, have the
authority to challenge implementation
of new voting practices or election laws
on the grounds that such changes have
not been subjected to Federal review.
This is a highly important remedy. It
gives the individual an opportunity to
test what he feels is an injustice and to
police local authorities himself, without
having to rely on the Attorney General
to institute actions.

These provisions of the Voting Rights
Act, similar to the authority to send
examiners and observers assures a con-
tinuing Federal presence, and provides
an essential safeguard that new subter-
fuges will be promptly discouraged and
enjoined.

Now in the course of the subcommittee
hearings on the bill, H.R. 4249, and simi-
lar measures, an alternative to simple
extension of the Voting Rights Act was
submitted by Attorney General Mitchell.

The Department of Justice recom-
mendations, however, were not adopted.
The committee preferred a simple exten-
sion of the provisions of the Voting
Rights Act as presently constituted. The
Attorney General wanted, as it were, to
hold an umbrella of restraint over the
whole country, even if the sun might be
shining in most of the areas of the North
where there has been no voting discrimi-
nation.

I tried to pin the Attorney General
down to tell us where we could find the
voting discrimination that required these
drastic remedies outside of the particu-
lar areas where there had been the ap-
pointment of examiners and observers,
and so forth.

But, he woefully failed to tell us or to
convince us of the need for his amend-

Mr.
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ment. But, as I said-before, when speak-
ing on the rule, there is something un-
usual about the administration proposal.
There is something political about it—
and politics often pollutes and poisons
logic.

There is nothing logical about this
amendment—it is all political. It is done
by way of appeasement—appeasement of
certain areas—and I fear me that that
appeasement will not be successful.

I might use an old term in deseribing
this Mitchell substitute. It is called the
apple of Sodom—the apple of Sodom
grew on a branch that flourished in the
days of old on the shores of the Dead
Sea. This fruit was fragrant and colorful
on sight. But when it was torn from the
branch and the so-called apple was
plucked, it turned into smoke and ashes.
So I call this Mitchell substitute the
apple of Sodom—it is just ashes and
smoke—and of no value. It will be of no
value, if we adopt it.

I urge that when the time comes that
we reject it.

During executive deliberations, the
committee separately considered and re-
jected, first, an amendment providing a
nationwide ban on literacy tests and de-
vices until August 6, 1975, and second,
an amendment establishing restrictions
on residency requirements for voting for
President and Vice President of the
United States.

Outside of the seven Southern States
which are covered in whole or in part
by the act—Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana,
Mississippi, South Carolina, and Vir-
ginia; Yuma County, Arizona; Honolulu
County, Hawaii; and 39 counties in the
State of North Carolina—there are 12
other States—Alaska, Arizona, Califor-
nia, Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Mas-
sachusetts, New Hampshire, New York,
Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming—
which today have constitutional or statu-
tory provisions requiring a showing of lit-
eracy as a precondition to voting. But
there has been no evidence nor any com-
plaint to support the conclusion that the
right to vote has been abridged in these
areas on the basis of race or color by the
application of literacy tests. No lawsuits
have been instituted by individuals, civil
rights groups, or the Federal Govern-
ment alleging a discriminatory purpose
or effect of such tests in these States. It
should be borne in mind, moreover, that
the act already provides that in any ac-
tion brought by the Attorney General to
enforce the 15th amendment anywhere
in the country, the court is empowered
to suspend tests or devices, authorize ap-
pointment of Federal examiners and
Federal observers and determine the va-
lidity of any new voting law or procedure.
In other words, the act already contains
provisions which permit the application
of the three central remedies of the stat-
ute to any State or to any political sub-
division in the Nation. In the circum-
stances, the committee concluded that a
nationwide literacy ban was not justified
at the present time.

The committee also considered and
overwhelmingly rejected the amendment
to establish restrictions on State resi-
dency requirements for voting in presi-
dential elections. This rejection resulted
from the serious doubts of many Mem-
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bers as to the authority of Congress—
absent a constitutional amendment—to
legislaie a minimum residency require-
ment for voting for President and Vice
President. In addition, grave reserva-
tions were expressed concerning the
practical operation of such an amend-
ment in view of the wide variety of
existing State election laws. The amend-
ment affects not only residency require-
ments, but also provisions relating to ab-
sentee voting and absentee registration.
One of its byproducts would appear to
be to override the law in 13 States which
at present do not permit absentee regis-
tration. In sum, the committee concluded
that the proposed minimum residency
requirement raises complex constitu-
tional questions and requires additional
study.

I should make clear that in rejecting
these amendments to the Voting Rights
Act we did not foreclose future consid-
eration of any voting reform for which
a sufficient need is demonstrated. How-
ever, the committee’s approval of H.R.
4249, without amendment, indicates our
studied judgment that all of the provi-
sions of the act of 1965 are of proven
effectiveness and their continuation
without change is of highest national
priority.

Mr. Chairman, the right to vote has
an evanescent quality. Once an election
has passed, interference with the right is
irremediable. Unless the right to vote is
made secure and free from racial dis-
crimination, all other rights are insecure
and subject to denial for all our citizens.
Every American must have an equal
right to vote. No duty weighs upon the
Congress more heavily than the duty to
assure that right.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr, Chairman, will the
genfleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA. I would like to direct an
inquiry to the chairman.

I would like to ask if during the com-
mittee consideration of the extension of
the voting rights act there was any con-
sideration given by the chairman of the
committee to the proposal to suspend
literacy tests everywhere they are
found—not in substitution for the pro-
visions of the existing law—not as an
apple of Sodom—but as an addition to
the existing law? Did you give consid-
eration to that?

Mr. CELLER. Yes. The problem you
raise is a real problem and it was specifi-
cally considered in the course of the ex-
ecutive sessions of the committee. What
I am here saying, I am sure has the
approval of my very distinguished coun-
terpart, the minority leader of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. McCuLLOCH) .
I have very carefully prepared this col-
loguy so there could be no misapprehen-
sion as to what was in the minds of most
of the members on the Committee on the
Judiciary, and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. McCurroca) I am sure will bear
me out in this regard.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from New York, my chair-
man, yield for a brief statement?

Mr, CELLER. I yield to my colleague.
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Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
join in every statement that the chair-
man of our committee has made.

In addition, I said at the White House
that we of the minority were ready, will-
ing, and anxious to introduce legislation
which would embody vote reform in its
widest aspects and that the chairman
had said to me that he would give it
prompt hearings so that we could delve
into corrupt exercise of the voting power,
that we could have voting legislation in
national elections that would be above
reproach so that when the votes were
counted, the people of this country would
know that the man who had received the
most votes was declared elected.

Mr. CELLER. Further answering the
gentleman from Michigan, I say the
problem of a nationwide literacy ban was
specifically considered in the course of
the executive sessions of the committee.
It was considered and the nationwide
literacy ban proposal was rejected. The
committee concluded that whatever mer-
its there may be to a nationwide literacy
ban, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 should
be extended in its present form.

The entire notion of a nationwide ban
especially in jurisdictions where no evi-
dence or claim of voting discrimination
on the basis of race or color has been
raised, presents difficult constitutional
questions. As the gentleman knows, the
Supreme Court in Lassiter v. Northamp-
ton County Board of Elections, 360 U.S.
45 (1959) held that literacy tests per se
did not violate constitutional rights. Be-
fore the Congress extends a test suspen-
sion throughout the land, certainly a
demonstration of the impact of such tests
should be obtained and studied.

Mr. O'HARA. If the gentleman will
yield further at that point. As the gentle-
man knows, having discussed this pri-
vately with him before, I am very reluc-
tant to offer or support any amendment
that will in any way delay the enact-
ment of a simple and direct extension of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 because I
think it is terribly important that we act
and that we act quickly. However, I be-
lieve very strongly tha. literacy tests,
wherever they are found, are devices of
diserimination—perhaps not discrimina-
tion on the basis of race, but economie
diserimination or ethnic discrimination.
I want very much to get rid of them.

The gentleman from Ohio, the ranking
minority member, mentioned that he
wants to proceed with a study of this
matter. Can the chairman tell me if he
is ready to go ahead and begin work on
this?

Mr. CELLER. Yes, we are indeed ready,
and will—I emphasize “will”—come the
first of the year, go into this matter of
literacy tests, and their discriminatory
impact on economie grounds or on any
other grounds.

I will say to the gentleman that I per-
sonally share your views in this regard.

Mr. O'HARA. I thank the chairman.

Mr. CELLER. I want also to add the
following:

I recognize the dilemma which the
gentleman describes. Many of us may
have philosophical objection to literacy
requirements as such. I am pleased to in-
form the gentleman that the Committee
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on the Judiciary plans to hold hearings
early in the next session of this Congress
to consider the validity of and need for
proposals to suspend literacy tests
throughout the Nation and consider such
proposals as separate legislation. In addi-
tion, there is need to consider other elec-
tion reform measures, such as restric-
tions on residency requirements, and
questions of election fraud and irregu-
larities in voting tabulation.

Mr. O'HARA, If the gentleman will
yield for just one more question——

Mr. CELLER. I yield.

Mr. O'HARA. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

Under the circumstances, I do not in-
tend to offer or to support any amend-
ment which would add a nationwide lit-
eracy test ban to the pending bill. I look
forward to the early reporting of such
legislation by your committee, because I
want very much to have an opportunity
to vote for such legislation during this
Congress.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman shall not
be disappointed.

Mr. O'HARA. I thank the chairman.

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

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

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
am very pleased to say I join in the state-
ment of the very able gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. O’HArA) .

I am proud to say the great State of
Ohio, since the day it was admitted to
the Union in 1803, has never had a
literacy test.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr,
Chairman, allow me to say I think when
the gentleman is talking about dis-
crimination in voting he is overlooking
one of the greatest instances in which
discrimination takes place, and it is an
area that my State of Georgia is not
discriminating in, but it is an area in
which I know the gentleman, because I
have seen him on television, is very much
opposed, and that is not allowing the 18-
year-olds and 19-year-olds to vote. Will
the chairman have hearings in the first
part of the year to allow this disfran-
chised group of Americans to vote?

Mr. CELLER. I shall not enter into
any discussion at this time on the ques-
tion of teenage voting. That is separate
and distinct and has no relation to this
bill.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. It has a
distinet and direet relation.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
now yield 20 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Gerarp R. Forp),

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, there are several points upon which
I hope we can all agree as we begin this
debate.

First, we can surely agree with the
statement of the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary that—

Every American must have an equal right
to vote; no duty weighs upon the Congress
more heavily than the duty to assure that
right.
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The gentleman from New York’s elo-
quence was echoed by my friend from
Ohio who is the ranking minority mem-
ber on the committee, who said:

The elective franchise is the cornerstone
of our representative R»epub}lc.

We must agree with that, also.

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 was
enacted to implement the guarantee of
the Constitution that no American’s
right to vote should be abridged because
of his race or color. At the time Congress
took this action, it was apparent that the
right to vote of many Americans, mainly
black Americans, was being abridged on
account of color; the remedy was com-
pounded to fit the situation then pre-
vailing. A formula was devised, based
upon the registration and voting pattern
of the 1964 presidential election. This
formula was very carefully fashioned so
as to include certain Southern States and
exclude others.

Leaping over all the debate of 4 years
ago, it was generally accepted then by
the Congress that the unprecedented in-
tervention of Federal authority, repre-
sented by the Voting Rights Act of 1965,
into the constitutional power of States to
determine the qualification of voters,
would only be temporary. It was felt,
quite properly, that the extension of the
right to vote would, in time, be self-sus-
taining for those previously denied the
franchise because of racial diserimina-
tion. Once they could vote they would,
through the power of the ballot box, make
certain that they were never disen-
franchised again—this is the theory to
which most of us subseribe. Therefore,
the key provisions of the 1965 act were
supposed to become unnecessary and to
expire in August 1970—although there
would still be a probationary period un-
der the law.

1t is these key provisions, which single
out six Southern States and portions of
several others, which the committee bill
would have us continue unchanged for
another 5 years. We are told we must not
even change the existing law so much as
to update its triggering formula from
1964 to the 1968 election statistics. Why
not?

The answer is incredible, but here it is:
The 1964 formula should not be changed
because a 1968 formula would permit
most, if not all, of those six or seven
Southern States to escape further dis-
crimination from the Federal Govern-
ment. This is because they have now reg-
istered or now allow more than half their
voting-age citizens to vote—because they
have successfully passed the test Con-
gress set in 1965.

I am highly gratified that 800,000—
perhaps as many as 1 million black
Americans in the seven specially covered
States have been registered since the
89th Congress passed the 1965 Voting
Rights Act. I believe the 91st Congress
should not stop there but should go for-
ward to protect and expand this funda-
mental right for all citizens, whatever
their race, creed, or color, wherever they
reside.

But I believe there are other funda-
mental rights that are equally precious
to Americans—the right of equal justice
under law, which surely applies to the 50
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States of the Union as well as to indi-
viduals—the presumption of innocence
which puts the burden of proof on the
accuser—the principle that there is one
law in this land for black and for white,
for rich and for poor, for Georgian and
for Californian.

If it is agreed we have a duty to im-
plement the voting rights guaranteed by
the 15th amendment and elsewhere in
the Constitution, if we agree that sub-
stantial progress has been made under
the 1965 act but that much room for
improvement remains, and if we are hon-
est enough to admit that the present law,
for all its commendable results, is dis-
eriminatory in spirit and in practice
against one part of our country, then
let us get on with a nationwide stand-
ard in the spirit of 1970 rather than 1964.

To do this, President Nixon and his
administration have proposed, and I
have introduced—with my distinguished
colleagues—H.R. 12695, the nationwide
voting rights bill which will be before
us as a substitute for the committee bill.

Mr. Chairman, I have in my possession
a letter dated December 10 from Presi-
dent Nixon which I will not read at this
point. I will insert it at this point in the
REecorp as a part of my remarks:

TaE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, December 10, 1969.
Hon. GEraLp R. Forp,
Minority Leader of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear JErrY: I am aware that the House is
considering a five-year extension of the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965, and alternatively, as
an amendment, the Administration-proposed
nationwide voting rights bill, HR. 12695.

I strongly believe that the nationwide bill
is superior because it is more comprehensive
and equitable. Therefore, I believe every ef-
fort must be made to see that its essence, at
least, prevails.

I would stress two critical points:

1. Instead of simply extending until 1976
the present Voting Rights Act, which bans
literacy tests in only seven states, as the
Committee bill would do, the nationwide bill
would apply to all states until January 1,
1974. It would extend protection to millions
of cltizens not now covered and not covered
under the Committee bill.

2. H.R. 12695 assures that otherwise quali-
fied voters would not be denied the right to
vote for President merely because they
changed their state of residence shortly be-
fore a national election.

In short, the nationwide bill would go a
long way toward insuring a vote for all our
citizens in every state. Under it those mil-
lions who have been voteless in the past and
thus voiceless in our government would have
the legal tools they need to obtain and se-
cure the franchise. Justice requires no less.

For certainly an enlightened national leg-
islature must admit that justice is dimin-
ished for any citizen who does not have the
right to vote for those who govern him, There
is no way for the disenfranchised to con-
sider themselves equal partners in our so-
clety.

This is true regardless of state or geo-
graphical location.

I urge that this message be brought to
your colleagues, and I hope they will join
in our efforts to grant equal voting rights
to all citizens of the United States,

Sincerely,
RicHARD NIXON.

Mr. Chairman, I will also ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the REcorp &
copy of the nationwide voting rights
bill of 1970:
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H.R. 12695

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act shall be known as the “Voting Rights
Act Amendments of 1969."

Sec. 2. Section 4 of the Votlng Rights Act
of 19656 (79 Stat. 438; 42 U.S.C. 1973b) is
amended as follows:

(a) Strike subsection
the following:

“(a) (1) Prior to January 1, 1974, no citi-
zen shall be denied the right to vote in any
Federal, State, or local election because of
his fallure to comply with any test or device."

(b) Strike subsection (b) and designate
present subsection (¢) as (a) (2).

(c) Strike subsections (d) and (e} and
add the following as subsection (b):

“(b) (1) No citizen of the United States
who is otherwise gualified to vote in any
State or political subdivision in any election
for President and Vice President of the
United States shall be denied the right to
vote in any such election for fallure to com-
ply with a residence or registration require-
ment If he has resided in that State or politi-
cal subdivision since the 1st day of Septem-
ber next preceding the election and has com-
plied with the requirements of registration
to the extent that they provide for registra-
tion after that date.

*(2) If such citizen has begun residence
in a State or political subdivision after the
1st day of September next preceding an
election for President and Vice President of
the United States and does not satisfy the
residence requirements of that State or po-
litical subdivision, he shall be allowed to
vote in such eleetion: (A) in person in the
State or political subdivision in which he
resided on the last day of August of that year
if he had satisfied, as of the date of his
change of residence, the requirements to vote
in that State or political subdlivision; or (B)
by absentee ballot in the State or political
subdivision in which he resided on the last
day of August of that year if he satisfies, but
for his nonresident status and the reason for
his absence, the requirements for absentee
voting in that State or political subdivision.

*{8) No citizen of the United States who
is otherwise qualified to vote by absentee
ballot in any State or political subdivision in
any election for President and Vice President
of the United States shall be denled the
right to vote in such election because of
any requirement of registration that does
not include a provision for absentee regis-
tration.

“(4) ‘State’ as used in this subsection in-
cludes the District of Columbia.™

Sec. 3. Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
of 18656 (79 Stat, 439; 42 U.S.C. 1973c) Is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 5. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen-
eral has reason to believe that a State or
political subdivision has enacted or is seek-
ing to administer any voting gqualification
or prerequisite to voting, or standard, prac-
tice or procedure with respect to voting
which has the purpose or effect of denying
or abridging the right to vote on account of
race or color, he may institute for the United
States, or in the name of the United States,
an action in a district court of the United
Btates, in accordance with sections 1301
through 1393 of title 28, United States Code,
for a restraining order of a preliminary or
permanent injunction, or such other order
as he deems appropriate.

“{b) An action under this section shall be
heard and determined by a court of three
judges in accordance with the provisions of
section 2284 of title 28 of the United States
Code and any appeal shall be to the Su-
preme Court.”

Bec. 4. Section 6 of the Voting Rights Act
of 19066 (79 Stat. 439; 42 U.S.C. 1973d) is
amended by striking the words “unless a
declaratory judgment has been rendered un-

(a) and substitute
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der section 4(a)" and by striking, immedi-
ately after the words “political subdivision,”
the words “named in, or included within
the scope of, determinations made under sec-
tion 4(b)"

Sec. 5. Section 8 of the Voting Rights Act
of 19656 (79 Stat. 441; 42 U.S.C. 1973f) is
amended by striking the words “Whenever
an examiner is serving under this Act in
any political subdivision the Civil Service
Commission may"” and substituting the fol-
lowing:

“Whenever the Attorney General deter-
mines with respect to any political subdivi-
sion that in his judgment the designation
of observers is necessary or appropriate to
enforce the guarantees of the fifteenth
amendment, the Civil Service Commission
shall”

Section 8 is further amended by adding
the following sentence at the end thereof:

“A determination of the Attorney Gen-
eral under this section shall not be review-
able in any court.”

Sec. 6. Section 14 of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 445; 42 U.S.C. 19731)
is amended by striking subsections (b) and
(d) and designating subsection (c¢) as (b).

Sec. 7. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 (79
Stat. 437; 42 U.S.C. 1973) is amended by re-
designating sections 17, 18, and 19 as sec-
tlons 18, 19, and 20, respectively, and insert-
ing the following new section:

"“8Eec, 17. (a) There is hereby created a tem-
porary Commission, to be known as the Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Voting
Rights (hereafter called the Commission),
which shall be composed of not more than
nine members who shall be appointed by
the President. The President shall desig-
nate one member to serve as Chairman,

“(b) The Commission shall undertake to
make a study of the effects upon voting
and voter registration of laws restricting or
abridging the right to vote, including laws
making residence, economic status or pas-
sage of literacy tests and other tests or
devices a prerequisite to voting. The Com-
mission shall also study the impact of fraud-
ulent and corrupt practices upon voting
rights. The Cominission shall conduct such
hearings as it deems appropriate and shall
consult with the Attorney General, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, and the Civil Rights
Commission, and with such other persons
and agencies as it deems appropriate. The
Commission shall report to the President
and the Congress, not later than January
15, 1973, the results of its study and make
its recommendations for legislative or other
action to protect the right to vote. The Com-
mission shall cease to exist thirty days fol-
lowing the submission of its report.

“(e) As soon as practicable following en-
actment of this statute and after consulta-
tlion with the Attorney General and the
Civil Rights Commission, the Secretary of
Commerce shall make speclal surveys, in
States which utilize literacy and other tests
or devices, and in other States, to collect
data regarding voting in presidential and
other elections, by race, national origin, and
income groups. The Secretary of Commerce
shall transmit this data, together with other
pertinent data from the Nineteenth Decen-
nial Census, to the Commission.

“{d) The Commission is authorized to re-
quest from any executive department or
agency any Iinformation and assistance
deemed necessary to carry out its functions
under this section. Each department or
agency is authorized, to the extent permitted
by law and within the limits of available
funds, to cooperate with the Commission and
to furnish information and assistance to the
Commission.

“(e) Members of the Commission who are
Members of Congress or in the executive
branch of the Government shall serve with-
out additional compensation, but shall be
permitted travel expenses, including per
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diem in lieu of subsistence as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, for
persons intermittently employed. Other
members of the Commission shall be entitled
to receive compensation at the rate now or
hereafter provided for GS-18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule for employees for each day
{including traveltime) during which they
are engaged in the actual performance of
duties vested In the Commission. While
traveling on official business in performance
of services for the Commission, members of
the Commission shall be allowed expenses
and per diem in lieu of subsistence as au-
thorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5703) for persons
intermittently employed. The Commiesion
shall have an Executive Director who shall be
designated by the President and shall receive
such compensation as he may determine, not
in excess of the maximum rate now or here-
after provided for GS-18 of the General
Schedule under sectlon 5332 of title 5,
United States Code. The Commission is au-
thorized to appoint and fix the compensation
of such other personnel as may be necessary
to perform its functions. The Commission
may obtain the services of experts and con-
sultants in accordance with section 3109 of
title 5, United States Code.”

Sec. 8. The provisions of this Aet shall
become effective on August 6, 1970, except
that Section 7 shall become effective
immediately.

Mr. Chairman, I am motivated not only
by the idea of relieving the citizens and
authorities of a few States from unjust
discrimination, but also by a firm convic-
tion that the laws of the United States,
which we write here, ought to be the same
for all 50 States; that the benefits of
good laws should benefit citizens every-
where; that the penalties for defiance or
evasion should be the same North, South,
East, and West; and that the right to
vote may be—and often is—abridged in
many ways and for many reasons in
addition to race or color.

The right to vote for President and
Vice President, and for other Federal
elective offices, is a nationwide right en-
titled to nationwide protection. Our na-
tionwide voting rights bill, to summarize
it briefly, is nationwide in all of its parts.
Specifically:

First. It would suspend, nationwide, all
literacy tests In all 50 States until Jan-
uary 1, 1974.

Second. It would provide, natlonwide,
a uniform residence requirement for all
Americans who want to vote in presiden-
tial elections.

Third. It would grant, nationwide,
statutory authority to the Attorney Gen-
eral to station voting examiners and ob-
servers in any jurisdiction in all 50 States
to enforce the right to register and to
vote.

Fourth. It would provide, nationwide,
statutory authority for the Attorney
General to start voting rights lawsuits in
Federal courts to prevent discriminatory
practices and suspend discriminatory
voting laws In all 50 States.

Fifth. It would launch a nationwide
study of the use of literacy tests or de-
vices and other corrupt practices which
may abridge voting rights in all 50 States.
A national voting advisory commission
would be created to report its findings
prior to the expiring of the nationwide
literacy test suspension in 1974.

I cannot see anything among these five
nationwide proposals to which any rea-
sonable person could disagree except,
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perhaps, the temporary ban on all lit-
eracy tests for 4 years. Literacy tests are
not wrong or unconstitutional in them-
selves; what is illegal is their misuse to
deny the right to vote not for illiteracy
but on account of race or color. Even the
present act does not prohibit literacy
tests in some 20 States that have them;
it temporarily suspends them in six or
seven States under certain conditions.

Our nationwide voting rights bill says,
in effect, if any State is to be temporarily
denied the right to have a literacy test of
any kind, let us temporarily deny this
right to all States; let us see what effect
this has on registration of minority
groups and upon voting patterns in all
50 States, and then let us decide what
to do about such tests and other devices
for the Nation as whole. What could be
fairer?

There is one provision of my nation-
wide voting rights bill which the propo-
nents of a simple 5-year extension do not,
so far as I know, openly oppose; that is
the provision nationalizing residency re-
guirements for presidential elections.
This simply recognizes the facts of life
in the superhighway and jet age; Amer-
icans are the most mobile people in the
world; more than 5% million of them
were prevented from voting in 1968 be-
cause they had recently moved. They lost
their vote in their place of previous resi-
dence too late to reacquire it in their new
home.

With all deference to my Vice Presi-
dent’s reservations, the news media keep
transient Americans just as well—or just
as badly—informed of national issues
and national candidates as they do vot-
ers who stay in one precinet all their
lives. It makes no sense to deny anyone
his right to vote because his employer,
or his child’s health, or whatever, trans-
fers him abruptly to another part of the
United States. The main argument
against this overdue remedy seems to be
that it has nothing to do with race or
color—although population movements
in recent years clearly have included
both black and white citizens in large
numbers.

Congress should not be precluded from
doing anything to the legislation before
us simply because it has no racial or
color ramifications. Voting rights are vot-
ing rights and I have always believed we
should be colorblind—nondiscriminatory
if you will—about them.,

The President is the representative of
all the people and all the people should
have a reasonable opportunity to vote
for him,

Perhaps the most significant change
which my nationwide voting rights bill
would effect in comparison which the ex-
isting 1965 statute is found in the spirit
of it. Today, any State or county which
is under the shadow of the 1964 formula
cannot make any change in its election
laws without coming to Washington for
permission. Under the 1965 act it is as-
sumed that any such change is intended
to cheat the law and circumvent the
Constifution.

The fundamental presumption of in-
nocence is denied these six or seven
States, under an arbitrary, outmoded,
mathematical formula. They are pre-
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sumed guilty and prevented—though 43
Federal court—not their own district
courts but in the Distriet of Columbia.

Maybe, I do not concede it, but maybe,
other States are not so prevented—from
managing their own electoral affairs un-
til they prove themselves innocent in
past sins justified such severity in past
legislation. But this is not the Recon-
struction Era and neither is this 1965.
Four eventful years have passed; evils
and errors of another time have yielded.
Now, today, it is wrong and it is shame-
ful for this House to perpetuate a puni-
tive and discriminatory provision for
another 5 years beyond the point where
the original authors of the act intended
it to expire.

My nationwide voting rights bill shifts
the burden of proof back where it ought
to be—to the Attorney General—and
empowers him to go after any State
which does, in fact, discriminate against
voters on racial grounds or which might
backslide in the future. Just as we do not
want any second class citizens in this
country, neither do we want any second-
class States.

My friends, the choices before us here
are usually difficult choices.

I do not believe they are at all difficult
today.

We have before us two proposals—one
to continue unchanged for 5 more years
a measure intended as strong temporary
medicine to treat racial discrimination in
one part of the country, which, in work-
ing a commendable cure, has itself dis-
criminated in unnecessary ways. The al-
ternative in my nationwide voting rights
bill which builds upon the lessons of the
1965 act, continues its Federal oversight
but eliminates its serious shortcomings.

This administration with this bill in-
tends to protect all tl.e gains in voting
rights in one section of the country
which have been made in the past 4
yvears. More than that, we intend to ex-
tend these gains to all States and all
Americans who may still be denied their
full franchise. The very fact we have
made such spectacular gains rules out
any notion of standing still, or of sin-
gling out a few scapegoat States. We
mean to step up and broaden the Federal
concern for voting rights anywhere and
everywhere in Ameriea.

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

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, first
of all I want to say that I do not want
to get into a debate or discussion with
the gentleman. I also want to emphasize
that I do not impugn the motives or ob-
jectives of the Attorney General or of the
gentleman in the well with regard to
the substitute bill.

However, I must say this: Great prog-
ress has been made under existing legis-
lation. But I do not think that the ob-
jective has been fulfilled. In the testi-
mony before the committee, in a letter
which came from former Assistant At-
torney General Stephen J. Pollak, it was
brought out that the original term of the
bill was for 10 years. It was contem-
plated when the legislation was intro-
duced that a 10-year period would be
required in order to fulfill this objective.
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So far as I am concerned, maybe a
10-year period is too long. But I do think
that the objective has not been fulfilled
at the present time. Thus, the act should
be extended possibly 3 or 4 or 5 years,
as the bill now provides. That is the
point I want to make,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr., McCULLOCH, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the opportunity to
answer the gentleman’s question.

In 5 years, if my recollection is cor-
rect, five of the seven States that were
under the automatic trigger provision of
the 1965 act have made sufficient prog-
ress so that they, under the criteria of
the original act, would no longer be cov-
ered by it in certain important respects.

I think that is substantial progress. In
one State, I think it is the State of Mis-
sissippi, it went from about 6 percent to
about 53 percent. That is very commend-
able progress and if they were starting
from scratch under the original act
would not now be covered by the trigger-
ing provision.

Under the existing formula, they would
be in a different situation. I do not think
vou have to keep States in perpetuity as
second-class States, as some people would
like apparently, even though they have
made substantial progress. I do not be-
lieve that keeping seven States under a
special kind of servitude is fair, when you
can accomplish the voting rights objec-
tive that we all want by having all States
being treated the same under the sub-
stitute bill. I think that is the right ap-
proach for us to take.

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

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

Mr. McCLORY, I would like to make
this additional comment.

As I understand it, the only reason that
the period was reduced from 10 years to
5 years was to secure a vote of cloture
in the other body, and there was no
showing that the 5-year period would be
adequate. It was thought that a 10-year
period would be needed.

It is the feeling of the majority of the
committee, including the majority of
our party, that unless the act is extended
there is going to be retrogression and that
we are going to lose some of the benefits
that have been gained. We do not want
to see this backward step taken.

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. May I respond
by pointing out that under the substitute
bill, the Attorney General has the au-
thority to go in and prevent retrogression
on his own initiative. I am sure that the
Attorney General would take such action
if there were such retrogression. He
could go in and he could assume the
burden of proof, with the facts at hand
and he could prove his case for remedial
action. I am certain Attorney General
Mitchell would take such action.

Therefore, I do not see any possibility
of any retrogression under the substi-
tute bill and it would be far more equita-
ble.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chairman, today I
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wish to speak in favor of the 5-year ex-
tension of the Voting Rights Act of
1965.—I urge this course on both moral
and practical grounds. In my judgment,
the number one moral imperative in
America now is the need to finally insure
the full and equal rights of each and
every citizen.

In America today, while most of our
people are free, many are not. The ugly
realities of racial diserimination and
racial denial continue as a bleeding
wound on the soul of America, and
America bleeds today for the racially dis-
enfranchised.

This is wrong and must be changed. All
our people must be free—equally, fully,
and now.

And those among us who would pro-
mote or allow the transgression of the
birthrights of other Americans, do more
to destroy our Nation than any foreign
AZgressor.

Our national honor derives from our
national meaning—a meaning centered
in our unique view of man. That view
is that each person born in America is
born free—is born into freedom. And the
human rights associated with freedom
are God given and are not subject to the
temporal whims of men or governments.

Thus, no one in this country can set
aside the human rights of another man:
neither elected officials nor nightriders;
neither angry men blocking schoolhouse
doorways nor silent men too timid to
oppose injustice.

Nor ecan human rights be set aside by
harsh demands to move to the back of
the bus—or by subtle rationalizations
that school desegregation deadlines be
further delayed.

Nor can they be compromised by free-
dom-of-choice schools, separate-but-
equal doctrines, voting restrictions, or
“southern strategies.”

Today the issue concerns voting
rights—the right to self-government
based on free and open elections—a prac-
tical issue of achieving a true demoec-
racy. Surely, men must be able to vote
if they are to be free.

Failure to extend the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 in its present form, and/or
passage of amendments which would ex-
tend coverage to all 50 States, would, in
effect, serve to dilute the corrective force
of the act. It would do this in two ways:

First. The great bulk of the low voter
registration problem is regional and is
concentrated in the States of the Deep
South. I feel that the proposed changes
to this bill would so diffuse the Justice
Department’s efforts nationwide, but the
recent gains in the Deep South would
likely be lost or seriously eroded. We
must not lose the corrective momentum
we now have in the areas of our country
with the greatest racial disenfranchise-
ment. Any backsliding in this area would
be disastrous.

Second. Should the provision be
dropped to require Federal certification
of election law modifications, clearly
endless ways will be found to exclude
certain minority groups from equal
participation.

As President Nixon said 2 nights ago:

I believe that sometimes it is necessary to
draw the line clearly . . . to make it clear
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that there can be no compromise where such
greal issues as self-determination and free-
dom . . . are involved.

We can draw that clear line today by
extending the Voting Rights Act of 1965
in its present form, and I urge that we
do so.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, it is
my great pleasure now to yield 6 minutes
to the Governor-elect of the State of
New Jersey, a member of the Committee
on the Judiciary (Mr. CAHILL).

Mr. CAHILL, Mr. Chairman, let me
first of all express my very deep apprecia-
tion not only for that generous welcome
but for the generosity of all Members of
the House as expressed to me personally
50 many times since the election. I am
very grateful, and I hope that in the 4
years ahead I ecan, in New Jersey, bring
into practice many of the lessons I have
learned in this great House of Represent-
atives, and I hope that the work in New
Jersey will redound to the credit of the
Congress of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, we and the civil rights
movement are at an important cross-
roads today—a crossroads which, in my
judgment, will serve as a test of the con-
science of this great legislative body. The
vehicle for that test is the proposed
Voting Rights Act extension now before
us. The measure, by which history will
judge us, will be what we do here this
week,

The issue is quite clear.

On the one hand we have an oppor
tunity to move ahead with a renewed
sense of hope, pride, and reaffirmation,
an opportunity to breathe new life into
the civil rights movement at a time in
our Nation's history when it is needed
most desperately, and in an area where
the wrongs to our black citizens have his-
torically been the most grievous. I am
speaking of the constitutionally guaran-
teed right of franchise, which has been
wrongly denied for too long to a large
segment of our pepulation.

Or, on the other hand, we can reject
this opportunity and turn back from re-
sponsibility just at the moment when
light is appearing at the end of what
has been a tunnel of darkness. I say we
can do this, but we surely must not.

There is little doubt that the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 has been the most
successful and effective civil rights legis-
lation ever passed by the Congress. In the
5 years since its enactment, it has been
directly responsible for insuring the vot-
ing privileges of nearly 1 million blacks
in a seven-State region in the South—
most of whom had never before voted.

This is an accomplishment of which
all of us, particularly those of us on the
committee, who worked so hard for its
passage, can be proud. But we must now
recognize that our task is by no means
complete. Not only must we continue
toward the goal of maximun: voter regis-
tration, and toward redress of regret-
table long-term deprivations, but we
must now insure that we hold on to that
which we have gained. That is why I
urge the membership to lend its full sup-
port to a simple 5-year extension of the
Voting Rights Act as drafted, and to
reject any substitute proposals.

As the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Judiciary Comm_ tee,
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the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. McCuL-
rocH) has pointed out, when this act
was first passed it was estimated that it
would take at least 10 years “‘to overcome
the effects of centuries of diserimina-
tion.” Thus, while the gains during the
first 5 years have been great, we cannot
close our eyes to the fact that many in
the South have not yet opened wide their
arms to the new black voters. A 5-year
extension holds out a hope of making
today’s gains permanent.

The substitute measure represents a
retreat and a dilution of the force of the
present legislation. It presumes to ex-
pand remedies to regions of the country
where ample machinery already exists,
in order to right wrongs which have not
been shown fto exist. The substitute
measure deals only with the banning of
literacy tests, and thus paves the way for
expanded use of numerous other devices
directed at depriving black citizens of
the South of their constitutional right
to vote.

I would like to read from a letfer re-
ceived by me today from Father Theo-
dore Hesburgh, Chairman of the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights. In part, he
said:

The Members of Congress of both parties
who shaped and supported the 1965 Act can
rightfully point with pride to one of the
great legislative accomplishments of this dec-
ade. Their proof lies in the nearly two mil-
lion newly enfranchised Negro voters in the
South, in the 463 elected Negro office holders,
and in the many changes which have taken
place as a result of greater participation by
Negroes in the political life of their commu-
nities, cities, States and Nation. The pas-
sage of that Act was one of political and
moral correctness.

I do fear that many Members of Congress
feel that the voting problems at which the
1965 Act was directed have been solved. They
have not. The Fifteenth Amendment remains
to be fully implemented. We cannot retreat
on this front. If we do, we run the risk of
endangering the faith of many of our peo-
ple in the abllity of our Government to meet
the legitimate expectations of its citizens.

As I lock back over my years in the
House of Representatives I am most
proud of the role I have been permitted
to play in advancing the cause of civil
rights. I entered the Congress at a time
when America’s conscience just seemed
to be wakening. It is unfortunate that we
are required to pass laws at all in order
to protect rights that we all theoretically
share. Nevertheless all of these laws have
accomplished a great deal.

I regard the Voting Rights Act, how-
ever, as the greatest of all civil rights
laws, since it deals with one of our most
basie rights. With this right assured our
citizens can seek redress of their own
grievances peaceably at the polls. With-
out it, those denied often find themselves
compelled to resort to other means, not
always so lawful.

I said earlier that we now have a great
opportunity. Let us not pass it up. Let us
seize upon it and so advance the cause
of civil rights for all our fellow citizens.
At a time when there are so many divi-
sions among our people, and the need to
bring them together is so great, we can-
not afford not to support an extension of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
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10 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. RopiNO).

Mr. RODINOQ. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my support of HR. 4249, a bill
to extend for an additional 5 years pro-
visions of the Voting Rights Act of 1965
relating to the discriminatory use of
literacy tests and similar devices.

The record indicates that a substan-
tial need remains to eradicate past evil
effects and to prevent future repetition
of diseriminatory voting practices which
are deeply ingrained in the laws, policies
and traditions of certain areas of this
Nation. The Voting Rights Act of 1965
constituted a national commitment to
end the hypoerisy of a Nation which
called itself a democracy but denied cer-
tain citizens the right to vote because
of their color.

In brief, the act automatically sus-
pends literacy tests and similar devices
which had been used as prerequisites for
registering or voting in States or political
subdivisions which maintained them and
in which fewer than 50 percent of the
voting age population were registered for
or voted in the 1964 presidential election.
It also authorizes the assignment of Fed-
eral examiners to register eligible voters
and Federal observers to monitor the
casting and counting of ballots in areas
where tests have been suspended. Fur-
ther, the act prohibits the covered States
and counties from enforcing changed
voting qualifications without first cbtain-
ing the approval of the district court of
the District of Columbia or the acqui-
escence of the U.S. Attorney General.
These remedies were temporary, The act
permits jurisdictions subject to these au-
tomatic provisions to obtain a release by
petitioning the district court in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and establishing that
tests or devices have not been used dis-
criminatorily in the preceding 5 years.
Since six States have been forbidden
since 1965 from using any literacy tests
or devices, they will be automatically ex-
empted from these temporary remedies
beginning in 1970 unless the Congress
votes to extend coverage beyond the
present 5-year period.

In determining whether or not to ex-
tend the provisions of the Voting Rights
Act for an additional period of time, the
Committee on the Judiciary examined in
detail the record of accomplishment of
the past 4 years. That record is impres-
sive in terms of the vast numbers of Ne-
gro citizens who have been placed on
voter rolls for the first time. Negro regis-
tration in many counties of Alabama,
Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Virginia, and parishes
of Louisiana has more than doubled
since the passage of the act. Through the
patential and actual assignment of Fed-
eral observers on election day, many Ne-
gro citizens have felt secure enough to
vote freely without fear and confident
that their votes would be counted.

A large share of the credit for the out-
standing accomplishments under the act
must be given to responsible officials of
these States and counties who may have
been reluctant or recalcitrant at first,
but have carried out their responsibilities
in an exemplary manner.

‘While approximately 158,000 non-
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whites have been registered by Federal
examiners under the act, well over 500,-
000 Negroes have been registered by local
officials since 1965. Moreover, we are be-
ginning to see active participation by
Negro citizens in the politics of the
Southern States for the first time since
Reconstruction. So the act has worked
impressively. It has put large numbers of
Negroes on the voting rolls in a short
space of time. It has also resulted in the
election of Negro officials where few, if
any, such officials served 4 years ago.

On the basis of these accomplishments
it may be urged by some that the act
need not be extended. Some may say use
1968 presidential election figures rather
than 1964 figures. Or leave the act alone
altogether. Such proposals, I fear, do not
take into account the true facts that
exist in the areas covered today. The Ju-
diciary Committee, after extensive hear-
ings and on the basis of reports of the
Commission on Civil Rights, and review-
ing the approximately 20 lawsuits in-
volving voting discrimination which
have been decided in the last 4 years, has
concluded that coverage for an addi-
tional period of time is essential to dissi-
pate the long-established political at-
mosphere and tradition of voting dis-
crimination.

Here is what the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights has concluded:

The gains that have been made have great
potential—but they are fragile. If the gains
are augmented and strengthened by firm
action to deal with the remaining barriers,
Negroes may secure enough influence and
representation in the political process that
the need for Federal intervention will end.
If, on the other hand, new barriers are not
attacked, the progress made thus far may
not be translated into effective political rep-
rezentation, the current Federal presence
12y be of diminishing effectiveness, and the

1s may be destroyed entirely if and when

e Federal Government decides to end its
intervention and restore to the States con-
trol over the registration process and deter-
mination of the qualifications of electors.
(Political Participation, p. 178)

To permit 1968 presidential election
results to determine the application of
the remedies of the Voting Rights Act
would be to use the fruits of the act to
release those areas where voting dis-
crimination has been most persistent.
U'-“r* of 1968 figures would result in re-
lessing the States of Alabama, Louisiana,

i “leI’)l and Virginia. To use such
r.g.u es would be to disregard the entire
premise of the act itself; namely, that
literacy tests and low voter registration
or turnout go hand in hand with voter
diserimination. The 1964 election was the
last presidential election in which such
tests and devices were used as engines
of discriminations. The Voting Rights
Act suspended their use during the 1968
election; Federal examiners listed new
voters and Federal observers monitored
the balloting itself. The circumstances in
1968 were entirely different from those
in 1964. It would not be rational to per-
mit 1968 results to determine where tests
and devices should be suspended.

In 1965 the Congress hoped that a
5-year period would be a sufficient time
within which Negroes could gain voting
power in the affected States so that spe-
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cial Federal protection would no longer
be needed. But the job begun in 1965 is
not yet complete. If the statutory auto-
matic coverage of the act were to termi-
nate, States and counties now covered
would be in a position to reimpose those
voting and registration requirements
that made the law necessary.

The States involved have not repealed
those requirements. They still remain on
the statute books. Moreover, there is no
assurance at the present time that voters
who have been declared eligible by Fed-
eral examiners would be protected from
a reregistration requirement or other at-
tempts to reimpose the pre-1965 status
quo. While such attempts or efforts would
be challenged in court litigation, non-
whites would be required to prove that
such efforts had the purpose or effect of
discriminating on account of race or
color. While those proceedings went on,
elections would be held and results deter-
mined while the right to vote free of dis-
crimination would have to wait for fu-
ture vindication. We have been down
that road. The Voting Rights Act of 1965
was designed to overcome the delays and
frustrations to which the case-by-case
approach gave rise. The statutory cover-
age formula of the present act focuses on
those jurisdictions which have used tests
and devices to discriminate, and which
also have maintained dual school systems
that have reinforced the discriminatory
impaet of literacy requirements. A con-
tinuation of the automatic suspension of
tests and devices in these areas, there-
fore, is clearly indicated.

A similar conclusion is justified with
respect to the authority to appoint Fed-
eral examiners and observers. This au-
thority has proven invaluable not only in
promoting increased Negro voter regis-
tration, but also in assuring that the
franchise could be exercised free of fear
and intimidation. An effort to expand the
Attorney General's authority to assign
examiners and observers throughout the
Nation may be made in the course of our
debate. However reasonable that pro-
posal may appear, no need or justifica-
tion for such expanded authority has
been presented. The danger with such a
proposal is that it will dissipate the ef-
fort in the areas where the need for
Federal protection against voting dis-
crimination is the greatest.

In addition to automatic test suspen-
sion and the appointment of Federal ex-
aminers and observers, the Voting
Rights Act prohibits covered areas
from enforcing any new election law or
practice which would perpetuate dis-
crimination. The record is replete with
efforts, dedicated and ingenious, to evade
the guarantees of the 15th amendment.
Between 1957 and 1964 State and local
circumvention of court orders and con-
gressional enactments was common. Sec-
tion 5 of the act was designed to protect
against subterfuges which might be at-
tempted to escape the act’s purposes.
The record of the past 4 years indi-
cates that as Negro voter registration in-
creased, several jurisdictions have at-
tempted new and unlawful ways to di-
minish the Negroes’ franchise and to
defeat Negro or Negro-supported candi-
dates for reason of their race. It thus
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remains essential to continue the re-
quirement that covered jurisdictions sub-
mit new voting laws or regulations for
Federal review. This requirement keeps
the burden where it belongs, namely, on
the covered jurisdiction to show that any
given change does not violate the 15th
amendment.

The requirement of Federal preclear-
ance also enables private parties to in-
stitute their own actions to protect the
right to vote without having to rely on
the Attorney General. Private relief is
facilitated in that in order to enjoin en-
enforcement it is only necessary to show
that the changed voting rule or law has
not been submitted for Federal review.
Section 5 procedures are an integral part
of the rights afforded by the 1965 act.
The bulk of voting law changes which
have been submitted to the Attorney
General have been routinely approved.
However, 11 changes have been objected
to.

Those who propose, as the administra-
tion apparently does, to scrap section 5
and return instead to case-by-case litiga-
tion, would turn the clock back 4 years.
The case-by-case, county-by-county ap-
proach through the courts with all its
delays was one of the reasons for the
1965 act. Authority presently exists for
the Attorney General to institute such
court proceedings to challenge discrimi-
natory voting laws or procedures. So
nothing would be gained and much would
be lost if preclearance of new voting
laws as required in section 5 of the act
were eliminated.

Mr. Chairman, I have dwelt at some
length on the so-called automatic or ad-
ministrative remedies of the Voting
Rights Act. They are temporar;” and re-
quire the attention of the Congress to-
day. Other provisions of the act, of
course, are permanent. They include
authority for the Attorney General to
institute suits to enforce the guaran-
tees of the 15th amendment anywhere in
the country. Under these permanent pro-
visions the Federal courts are authorized
to suspend literacy tests and similar de-
vices; to authorize the appointment of
Federal examiners and Federal observ-
ers; and to prohibit the endorsement of
new election laws or election require-
ments pending review by the Attorney
General of the United States. In other
words, th2 permanent provisions of the
Voting Rights Act parallel the tempo-
rary provisions but require a court or-
der to bring them into effect.

It is important to stress that the per-
manent provisions apply nationwide. Let
those who urge a nationwide ban on lit-
eracy tests or mationwide authority to
assign Federal observers or examiners,
study section 3 of the act. All these reme-
dies can be made applicable by a court
proceeding. The difference is that the au-
tomatic or temporary provisions apply
without a prior court proceeding, That
was a deliberate and considered judg-
ment of the Congress. The automatic or
temporary provisions of the act apply to
those areas where there is evidence of
voting discrimination. If denial of the
franchise on account of race or color
exists in areas not covered by the tem-
porary remedies of the act, ample au-
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thority presently exists for the Federal
Government to challenge such practices
and to enjoin them through court pro-
ceedings. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that
the distinction between automatic ad-
ministrative remedies and remedies im-
posed only after a judicial proceeding
not only reflects the wisdom of Congress
in protecting the federal system, but is
in accordance with the true needs of the
Nation.

In 1965, when the Voting Rights Act
was being debated in this House, oppo-
nents challenged the validity of the act
on constitutional grounds. That issue has
been fully litizated and decided in favor
of the act. The issue today, it appears, is
regionalism. Lest anyone be misled by
this label, let me make the issue plain. To
adopt proposals in the guise of national-
izing voting rights protection instead of
extending the coverage of the existing
act in its present form, will undermine
the voting rights program of the past 4
years and threaten a repetition of the
practices of the past.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
4249 without amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RODINO, I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 4249.

After a century of almost total dis-
franchisement of the Negro population
of the South the Voting Rights Act was
passed in 1965, representing a new ap-
proach to the problem of discrimination
in the political process. Let me briefly
review the history that led up to that
enactment.

The 15th amendment was ratified in
1870. It has two sections. The first de-
clares that—

The right of citizens of the United States
to vote shall not be denied or abridged by
the United States or by any State on ac-
count of race, color, or previous condition of
servitude,

The second section gives Congress
power to enforce the amendment “by
appropriate legislation.”

Yet through a long series of devices,
ranging from “grandfather clauses” to
literacy tests to requirements of “good
moral character,” the Southern States
continued to deny the vote to their Negro
citizens. In 1956 in the 11 Southern
States, only 25 percent of the 5 million
Negroes of voting age were registered.

In 1957, Congress made its first at-
tempt since the post-Civil War era to
end the unconstitutional disfranchise-
ment of the Negro. The Civil Rights Act
of that year, as well as those of 1960 and
1964, included provisions attempting to
make State officials fairly apply their
restrictive voting standards to both
white and black people. But many State
and local voting officials continued to
ignore the Constitution, and the slow
and painful process of case-by-case liti-
gation achieved almost nothing. Even
when the courts finally held a State law
or practice invalid, the State remained
free to adopt other devices to continue
the disfranchisement of its Negro citi-
Zens.

The Department of Justice brought
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approximately 50 lawsuits between 1957
and 1964 to enjoin discriminatory prac-
tices by registration officials. Only 36,-
000 Negroes were registered as a result
of these lawsuits. In 1964, only 23 per-
cent of voting-age Negroes were regis-
tered in Alabama; 32 percent in Louisi-
ana; 6.7 percent in Mississippi. And of
the approximately 5,000,000 voting-age
Negroes in the South, less than half
were registered in 1964.

In 1965, Congress, with strong bipar-
tisan support, passed the Voting Rights
Act. The act, in the words of the Su-
preme Court, “was designed by Congress
to banish the blight of racial discrimi-
nation in voting, which has infected the
electoral processes in parts of our coun-
try for nearly a century.” South Caro-
lina v. Katzenbach, 383 U.S. 301, 308
(1966) .

By any standard the Voting Rights
Act of 1965, has been a successful piece
of legislation. Between 1965 and 1968,
an estimated 800,000 additional Negroes
in the South have been able to exercise
the franchise guaranteed them by the
Constitution. This is an approximate
doubling of southern Negro voter regis-
tration.

Let me explain briefly some of the
major reasons why the extension of the
Voting Rights Act is so important.

First of all, the work of the act is
far from accomplished. Although there
have been dramatic increases in Negro
voter registration throughout the South,
Negro registration remains significant-
ly below white in all of the States pri-
marily affected by the act. In many in-
dividual counties, moreover, Negro reg-
istration is under 35 percent, a situa-
tion which shows that the Voting Rights
Act’s beneficial effects have not reached
the local level uniformly. For such areas
it is crucial that Federal examiners can
be made available to list the remaining
thousands of unregistered Negroes of
voting age and that those tests and de-
vices that have in the past been used with
a diseriminatory purpose and effect con-
tinued to be banned.

Second, there exists a justified fear
that much backsliding will occur if the
Voting Rights Act is not extended. If the
act is not extended, resumption of lit-
eracy tests and similar devices could oc-
cur. For example, complete reregistra-
tion of voters would be probable which
would erase all gains thus far realized.
The Attorney General would be unable to
appoint Federal examiners to register
voters and to assign Federal observers
to monitor the conduct of elections. To
deal with such contingencies the Attor-
ney General must have the stand-by
power to dispatch examiners or observers
if needed.

Third, the vital protection of rights
afforded by section 5 of the Voting Rights
Act must be continued. It insures thaf,
with no diserimination in registration
and at the polls possible, no State or
county can use changes in legislation or
administrative practices, to deprive Ne-
groes of their recently won franchise.

In conclusion, let me state that this
history of low Negro registration in the
South before the passage of the Voting
Rights Act and of considerable but un-
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even progress since the passage shows the
effectiveness of this act as a means fo
overcome discrimination and the need to
extend its operation for another period
of years. It also shows that the problems
that it is designed to deal with are dif-
ferent in nature from whatever voting
problems may exist in the rest of the
Nation, and that proposals for general
voting reform should await separate
consideration after they receive the
necessary study and committee con-
sideration.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, one of
the tenets of democracy is that all men
are created equal and have equal rights
under the law.

Yet the voting rights bill of 1965 denies
that. It says specifically that only those
men shall have equal voting rights
who live in certain States and certain
counties.

Behind this alleged reasoning is the
fact that in those States and counties
it appears that more people are denied
their voting rights than in other States
and counties.

But, Mr. Chairman, that is a twisted
kind of reasoning far removed from our
belief in the rights of individuals not as
members of groups or residents of areas
but as individual American citizens.

If one man is denied his vote in the
North and we do nothing about it we
have denied him his rights just as surely
as we have denied the rights of 1,000
men who may be prevented from voting
in the South.

It is hard for me to understand those
who call for equality in the South but
ignore inequality in the North and East
and West.

Mr. Chairman, the nationwide voting
rights substitute measure introduced
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp) will provide voting
equality throughout our Nation. How can
we settle for less?

Mr, ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 4249,
to extend the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

The success of the 1965 act in bring-
ing many of our disenfranchised citizens
into the political process has been tre-
mendous. By this act alone, over 800,000
black applicants have been registered to
vote in areas where literacy tests and
other factors had formerly discouraged
or prevented them from registering.

But discrimination still exists. The
Voting Rights Act of 1965 suspended
literacy tests—literacy tests that are
still on the books—literacy tests that in
some instances could again be used to
frustrate and bar voter participation. If
this law is not extended, those areas
which are still advocating segregation
and diserimination, some 15 years after
the landmark Brown against Board of
Education case, may revert to the old
strategy of discouraging the black citizen
from voting.

The Attorney General advocates a na-
tionwide system of voter registration
that has equal application for all 50
States. I believe that if there is discrim-
ination in any form in any State, it must
be stopped. But discriminatory voting
practices have been found to exist only
in a few selected areas. There is little to

38139

be gained by placing Federal observers
in States where discrimination in voter
registration is not evident.

Also, I might refer the advocates of
the nationwide system to the Assistant
Attorney General, Jerris Leonard, Chief
of the Civil Rights Division, who cannot
even muster enough “bodies” to enforce
school desegregation. Could he muster
enough “bodies” to insure voting rights
on a nationwide basis?

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

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Borring, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (HR. 4249) to extend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 with respect to the
discriminatory use of tests and devices,
had come to no resolution thereon.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today that it adjourn to meet
tomorrow at 10 o’clock a.m.

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, it seems strange to
me that in order to accommodate one
person here tonight, if this unanimous-
consent request is agreed to, we will dis-
accommodate other people tomorrow
night and the next night.

I see no reason in the world why we
should not complete the general debate
on this bill tonight and then come in
tomorrow at noon and expedite the con-
sideration of this legislation.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman from Il-
linois has only to object to the request.

Mr. ARENDS. I am sure that is right.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Well, Mr. Speaker, I
think there ought to be some understand-
ing that if we do come in at 10 o’'clock
tomorrow morning that we will not be
here at 10 o’clock tomorrow night. I just
do not see any reason, in light of what
happened last week, for a session begin-
ning that early in the morning and then
going into the bowels of tomorrow night.
I would like to have some assurance from
someone that we will not be here to-
morrow night until a late hour.

Mr. CELLER. There is nothing I can
do in that respect.

Mr. GROSS. Oh, I think there is a
good deal the gentleman could do.

Mr. CELLER. I hope we will be able o
finish the bill long before 10 o'clock
tomorrow night.

Mr. GROSS. I think with the persua-
sive powers the gentleman has with the
leadership that he could very well do
something about giving us some assur-
ance that we would not be here.

Mr. CELLER. I think the gentleman
exaggerates my powers with the leader-
ship.
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Mr. GROSS. I do not think I do.

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

There was no objection.

REGARDING THE HOUR OF
MEETING TOMORROW

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

Mr, ARENDS, Mr. Speaker, I hope that
on tomorrow night no one will ask this
House to remain in session longer than
6:20 p.m., or the next night, or the next
night.

NEW CONCEPTS FOR MISSION
BASED AUDIT ACTIVITIES OF
AID

(Mr. MOSS 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. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to call the attention of my colleagues
to an impressive, forward-looking change
recently made by Dr. John A. Hannah,
Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, in the field of au-
diting and investigations. For the first
time there has now been created within
AID an independent internal audit ac-
tivity along lines long advocated by the
subcommittee on Foreign Operations and
Government Information.

I want to congratulate Dr. Hannah on
taking steps to elevate and consolidate
the audit, investigative, and security ac-
tivities into a single integrated Audi-
tor General operation reporting direct
to the Administrator, In doing this, he
has taken a very far-reaching manage-
ment improvement step and detached all
audit personnel, whether in Washington
or abroad, from the supervisory control
of the operating officials. All members of
the subcommittee, on both sides of the
aisle, feel very strongly about the inde-
pendence of the audit function. Our re-
ports on various programs in Vietnam
and Latin America frequently called at-
tention to the fact that mission-based
auditors were being inhibited by the un-
healthy organizational arrangements
abroad, where auditors were working for,
and being rated by, the very people
whom they were auditing. We also indi-
cated that the audit function had not
been receiving the top management at-
tention necessary to assure an adequate
impact on operational effectiveness.

Here in Congress we have often ob-
served how difficult it is for new man-
agement to effectively change the en-
trenched ways of “bureaucracy.” By this
far-reaching change early in his admin-
istration, Dr. Hannah has shown that he
is determined to manage the foreign aid
program effectively and that he will lis-
ten to both the good and the bad news.
He has now established an internal audit
system which when fully and properly
implemented will meet the requirements
of the Congress as expressed in the
Budget and Accounting Procedures Act
of 1950. We wish him the best of success
in implementing this new approach.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT,
Washington, D.C., October 30, 1969.

Memorandum for: The Executive Staff and

Mission Directors.

Bubject: New Concepts for Mission-Based

Audit Activities.

On June 16, 1969, we announced the estab-
lishment of a single integrated organization
for all auditing, inspection and security of-
fices under an Auditor General reporting
directly to the Administrator. A series of
steps have been taken, and additional ones
are underway, to revitalize and improve
AID/W based review operations. We are now
ready to move forward an improved overseas
audit arrangements.

I want to agaln emphasize that the Auditor
General operation is an Internal review ac-
tivity. It is a vital part of our overall team
effort to improve the management effective-
ness of the Agency. In my judgment, AID will
be advantaged by a detached “in-house"
group regularly checking on slippages and
possible deficiencles. This group should em-
phasize working wherever weaknesses may
appear in the Agency’'s operations. It is
understood there will be no desire to em-
barrass or discredit in any way those who
are honestly doing their best to ecarry out
the Agency's mission. The goal will be to
encourage prompt recognition of any weak-
nesses that may exist in our joint ventures
with cooperating countries. It is expected
that everyone in AID with operating re-
sponsibility will continue to do his best
to correct these weaknesses s0 that we can
continue to Improve our operating effective-
ness and our reputation in the eyes of the
public and the Congress,

In this context, I am approving the inte-
gration of all mission-based audit activities
into a single unified audit operation. This
new arrangement will be implemented in
accordance with the following concepts:

1. There will be established, at overseas
locations to be approved by the Administra=
tor, a series of “area audit offices.” The loca-
tions of each office will be the subject of
studies by the Auditor General and consulta-
tions with the respective bureaus. These ef-
forts will be started immediately with the
goal of having all offices operating by the
end of the fiscal year.

2. On a phased-basls, the overseas audit
function and personnel will be detached
from mission operations and transferred to
the Auditor General's direct control. Specific
AID/W airgram Instructions for functional
transfers will be issued by region or area.

3. Wherever practical, overseas auditor per-
sonnel will be stationed in area offices to en-
courage greater independence, efficiency, and
economy of operations. Where justified by
workload or audit demands, resident audi-
tors (American and Locals) may be retained
at specific missions but under the supervisory
control of the area audit offices.

4, Area audit offices will audit misslon ac-
tivities under a client-type relationship.
Every effort will be made to be fully respon-
sive to mission audit needs. The auditor-in-
charge will consult with the mission director
or his representative prior to commencing
audits in his mission. The auditor will be
guided by the director's assessment of co-
operating country or other relationship prob-
lems, Scheduled audits which are unduly de-
layed or curtalled for such reasons will be
reported to the Auditor General together
with an explanation of the circumstances.

5. The auditor-in-charge will review the
draft audit report with the mission director
or his representative before finalization of
the report and before it is given any dis-
tribution. This discussion will afford a full
opportunity for an exchange of views, final
verification of accuracy, and a presentation
of any substantive confllets of opinlon by the
mission. The auditor will give full considera-
tion to mission comments and will report the
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mission views where substantive differences
of opinion exist.

6. The area audit office will issue the offi-
cial audit report under the authority of the
Chief of the Area Audit Office. The report will
be transmitted by the issuing office direct to
the mission director for action. Distribution
of the report within the mission or cooperat-
ing country will be as determined by the mis-
slon director. The area audit office will send
copies of reports to AID/W as specified by
Washington instructions.

7. During the course of each audit, the
auditor-in-charge will discuss significant is-
sues with senior mission officials on a pre-
liminary or interim basis. The mission direc-
tor will act promptly on critical findings to
the extent he deems appropriate, consistent
with his responsibilities for effective program
and project management.

8. Periodically, the area audit office will
develop a forward work plan consistent with
professional audit approaches and technieal
guldance from the Auditor General. In devel-
oping these plans the area auditor will (a)
consider mission and bureau suggestions and
needs, (b) emphasize concurrent audits of
on-going activities so that audit findings can
be acted upon as a part of on-going activities
and (c) build Into his plan some unallotted
fime to handle emergency requests by client
missions.

8. Audits will be conducted on a profes-
sional basis pursuant to generally accepted
standards for internal auditing. Client mis-
sions are expected to make all records, files,
ete., available to the auditor-in-charge and
to cooperate with the audit teams In pro-
viding required information, and appropriate
administrative support to visiting audit
teams and to resident audit personnel.

10. Personnel celling and funding alloca-
tions for the overseas audit function will be
made directly to the Auditor General. Over
the next few months, steps will be taken to
segregate the cellings and funds from regu-
lar mission allotments so transfers can be
made to the Auditor General. All personnel
actions covering area auditor staffing will be
approved by the Auditor General or his
designee.

This separation of the audit function from
the mission controller's jurisdiction is not
intended to diminish in any way the impor-
tance of the mission controller’s financial
management activities. His role is vital to
good program planning and effective program
implementation. We need the very best ef-
forts on budgeting, accounting, financial
analysis, and related financial management
activities. I've asked the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Administration to be sure that the
resources provided for this function are ade-
quate and to fill in any gaps (based on actual
workload needs) that he or the missions may
see occurring incident to the separation of
the audit function.

The achievement of our overall agency goal
for a fully-integrated, effective Auditor Gen-
eral operation will require an accelerated ef-
fort to meet my targets. It may involve some
difficult problems of transition. I am asking
the Auditor General to proceed as rapidly as
possible. He will need your cooperation and
assistance. With your help and support there
should be many benefits from this new ap-
proach.

Joun A, HAWNAH,
Administrator.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT,
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1969.
Memorandum for: The Executive Staff and
Mission Directors.
Subject: Activation of Auditor General Oper-
ation.

The President has announced in his For-
eign Ald Message that we will establish “bet-
ter means of continuous management inspec-
tion"” in AID. I am today establishing the
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£uditor General operation referred to by the
President. Mr. Edward F. Tennant is hereby
named Auditor General reporting directly to
the Administrator.

This innovation In the management of
AIlID/’s programs reflects this Administra-
tion’s desire to assure that the Agency man-
age Its business in the most effective way pos-
sible. All of us in this Agency have a great
responsibility with respect to the handling
of the public funds, and all of us want to
discharge that responsibility properly and
effectively. I am convinced a wide-ranging,
independent internal review activity will help
provide me, and all of our managers, the
necessary protective and constructive serv-
ices absolutely essentlal to good manage-
ment,

The attached statement amplifies this new
concept and sets out the mandate given to
the Auditor General. The establishment of
this new operation does not detract from the
fundamental program and operating authori-
ties and responsibilities of the Assistant Ad-
ministrators, Mission Directors, and other
operating executives throughout the Agency.
They are the ones who, working with
cooperating countries and others, must as-
sure the success of technical assistance and
development programs. They are the ones
who must direct careful planning, balanced
programming, and effective program and
project management. The Auditor General
function will supplement these programming
and operating activitlies with audits, inspec-
tions, Investigations, and reviews which will
be useful tools to them in accomplishing
their mission.

Our future emphasis should be teamwork
and improved management effectiveness, We
must detect problems and issues at the ear-
liest possible stages and promptly effect cor-
rective action. To help accomplish this, the
Auditor General operation will be structured
to meet both the needs of -top management
and svbordinate levels. Thus, the Auditor
General and his staffl will be fully responsive
to requests of operating managers for audits
and investigations to help them discharge
their basic operating responsibilities,

In establishing this single integrated or-
ganization for all auditing and investigat-
ing forces, I recognize that many of the
Agency's auditors are stationed abroad ei-
ther under Mission Directors or under vary-
ing reglonal arrangements. I am asking the
Auditor General to review each of these de-
centralized arrangements to assure that the
Agency's total system of audit control is
organized in a way that best achieves our
basic management improvement objectives.
If we decide to continue the conduct of cer-
tain audits by decentralized audit entities, I
want to be sure that any such arrangement
is appropriate under our new concept and
that any such decentralized auditing activity
receives proper guidance from and provides
reports to the Auditor General.

Effective with this announcement, the
functions, records, positions, funding and
personnel of the following AID/W organiza-
tional elements will be transferred to the
Auditor General:

Organization and symbol:

Compliance and management effectiveness
staff, A/CME.

Inspections and Investigations staff, A/IIS,

Office of Security, A/SEC.

Audit Division (Office of Controller), C/
AUD.

Pending completion of the Auditor Gen-
eral’s review of present overseas audi’ activi-
ties, auditor personnel stationed abroad will
contipue to operate under existing overseas
organizational arrangements with the un-
derstanding that (a) future technical audit
guidance from Headquarters will be provided
by the Auditor General and (b) copies of
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all new reports will be promptly furnished to
him.
JorN A. HANNAH,
Administrator.
AunITOR GENERAL CONCEPTS AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

This Office establishes a new dimension
within ATD to maximize the quality, cover-
age, and coordination of the audit, investiga-
tion, inspection and security services of the
Agency. It will stress the protective and con-
structive aspects of these services as a tool of
management within a comprehensive Agency
effort to attain improved management effec-
tiveness.

The Auditor General reports direct to the
Administrator. He operates a Headquarters
Office and such Field Offices as are necessary
to carry out his responsibilities. He has full
access to all phases of the Agency's opera-
tlons to carry out a management orlented
comprehensive plan of selected audits, in-
vestigations, Inspections, surveys, reviews and
security services of sufficient coverage to pro-
vide reasonable protection for Agency man-
agement.

Within this broad framework the Auditor
General has responsibility for the following
principal functions:

1. Develops and maintains effective work-
ing relationships and appropriate cooperation
with audit, Investigation, and inspection
forces outside of the Agency. Establishes and
maintains appropriate relationships with
operating management within ATD.

2. Plans and directs the execution of a
long-range, comprehensive internal audit
program covering all phases of Agency opera-
tions including audits of (a) missions or
other decentralized operations, (b) AID/W
Headquarters activities, (¢) functional and
regional activities, (d) programs and proj-
ects, and (e) contractors and other external
entities,. Where appropriate, arranges for
audits by other agencies and public account-
ing firms to supplement direct-hire audit
activities.

3. Performs investigations with respect to
alleged fraud, criminality, impropriety, dere-
liction, or malfeasance on the part of AID
employees or persons or organizations doing
business directly or indirectly with AID. Con-
ducts inspections to uncover, deter, r pre-
vent irregularities and deficlencies relating
to compliance and integrity of operations.

4, Develops and directs a comprehensive
Agency security program with respect to
suitability, integrity, and loyalty of ATD em-
ployees, prospective employees, AID financed
contractors and contractor employees. Co-
ordinates an agency-wide program to protect
classified material against compromise.

5. Monitors replies to and actions taken
by Agency management in response to all
types of audits, inspections, investigations
and related reports, both internal and ex-
ternal. Takes initlative in dealing with sig-
nifieant criticisms and, where necessary, par-
ticularly on external criticisms, mobilizes
forces to respond to or correct deficiencies,

6. Organizres and digests the results of
findings and observations of audit, inspec-
tion, and review activities, providing Inde-
pendent reports to various levels of manage-
ment for use as a tool of management.

7. Proposes policy determinations, regula-
tory issuances, legislation and sanctions in
the area of compliance and integrity of op-
erations, Probes standards and performance
with respect to compliance, integrity of op-
erations, and management effectiveness,

8. Provides “bridge” between operating
management and technical audit, inspection
and investigatory work by interpreting the
impact of findings in relation to the Apgency's
mission, its program targets, and its man-
agement effectiveness goals. Works with
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managers at all levels to assure effective use
of internal and external findings, criticisms
and recommendations.

MR. AGNEW MAY BE RIGHT—THE
NEWS ON THE NEW YORK NAVY
YARD IS MISLEADING

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

Mr,. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, the majority
members of the New York delegation to-
day seek clarification of the aims of
the Nixon-Aenew administration with
regard to the transfer of the surplus
New York Naval Shipyard to the city of
New York.

Representative Huca L. Carey briefed
the delegation on the details of the trans-
fer as follows:

In order to develop the yard for in-
dustrial purposes the city of New York
sought to purchase the yard in the best
possible terms to facilitate development.

The plan was endorsed by the admin-
istration and Vice President AcNew held
a news conference on January 24, 1969,
to record his support for a plan to con-
vey the yard as something below market
value at “an even lower price.”

The Washington Evening Star in its
issue of January 24 reported as follows:
U.S. Laxp Use PLANNED BY NixoN To A

CrriES

Vice President Spiro T. Agnew today an-
nounced President Nixon will soon propose
legislation that the Federal Government di-
vest itself of properties such as the Brooklyn
Navy Yard to pave the way for private de-
velopment to help the cities. "agnew met
the press with New York Mayor John V.
Lindsay in front of the White House. The
Vice President said the Nixon administra-
tion hoped to create 15,000 to 20,000 new jobs
in New York's predominantly Negro Bedford-
Stuyvesant area by turning over the Brook-
lyn Navy Yard—closed since 1965—at less
than market value.”

Mr. Aenew stated further that trans-
fer of surplus properties at less than
market value would be a policy of the
new administration and that the Brook-
lyn Navy Yard transfer would “set a
practice” for similar actions to spur de-
velopments aiding slum areas across the
country.

Similar reports of Mr. AGNEW’s an-
nouncement made in connection with
Mayor Lindsay's appeared in the New
York Times and the New York Daily
News.

The New York Times account in its
page 1 subheadlines of January 24 stated
“Nixon hopes to get a lower price through
Congress, AGNEW assures Lindsay.”

Today the delegation was informed the
transfer to the city will be completed in
a ceremonial at the General Services Ad-
ministration.

The terms of the transfer, however,
represent no bargain nor concession to
the city of New York.

Represenative Carey disclosed that the
terms under which the yard is being
transferred actually represent the full
fair market value of the property and in-
cluded no provision for extended pay-
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ment, forgiveness of interest, or reduc-
tion in price such as Mr. AcNew had
promised.

He exhibited the terms of the city’s
offer pending in February and the details
of the agreement finally accepted by the
administration.

The only difference between the asking
price of $23.56 million and the AGNEW
price of $22,482,965 reflected the fact that
a review of the land map by a congres-
sional committee showed that the city
was being asked to pay for some land
which had never been acquired by the
Federal Government from the city and
State originally. For this we are grateful
to Mr. Brooks of Texas and the mem-
bers of his subcommittee.

We are glad to get the transfer ac-
complished said the delegation but let it
be clear—this deal represents no bargain,
no windfall, no giveaway to the city of
New York.

To indicate otherwise would be inac-
curate and unfair in reporting the atti-
tude of Mr. Nixon and Mr. AcNew toward
the city of New York.

The members of the New York delega-
tion further reported none of them had
been contacted by the administration or
the Vice President with regard to spon-
soring any of the legislation to imple-
ment the policy set forth by Mr. Agnew
on January 24 in his news conference.

We really wish Mr. AcNew loved us in
December as he did in January but some-
thing must have happened.

The members of the New York delega-
tion, therefore, seek the clarification of
Federal policy in the future in order to
have a feeling of confidence when pur-
chasing used Federal property from Mr.
Nixon and Mr. AGNEW.

Mr. Speaker, I include pertinent infor-
mation, as follows:

ExHIBIT A
New York Navar SHIPYARD, BrRooELYN, N.Y.
CITY OFFER TO PURCHASE, DATED FEBRUARY 6,
1989

Price: $23,500,000.

Down Pa}rmant: None.

Date of Closing: 6 months after accept-
ance of offer.

Terms: Two separate amortization periods
totaling 40 years from date of closing.

First Period: 30 years; interest at 514 %
per annum compounded annually, com-
mencing three years from date of closing;
equal annual installments to principal and
interest so as to liquidate 75% of the prin-
cipal balance,

Second Period: 10 years beginning imme-
diately after the 30-year period; with in-
terest rate to be that in effect at that time,
but no less than 5% % per annum, egual
annual installments to principal and inter-
est 50 as to liguidate the principal balance
by the end of the tenth year.

A moratorium on annual payments of prin-
cipal and interest is granted the purchaser
during the first six years from the date of
closing; no interest is charged during the
first three years; interest starts to accrue and
is compounded annually commencing three
years from date of closing, with provision
that if the city pays one-half or more of the
purchase price plus interest during the six-
year period, the interest to be charged com-
mencing three years from date of closing will
be at the rate of 3% per annum on the
amount paid during the six-year period.

CITY DRAFT OF PROPOSED REVISED OFFER AS

ACCEPTED BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Price: $22,482965.

Down Payment:

A minimum of 10%
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($2,248,296.50) evidently to take the form of
payment in full for a portion of the prop-
erty.

Date of Closing: 6 months after accept-
ance of offer.

Terms: Complete payout within two years
from the date of closing as follows: At the
option of the city either (a) payment in full
one year after date of closing with no inter-
est, or (b) payment in full within two years
from the date of closing with interest at
512 % for one year.

[From the New York Daily News,
Jan. 25, 1969

Linpsay MAKES DEAL FOR NAVY YARD—SAYS
TRANSFER MIGHT BE MADE FOR FREE
(By Gene Spagnoli)

Mayvor Lindsay, who had haggled with the
Johnson administration for months over the
city’s move to acquire the idle Brooklyn
Navy Yard, announced yesterday that the
Nixon administration was moving to transfer
the yard to the city, possibly for free.

Lindsay met with Vice President Agnew
at the White House to work out plans for
the legislation necessary for the transfer.

After the session, Lindsay declared that
the city hoped to get the 265-acre yard, for
which he had agreed to pay $23.5 million
last April, for free. But Agnew said the ex-
tent of “forgiveness"—or how much the
$23.6 million “fair market price will be
cut”—has not been worked out.

[From the New York Daily News,
Jan. 26, 1969]
JAVITS WOULD OFFER REQUIRED LEGISLATION
(By Owen Fitzgerald)

Sen. Jacob K. Javits cheered the Nixon
administration’s decision to give the Brook-
lyn Navy Yard tc the eity and volunteered
to sponsor legislation to make the gift legal,

[From the New York Times, Jan. 25, 1969]

UnrTED STATES MOVES To SELL NAVY YARD FOR
$225 Mmnnron—NixoNn HoreEs To GET a
Lower PricE THROUGH CONGRESS, AGNEW
AssURES LINDSAY

(By Martin Tolchin)

WasHINGTON, January 24—The Federal
Government has agreed to sell the Brooklyn
Navy Yard to New York City for $22.5-mil-
lion, $1-million below a previous tentative
agreement that the Government had re-
Jected as too low.

Furthermore, Vice President Agnew said
today, the Nixon Administration has prom-
ised to help the Lindsay administration get
the property at an even lower price.

How much lower is still a question, the
Vice President sald, but Mayor Lindsay sald
his hope was that the city could get the
Navy Yard for nothing,

The Vice President and Mayor Lindsay
made the announcement at a White House
news conference. They said the 265-acre
property would be developed as an industrial
site with the help of a “sizable” loan from
the Economic Development Administration,

SEEKS NATIONAL PATTERN

“This is a pattern we hope to establish
on a nationwide basis,” Mr. Agnew said,
standing beside Mr. Lindsay outside the
‘White House west wing.

The city will acquire the property for
$22.5-million under a 40-year loan with a
slx-year moratorium on principal and in-
terest payments, Mr. Lindsay said. A previ-
ous agreement to purchase the property for
$23.5-million was ultimately vetoed last fall
by the General BServices Administration,
which considered the price below the fair
market value.

In addition, the city will pay the state
$2-million for its land on the Navy Yard
site.

“There’s a developer who's ready to go,
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who's prepared to install facilities that will
provide 3,000 jobs,” Mr. Lindsay said.

SEES MANY NEW JOBS

He declined to identify the developer, but
said that the prospect intended to invest
841-million, and receive a loan of more than
$10-million from the E.D.A.

Mr. Agnew said that “both of us are en-
couraged about the possibility of developing
this area to provide 15,000 new jobs.”

If Congress approves, the city could take
possesslon within 30 days. Approval of any
deal is required by the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations of both houses. The
New York City Board of Estimate already
has approved the purchase of the yard, and
additional approval is not required, Mr.
Lindsay said.

A navy yard since 1801—its official name
was the New York Naval Shipyard—the
Brooklyn site was officlally closed in June,
1966, 10,000 men lost their jobs. A few days
Iater, Mayor Lindsay began tortuous nego-
tiations leading toward a city take-over.

The Vice President, whose nomination at
the Miami convention was seconded by Mr.
Lindsay, sald that the Nixon Administration
would introduce legislation enabling the
Federal Government to sell former military
installations to cities for less than market
value.

This is an investment, not an expendi-
ture,” Mr. Agnew said. “I find that one of
the most neglected areas in the war against
poverty was in the job area.”

Mr. Agnew said the President was “ex-
tremely interested in this legislation.”

Under existing law, the Federal Govern-
ment can sell its property only for fair mar-
ket value, except when the property will be
used for parks or recreation.

“Fair market value is unworkable,” Mr,
Agnew said,

In response to questions, the Vice Presi-
dent said that the extent of the reduction
from fair market value had not yet been
determined.

CITY TO LEASE PROPERTY

The city, plans to lease the property to
CLICK, a local nonprofit development corpo-
ration, that stands for Commerce, Labor,
Industry Corporation of Kings (Brooklyn).

CLICK will then lease the property to
developers, Mr. Lindsay said.

Richard Lewisohn, the administrator of
the Economic Development Administration,
said that the initial $41-million develop-
ment would involve botk sea and land. He
noted that the yard's 265 acres include 72
under water, plus 14 acres of drydocks and
10 acres of pilers.

Mr. Lindsay, who left New York at 7:30
this morning, also conferred with Com-
merce Secretary Maurice J. Stans and Daniel
P. Moynihan, the President’s adviser on
urban affairs.

He will return to Washington on Monday
for a conference with Mr. Agnew, Governor
Rockefeller, Senator Jacob K. Javits, Senator
Charles E. Goodell, Representative Emanuel
Celler and Representative John J. Rooney,
in whose district the Navy Yard is situated.

Rep. Shirley Chisholm, a Brooklyn Demo-
crat, said:

“All New York members of Congress I am
sure were delighted at today's announce-
ment by Vice President Agnew and Mayor
Lindsay that the Brooklyn Navy Yard will
be turned over to the City of New York
for industrial development.

“Early next week I hope to infroduce the
legislation needed to make the transfer. I
am particularly delighted because I have
been working with CLICK, a coalition of
commerce, labor, industry and community
leaders which was formed to promote exact-
ly this development.

“The Bedford-Stuyvesant-Williamsburg-
Greenpoint area of Brooklyn which I repre-
sent has one of the highest unemployment
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rates in the country and the new jobs that
will be created are desperately needed.”

Representative Hugh L. Corey, a Brooklyn
Democrat who has been one of the chief
advocates of Federal transfer of the yard
to the city, sald, “If they were able to do
it their way, I say hurrah for them.”

Senator Javits cheered the agreement and
volunteered to sponsor any needed legisla-
tion.

[From the Washington (D.C) Evening Star,
Jan. 24, 1969]

PLANNED BY Nmon To
CITIES

U.S. LaNp Use

Vice President Spiro T. Agnew today an-
nounced President Nixon will soon propose
legislation that the federal government di-
vest itself of propertles such as the Brooklyn
Navy Yard to pave the way for private de-
velopment to help the cities.

Agnew met the press with New York Mayor
John V. Lindsay in front of the White House,
The vice president saild the Nixon administra-
tion hoped to create 15,000 to 20,000 new jobs
in New York’s predominantly Negro Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant area by turning over the
Brooklyn Navy Yard—closed since 1965—at
less than market value.

Lindsay sald New York City had been ne-
gotiating with the General Services Admini-
stration which had agreed to sell the property
for $23.5 million. Asked if he hoped the goal
under the legislation would be to get the
property for nothing, Lindsay replied, “That’s
the general idea.”

Agnew said he hoped the Brooklyn Navy
Yard property transfer to New York City
would set a pattern for similar actions to
spur development aiding slum areas across
the country.

“This is an investment, not an expendi-
ture,” Agnew said. “The more the better.
That's the way I feel.”

Agnew said further study would be needed
to determine how many federal properties
where facilities have been shut down could
be given—or sold below market value—to
the cities for development.

Lindsay said that after several years of ne-
gotiating for the property, “Now, thanks to
the vice president, the transfer will be ex-
pedited.” Lindsay foresaw Nixon's proposed
legislation coupled with loans and grants to
“private developers who are ready to move"
as having a major impact on slum-area de-
velopment.

Agnew said he and Lindsay will meet
formally Monday to wrap up the final de-
tails.

Even without legislation, Lindsay said,
New York will be able to start projects im-
mediately on the Brooklyn property. He said
one $41 million project will create 3,000 jobs
immediately and utilize the {facilities of
both land and sea frontage.

Lindsay said, “We can move ahead immedi-
ately. It's feasible to get the yard and start
with the projects.”

Agnew sald, “This is the pattern we hope
to get on a nationwide basis.”

* & = properties has been “one of the most
neglected areas In the war against poverty,”
Agnew said, adding that Nixon's proposal
would be in line with his philosophy to have
private enterprise do what it can do with the
federal government then going in and pick-
ing up the slack.

ATIRCRAFT HIJACKING

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, we have
come a long way since the House Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
held hearings last February on the prob-
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lem of aircraft hijacking. At the time,
it did not appear that any solution was
in sight. But the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration of the Department of
Transportation formed a Task Force on
the Deterrence of Air Piracy and went
to work immediately on the problem. A
system was devised combining knowl-
edge of the behavioral traits of hijack-
ers with a weapons screening device. In
addition, signs were posted warning of
the penalties attendant with hijacking.
The system was given field trials in nine
cities, including San Juan, before it was
placed in operation by Eastern Air Lines
in mid-October.

I would like to take note of encour-
aging progress in the operational stage.
Although Eastern Air Lines is the first
U.S. air carrier utilizing this system,
there are current indications that others
will join soon.

There is no claim that this system is
the final answer to hijacking, but there
is no doubt it can be a powerful deter-
rent., There have been other develop-
ments which can be considered deter-
rents too:

The voluntary return of six U.S. hi-
jackers from Cuba;

The prosecution of more than 20 per-
sons, with at least a dozen more awaiting
trial, including the six recent returnees;

A Cuban decree calling for the recip-
rocal extradition of hijackers, which
caused conflicting interpretations;

International pressure fo have coun-
tries either prosecute hijackers or return
them to the country of origin for
prosecution;

Threats by international pilots organi-
zations to boycott countries which do not
return hijackers, or do not take steps
to insure the safety of aircraft, pas-
sengers and crew.

It is disturbing to note however, that
some hijackings have been romanticized.
Hijackers are not romantic highwaymen;
they are desperate people who are creat-
ing a situation when a monumental
tragedy can easily take place.

Hijacking is not just a joy ride. There
have been many close calls. For example,
on the recent hijacking of a TWA plane
to Italy, a sympathetic picture was
painted of the hijacker, a young AWOL
marine. There is no question but that he
was ready to use his weapons—and he
was well armed., The fact that he fired a
shot in the cockpit while the plane was
refueling at Kennedy Airport in New
York is evidence enough that he meant
business. That situation came within a
hair’s breadth of becoming a full scale
shootout, and who knows how many
lives it could have cost.

Another example is the airliner hi-
jacked in 1968 out of Miami. The hijack-
er stood in the cockpit with his gun at
the ready. The first officer—or copilot—
reached to his flight bag for a map, but
the hijacker apparently thought he was
reaching for a gun. The hijacker—who
could not or would not speak English—
cocked his gun and pointed it at the
Eead of the first officer. The captain re-
acted instantaneously by shouting “stop.”
Only then did the hijacker lower his gun,
thus narrowly averting a tragedy.

While there are other examples, the
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point is that hijackings are not to be
treated lightly. Apparently there are
those who do not have a full grasp of the
seriousness and danger involved in these
incidents. The flight erews do, and they
should be congratulated for the calm
courage they have displayed. On one oc-
casion, one passenger said he was willing
to take on the armed hijacker single-
handed. The crew had to literally shove
him back into his seat.

Being forced to fly to a foreign country
at gunpoint is unnerving to say the
least, and it certainly takes tremendous
courage to complete the flight without
ineident. We must not lose sight of the
gravity of the situation. That point can-
not be overemphasized, Meanwhile, we
must push forward with the FAA's in-
ferim system until a permanent deter-
rent can be found.

Perhaps the FAA’s system is being
misunderstood. A recent newspaper arti-
cle and remarks by a member placed too
great an emphasis on technology. The
weapons screening device used is a part
of the detection system and was referred
to as a “gadget.” If the common con-
notation of “gadget” is applied, then it
is wrong, for the device is not some friv-
olous contrivance. The magnetometry
system in use is an advance in the state
of the art. It is an adaptation of an ex-
isting device which has proved workable
in its original context for sereval dec-
ades. As a matter of fact, the FAA is
continuing its research and development
into weapons screening devices to make
them more discriminatory.

However, I would like to emphasize
that the FAA’s antihijacking system is
based overwhelmingly on observed be-
havioral characteristics. Details regard-
ing those characteristics have not been
made public, thus it is not possible for
a would-be hijacker to be able to dis-
guise these traits, It is their behavior
that triggers suspicion of a potential hi-
jacking; the weapons screening device
merely is the final and least important
step in the system. Tlus, emphasis on
the “gadget” is misleading.

I must repeat that the FAA system is
helping to deter hijackers. Hopefully,
efforts in the international area will
result in the return of hijackers prompt-
ly for punishment. However, we must
realize that any permanent solution is
going to involve all types of deter-
rents—interim and long range, domestic
and international.

HEALTH CONSEQUENCES OF
THE USE OF MARIHUANA

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

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard estimates that as many as 40 per-
cent of our high school and college stu-
dents have experimented with mari-
huana. The habit is spreading to junior
high and grade schools, Arguments re-
garding the perils—or lack of peril—of
indulging in “pot” are rampant.

In fact, virtually nothing is known
about the nature and effect of this drug.
No one knows what the long-term effects
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are, either on the user’s mental and
physical health or on the health of any
future offspring. We need to know how
large a factor marihuana is in leading
to the use of hard drugs. And we need
to have some information as to why
marihuana produces severe psychotic
reactions in some users.

We hear much speculation and
opinion, but we need facts. Before any
changes are made in present law, com-
petent research should establish health
related aspects of the use of marihuana.

Therefore, I am today introducing
legislation to require the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, after
consultation with the Surgeon General,
to issue yearly reports on research devel-
opments concerning health consequence
of marihuana use. The reports would be
of the same nature as the famed report
on tobaceco smoking issued by the Gov-
ernment a few years ago.

My bill calls for a preliminary report
to be made to the Congress within 120
days of its enactment and for a full
report to be filed by January 31, 1971. I
would hope that any other legislation,
particularly that aimed at a softening of
present law, be held in abeyance until
a comprehensive study can be made by
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare in consultation with the Sur-
geon General and their findings, based
on solid scientific research, have been
evaluated by Congress.

I wish to call attention to the cau-
tionary statement issued by the National
Institute of Mental Health just this
year:

Statements being reported by students
that the use of marijuana is “medically safe”
are not supported by sclentific evidence. It
is hoped that research now underway may
add to the little currently known about the
effects of the use of marijuana . , . To be
honest, sclentists still don’t know everything
about the specific effects of marijuana . ., .
Today, research scientists are studying mari-
juana's effects on the brain, the nervous sys-
tem, on chromosomes, and on various organs
of the body. They're trying to find out why
different people have different reactions to
it . . . Maybe it will turn out that there’s
no reason for it to be illegal. But nobody
can be sure until all the facts are in. And
until they are, it's a pretty bum risk.

I sincerely hope that my legislation
will be on the agenda early in the second
session of this Congress. This is an im-
portant matter, affecting millions of
young lives, and demands prompt action
on our part.

IS THE FCC DOING AN ADEQUATE
JOB?

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

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr, Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Communications and Power
Subcommittee, I have endeavored to
study communications in America and
determine whether it is being regulated
in the interest of the people. In the year
that I have been on the subcommittee,
more and more facets of this intriguing
field have come to light.

What is distressing is that the Federal
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Communications Commission, at times,
has been quite negligent in protecting
the public in this vital area. The Com-
mission has consistently failed to revoke
licenses of those broadcasters who are
not acting according to the dictates of
the 1934 Communications Act. In Octo-
ber of this year, a case came into the
limelight serving as ample proof tha. the
FCC has been derelict in its duty.

We are aware of the WIFE case. There
are other cases as preposterous. Can you
imagine a station committing 122 viola-
tions? Is it conceivable that a station
which failed to comply with FCC report-
ing requirements would be allowed to
continue in operation for 10 years? What
would you think of a licensee who failed
to respond to FCC correspondence? What
should be done if a franchisee failed to
file timely statements? Should the Com-
mission renew the license of a station
which operated a transmitter site with-
out FCC authorization? Is it possible that
the FCC considered the actions of this
station so much in the public interest
that it should continue on the air?

It is amazing to consider that the fran-
chise to broadcast is seemingly treated
so lightly when one realizes how valuable
it is to the community. There are hun-
dreds of people throughout this country
who would like a chance to use this
broadcast franchise for a 3-year period,
but they are unable to because the spec-
trum is so limited. There is room for only
a small number of stations in each area,
and they should be given to those who
will best serve the public. We must ask if
fraud, deception and 122 rule violations
are services fo the publie, or if they are
self-serving and selfish?

The Supreme Court has said in the Red
Lion case that “It is the right of the view-
ers and listeners, not the right of the
broadeasters, which is paramount.”

Justice Warren Burger, in a 1966 U,S.
court of appeals decision, went a step
further and said:

The theory that the Commission can effec-
tively represent the listener’s interests in a
renewal proceeding . . . is no longer a valid
assumption which stands up under the reali-
ties of actual experience. After nearly five
decades of operation the broadecast industry
does not seem to have grasped the simple
fact a broadcast license is a public trust sub-
ject to termination for breach of duty.

This is quite an indictment, but it
seems valid when we realize what the
Commission has done in the WIFE case.
Now and in the future, the public will
be watching to deterinine whether the
FCC is protecting them and their air-
waves.

I fear the FCC is not doing its job ade-
quately. If the last 6 months has pro-
duced flagrant examples of malfeasance,
we must wonder what has been going on
since 1937 when the Commission was
established. Is there any connection be-
tween these types of cases and the fact
that the FCC has rarely revoked a broad-
cast license?

I hope that we in Congress will begin
to realize that communications is not a
matter to be dealt with lightly. If we
do not begin to vigilantly and construe-
tively deal with communications, we will
have failed the public, Communications
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is one of the most vital backbones of a
democracy. Let us make certain we treat
it commensurately.

e —————

REPEAL OF TITLE II GAINS SUP-
PORT OF NEW YORK TIMES AND
WASHINGTON STAR

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, there
is growing evidence of deep concern
among responsible Americans through-
out this country over the presence in our
Federal statute books of a law which per-
mits the detention in concentration
camps of persons who would probably
commit acts of espionage or sabotage in
a national emergency.

Newspapers throughout the country
are rallying to support the immediate
repeal of title IT of the Internal Security
Act of 1950. Recently the New York
Times in an editorial entitled “Freedom
Under Law,” and the Washington Sun-
day Star, in an editorial captioned “Re-
peal Overdue,” joined in this growing
support for the legislation, which more
than one-fourth of the House Members
and a substantial number of Senators
have cosponsored. I include the two edi-
torials in the Recorp at this point:

[From the New York Times, Dec. 4, 1969]

FreEpOoM UNDER Law

The Nixon Administration, in urging repeal
of the MecCarran Act’s provision for deten-
tion camps for potential saboteurs, has given
Congress an opportunity to eliminate one of
the truly un-American sections of a generally
bad piece of legislation. Although none of
the six camps established in 19561 was ever
used, two still remain as a reminder of an
era of national shame and hysteria.

Assistant Attorney General Richard G.
Kleindienst linked his announcement of the
Government’s request for the camps’ aboli-
tion with a denial that he had ever advocated
the detention of anti-war protesters. It may
be true, as the Administration’s recommenda-
tion to the Senate Judiciary Committee said,
that the repeal is needed to put an end to
false rumors about intended repression. But
an even more basic reason for Congress to act
is to do away with a provision that subverts
the principle of freedom under law.

|From the Washington, Sunday Star, Dee. 7,
1969]

REPEAL OVERDUE

For nearly two decades, a national dis-
grace has been written into the laws of the
United States: Title II of the 1950 Internal
Security Act. This last major legislative ves-
tige of the McCarthy paranoia provides that
suspected subversives can be placed in de-
tention camps—without trial and for an
indefinite period.

The law was improper in the context of
1950. Today, it is an abomination. It is, in
addition, a source of ammunition for those
who peddle the fiction that ours is a Fascist
society, with concentration camps ready for
members of minority groups and for those
who hold unpopular beliefs.

The law has never been applied, and never
will be applied. But the fact is that the law
and the detention camps exist,

The Justice Department has asked that
the detention provisions be repealed. In a
letter to the chairman of the Senate Judicl-
ary Committee, Deputy Attorney General
Richard G. Kleindienst in effect labeled the
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provision as worthless, except as a tool for
the New Left to spread fear and unrest.

Senator James O. Eastland, the Judiciary
Committee chalrman, is the author of a
new internal security bill that includes a
provision to repeal Title II. But there is no
reason to wait for the prolonged debate that
will inevitably accompany the complete re-
writing of the Internal Security Act.

Senator Daniel K. Inouye has introduced
a bill to repeal the detention section of the
1950 act. He has now asked Eastland to
move his bill, independently of the over-all
revision of the act, for immediate action by
the Senate.

It is a request that should be granted.
Nineteen years of legislative disgrace is
enough.

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN
SUBWAY SYSTEM

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, a gentleman of the other body
said yesterday that the Washington
Metropolitan Subway System was the
greatest public works project in the his-
tory of the country, that the system
would aid numerous people in Washing-
ton, Maryland, and Virginia. I will agree
with the gentleman that the project is
beneficial to many persons in the area,
and a subway will no doubt help solve
many of the transportation problems of
Metropolitan Washington.

However, there is a public works proj-
ect elsewhere that is of equal, if not
greater merit. While the subway may
have been on the planning boards for 17
yvears, this other project has been in the
minds and hearts of men since the early
1800’s and before this body since the
1940’s. This major public works project is
the Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway.

Like the Washington subway, this
transportation project will benefit many
people, Rather than just a one city area,
the Tennessee-Tombigbee will directly
benefit 23 States.

The Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
will run through one of the most econom-
ically depressed areas of the country.
Like the subway for the District, which
Mayor Walter Washington said would
bring jobs to the unemployed, the Ten-
nessee-Tombighee project when com-
pleted will provide tl.e economic impetus
to shift thousands of persons now on
welfare rolls over to payrolls.

The Metro subway was lauded as be-
ing a catalyst for urban renewal and for
new business. Similarly the Tennessee-
Tombighee Waterway would not only be
a new business in itself, but would prove
a catalyst for rural renewal in the south-
ern Appalachian region and attract new
business to this poverty-stricken area.

The two projects have many similar-
ities, but one major difference. The sub-
way project was located in an urban area
and its need is directly felt by many in
this Congress. The Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway would be located in frequently
forgotten rural America far removed
from this Congress.

I have sat here many a day and lis-
tened to the indignant cries against pov-
erty and malnutrition, against too little
and too much welfare, against the plight
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of rural America, and the lack of concern
for the farmer. But it is all so much
worthless rhetoric unless those airy
words are turned into concrete deeds.

In this case the concrete is for dams
and locks, powerplants and industrial
sites—the wherewithall to build a trans-
portation link from the Tombigbee River
in Alabama to the Tennessee River in
Tennessee. When completed—and in
fact, while being built—the Tennessee-
Tombighee Waterway will be in there
fighting poverty and malnutrion, welfare,
and the plight of rural America. The
fight will not, however, be one of govern-
mental subsidy to growing welfare rolls,
but one of paychecks into the hands of
the poor for honest work—work result-
ting from the countless jobs created by
one of the great public works project in
our history—The Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway project.

DEVELOPMENT OF UNITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, ST.
OnGe). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
FinNpLEY) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the recent
Hague meeting has focused our attention
and the attention of the Western Eu-
ropean nations on the concept and
development of European unity. Fortu-
nately, the concept of an expanded
community was accepted, if with some
mental reservations, by all of the mem-
ber countries of the EEC and there is
reasonable hope that the long stalled
negotiations about British membership
in the community will commence early
next year.

At this juncture it is good for us to
reflect on the trends of Western Euro-
pean integration efforts and their pos-
sible effects on the United States and
our relationship with Europe. Five of our
Presidents have, in the past, backed Eu-
ropean efforts to create greater political,
economic, and military units among the
states of Western Europe and put our
troops and our prestige on the line in the
defense of the free part of this divided
continent. We have accepted economic
developments in the agrarian and even
in the industrial sectors which seemed
to be disadvantageous in order to pro-
mote the overall political goal: a strong
and democratic Europe which speaks
with one voice in international affairs
and which is united with the United
States in the goal of common defense and
search for a durable peace. -

An analysis of the present status of
European integration and Atlantic part-
nership, two concepts closely interrelated,
formed the main topic of the conference
of a new scholastic group, organized in
1968 largely through the efforts of Prof.
Z. Michael Szaz, called the American
Institute on Problems of European Unity.
The group specializes in research works
and conferences on both Western and
East Central Europe, but their confer-
ence at Georgetown University between
October 17-19, 1969 was focused on the
Concept of Atlantic Partnership alone.

Five panels discussed the various
American, British, French, German, and
Mediterranean approaches to the con-
cept and in doing so, the scholars who
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came from the United States, Britain,
Germany, and France, expanded their
discussion into dealing with the domes-
tic, political, and strategic problems of
their countries as well. As a result, five
reports and a background report were
published by the institute and they are
worthy of consideration as we face the
problems of cooperation and integration
in the coming 5 years.

The U.S. panel was chaired by our
former representative to the NATO mis-
sion, now a professor at the School of
Advanced International Studies of Johns
Hopkins University, Dr. Timothy W.
Stanley, author of several books on
NATO and the United States. Members
of the panel included such well-known
experts as Dr. James E. King from the
Institute for Defense Analyses, Dr. Ben
T. Moore, formerly with 20th Century
Fund, now the head of his own founda-
tion, and one of the intellectual fathers
of the Marshall plan, Gen. Robert Wood,
U.S. Army, retired, from the Research
Analysis Corp., the well-known interna-
tional law specialist, Prof. William H.
Roberts from the Catholic University of
America, and many others.

Professor Szaz prepared the back-
ground report for the panel chairmen.
The institute is planning a second con-
ference on the subject, but with a topical
rather than a geographic problem ap-
proach, in the first part of June in Paris,
France, with the cosponsorship of the
Centre d’Etude de Politique Etrangere
and negotiations will be soon concluded.

I ask for unanimous consent for in-
sertion into the Recorp the background
paper by Professor Szaz and the report
of the U.S. panel of the conference on
the Concept of Atlantic Partnership held
by the American Institute on Problems
of European Unity.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp:
THE CONCEPT OF ATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP
(By Dr. Z. Michael Szaz)

1. Outline of the Issues: It is assumed
that there exists a political and cultural
heritage common to the countries of Europe
and the United States and also a philosophi-
cal-religious tradition which underlies the
politico-social order and the economic sys-
tems of the states of Europe and the United
States.

(a) A modification of this assumption is,
however, that geography, historical devel-
opment and politico-economic structure set
the United States sufficiently apart from the
Europea.n states so that mutual relatlonships
must be based on cooperation and partner-
ship, rather than on integration and/or con-
federation.

(b) In reverse, the historical, political and
economic bonds among the states of Eu-
rope, reared for most of their history in the
Greco-Roman tradition, Christianity and hu-
manism, form a stable basis for reintegration
in the economic and political spheres. It is
also realized that the present demarcation
line between Western Europe and the Soviet
influence sphere in Central and Eastern
Europe fail to coincide with the cultural
frontiers of Western Europe and the large
sections of Central Europe behind the “Iron
Curtain™ form part and parcel of Western
European civilization.

2. Desirability of European Integration: If
we assume that the common bonds of history,
culture and economics render the creation
of an integrated, or at least confederated,
Europe intrinsically possible, we must ask:
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is such a development desirable? It will be
assumed that some form of confederation
and integration 1s not only desirable but
necessary for future development in Western
Europe, for several reasons to wit:

(a) Militarily, European armed forces are
sandwiched between the overwhelming pow-
ers of the Soviet Union and the United States
and are inefficient in regard to cost efficiency
because of the separate national defense ef-
forts resulting In a full spectrum of national
armed forces.

(b) Economically, the advances of Ameri-
can inventive and applied technology renders
national efforts in Europe to complete an
impossible task, This observation is wvalid
despite the availability of capital and brain-
power in Europe on a regional level and be-
cause of the necessity to create an integrated
market with a free flow of goods for 250-300
million people In order to assure the needed
rate of industrial expansion and increased
living standards.

(c) Politically, only the emergence of com-
mon institutions can prevent either a return
to isolationism, and/or ethnic nationalism,
the scourge of Europe for 200 years, and can
counteract Soviet Russian subversion and
pressures.

3. Concepts of Eurcpe: What kind of Eu-
rope would be suitable for integration pur-
poses and would be in European regional and
U.S. interest as well? For there are several
concepts of Europe in the minds of politi-
cians and the peoples,

{(a) To Dr. Eonrad Adenauer and Robert
Schuman in the 1850s Europe was to consist
basically of the Community of the Six, based
upon a Bonn-Paris axis. Despite the inclusion
of Mediterranean Italy with its different
social, economic and technological structure,
the above community possessed and con-
tinues to possess, several cohesive elements
in the flelds of industrialization, common
cultural heritage, living standards, compact
geography and mutual economic dependence,
The successes of the European Economic
Community, creating a well integrated mar-
ket in twelve years, proves that for this sub-
regional unit integration was feasible and
that EEC will form the nucleus of European
integration despite the Sonderspriinge of
France during the Gaullist regime.

(b) The former President of the French Re-
public, Charles deGaulle provided a different
definitlon of Europe. He understood it less as
a social-economic unit, and more as an ideol-
ogy based upon common cultural and histori-
cal experience of all European nations, a
result of their absorption of Christianity and
humanism and their past struggles against
eastern invaders. He strove to give political
content to this concept of all-European
community, but its realization would have
necessitated a disintegration of the Soviet
colonial empire in Asia and Russia's rein-
tegration into Europe which are unlikely
events for the next decade.

(¢) The most common concept, however,
remains that of the Community of the Six,
plus Great Britain and Scandinavia, usually
omitting Spain despite its 1500 years long
struggle to preserve its Western and Chris-
tian culture against invaders, This solution
would unite all European countries with
similar socio-economic structures and sig-
nificant industrial power. Its weakness lies
in the different historical and political de-
velopment of its parts resulting in divergent
economic and political interests of Great
Britain and Scandinavia from the Commu-
nity of the Six and the difficulties in resolv-
ing such problems within an integrated
economy and future political confederation.

4, Concepts of Relationship with the
United States: Various approaches exist also
on the relationship concepts of Europe with
the United States. At first, we must elimi-
nate for the next decade the possibility of a
genuine European federal union. Thus we
are left with the options of a confederated
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Europe with integrated economies and a par-
tially integrated defense system, or a Europe
of national states and an imperfectly inte-
grated economy of the Community of the
Bix as it exists today.

As we trust that during the next decade
progress will be made in Western Europe
toward realizing the first option, with the
concept of relationship with the United
States will be dealt with from a regional
point of view.

The most immediate relationship existing
between the United States and Western
Europe is a military one. For Western Europe
is at the present defenseless against the ag-
gregate military power of the Soviet Union
unless reinforced by substantial components
of American military power, This fact finds
its concrete expression in the NATO alliance
which attempts to integrate military plan-
ning and introduce some standardization into
weaponry and command systems of the
United States, Western Europe and Canada.
In the economic field, too, the United States
remains the most active trading partner of
Great Britain and the EEC and through its
subsidiary companies created an intermesh-
ing of European and American economies
which could not be dissolved without grave
dangers to U.S. economy, or without a prob-
able collapse of the present fabric of Euro-
pean economy.

Three different models are possible in the
military fields: (1) the theory of the two
weights within NATO by the creation of an
integrated European military group (perhaps
an extended WEU) within NATO. The ad-
vantages of such a solution are evident both
for Europe (more effective representation in
planning and decision-making in NATO and
more defense for less cost through an inte-
gration and standardization of military
equipment and forces by a reglonal division
of labor) and the United States (more ef-
fective defense of Europe by the Europeans
enabling reduction of American forces in
Europe and creating a potent counterweight
to Soviet aggression). However, the main
difficulty remains that it presupposes great
progress in European defense integration
approaching the degree of integration
proposed by the EDC which was rejected
by the French Parliament in 1854. There
is even the Gaullist concept of inde-
pendent European defense which means a
disengagement from American political and
military concepts while building up a mod-
est, but up-to-date nuclear deterrent by the
European states. At the present, the costs for
such a course have proven prohibitive even
for Gaullist France and any attempt to do
s0 on a regional level (British-French de-
terrent with German economic and techno-
logical participation) would negate the
Gaullist concept of keeping military sov-
ereignty with the individual states. The third
concept of NATO-wide integration failed in
the past less because of European but be-
cause of American refusal to subordinate
vital components of American military power
to NATO decision-making, especially with
fiffeen fingers on the trigger. There is no rea-
son to believe that this solution is feasible
without a much greater degree of economic
and political integration between Western
Europe and the United States as it is possi-
ble at this time.

In the economic field the relationship be-
tween the United States and Western Europe
is based on clearer concepts. Integration is
out of the question and is not desired on
either shore. The United States is interested
in freer trade and so is Western Europe. The
difficulties arise from protectionist tendencies
in certain industrial fields on both sides. The
Eennedy round has removed some of the ir-
ritants, but the presence of an EEC which
is now building its tariff and indirect sub-
sidy fences against the areas outside of its
jurisdiction raises problems as does the pres-
sure groups in regard to agricultural and
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textile products in the United States. There
is, however, general agreement that only
through an expansion of trade volumina can
cooperation and a certain division of labor
be created.

In the political field, the relationship of
the European states and the United States
are not expected to undergo great changes
in case of further progress in European in-
tegration. The creation of any consultative
organ in NATO and/or outside NATO by the
countries of Western Europe could create
slightly divergent policies, but at least the
divergencies would be coordinated rather
than on a nationzl level where the actions
of one country can easily wipe out or neu-
tralize the effects of the actions of others.
Political consultation on an institutionalized
basis or even a political confederation would
strengthen the hand of Western Europe vis-
a-vis the Soviet sphere of influence and per-
mit it to influence developments toward a
reforging of ties with Western Europe,

5. The Feasibility of European Integration:
The feasibility of European integration is
still being debated as ethnic nationalism
slowly returns to some of the countries’
politics.

It can be assumed that economic integra-
tion has created its own momentum not only
among the idealists, but also the vested eco-
nomlic interest of the states of Western Eu-
rope and will continue on a slower, or faster,
pace in the medium-range. There are cer-
tainly enough feasible measures which could
be taken to establish a common agricultural
market, labor legislation, social security leg-
islation, and convergence of indirect eco-
nomic subsidies to promote a true integra-
tion of the labor, industrial and economic
system. Thus, further economic integration
is a feasible proposition without underesti-
mating the dangers of parochial nationalism
displayed by enterprises and pressure groups
and the danger of political slowdown of in-
tegrative trends.

Political Integration over and beyond the
consultative level is the least feasible propo-
sition today, though without progress in this
fleld the entire complex of econcmic and
military integration remains tenuous and
provisional. The feasible aims in the me-
dium-range should be a direct election of the
Parllament of the EEC, and its expansion to
include Great Britain and some of the Scan-
dinavian countries. Even such a development
will need an additional three to five years.

Military integration on & continental Eu-
ropean-British basis remains a feasible,
though difficult, task and will determine the
future of all integrative efforts. Europe des-
perately needs a drastic reform of its defense
which cannot forever be based on American
manpower and nuclear power. The only ave-
nue open is the integration of the European
armed forces and the creation of a modest
European deterrent in the nuclear fleld. This
cannot be done without the inclusion of
Great Britain, Thus, the entry of Great Brit-
ain into Europe is not only important for
economic and political, but also for military
reasons, but the entry must be wholehearted
and must include the military field.
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In attempting to assess Amerlcan Interests
with respect to Europe in the coming decade,
the panel found it necessary to consider a
broader geo-political context than the term
“Atlantic” normally implies. The key ceniers
of power of the developed nations are linked
not by the Atlantic Ocean but by the Arctic
Ocean (and in the jet age, the polar linkage
is the closest).

This “arctic arc” includes not only North
America and Europe, but also Japan, as well
as Russia—and perhaps China, The panel
placed considerable emphasis on the future
importance of Japan, which may soon emerge
from the politically “low posture” adopted
after World War II, and which has experi-
enced an “economic miracle” surpassing
even those in Euorpe. Japan may also be
developing a “generation gap'" which will
dwarf that being observed in Europe and
America, Thus, the importance of Japan to
both America and Europe ralses questions
about the utility of an exclusively “Atlantic”
focus.

The panel also took note of the Soviet
emphasis on sea-power and mobility. This
has, in effect, put Soviet power “out in the
world,” which means an Increasing ability
to pose challenges elsewhere than in the
traditional European area of potential con-
flict.

In particular, Mediterranean and Middle
East security problems (especially that of
Israel), now complicated by the expanded
Soviet naval presence, are of considerable
importance to America and Europe in an
area in which it would seem reasonable to
expect a greater European role in interna-
tional peacekeeping, including larger multi-
lateral naval forces. Some members argued
that Israel was strateglecally, if not geograph-
ically, a part of the arc of vital security in-
terest to the United States; and that even
American domestic opponents of the role
of the United States in Vietnam would sup-
port & more active involvement in Israel’s
security. Another panel member felt that the
West generally and the United States in par-
ticular had been remiss in not matching
the Soviet naval buildup, especially in the
Mediterranean, which has created a poten-
tial for trouble-making and nuclear con-
frontation, accidental or otherwise, in an
unstable area. Several of the participants
criticized the U.S, Navy's reluctance to be-
come committed to multilateral naval forces
in this region, thus reducing options for col-
lective response and European participation
in limited situations in order to keep Ameri-
can assets intact for the “least-likely” case
of a general war.

With respect to the Soviet threat to Eu-
rope, the participants agreed that the Soviet
hold on Eastern Europe and particularly on
the German Democratic Republic would con-
tinue to provide opportunities for expanding
its influence and that Soviet self-restraint
could not be relied on to prevent taking ad-
vantage of these opportunities. Accordingly,
continued military deterrence by NATO
seems necessary during the decade of the
nineteen seventies.

One or two members of the panel believed,
however, that deterrence was increasingly
a political phenomenon rather than a stra-
tegic function of military or “war-fighting"
capabilities, If Soviet concerns in the seyen-

Catholic

(Ret.), Re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ties are (in order): China, Germany (East,
West, or both), and the United States, then
there should be room for maneuver in the
more traditional diplomatic applications of
the balance of power, in the negative value
of potential alllances, as well as in mili-
tary deterrence. But the panel agreed that
the essential ingredient will be the U.S.8.R.’s
estimate of the “Atlantic” community's
“will" to resist; an adequate defense pos-
ture—and the NATO structure which gives
credibility to the American nuclear guar-
antee—will remain important factors in the
Soviet reading of Western “will,” and of the
unpredictable consequences of testing it too
strongly.

The panel discussed at some length the
nature and importance of American inter-
ests with respect to Europe. Although one
member argued that Europe had passed from
the center of the world stage and was in-
creasingly peripheral to U.S. interests as com-
pared with Asla, the other participants
agreed that reasons of tradition and belief,
preclusive factors, and certain positive ob-
jectives would continue to make Western
Europe an area of primary interest and con-
cern to the United States. For example,
Ameriea has found twice in this century that
European conflicts inevitably engage its own
vital interests and lead to its eventual in-
volvement. Even though America’s strategic
need for European bases has declined with
the advent of intercontinental ballistic mis-
giles and missile-equipped nuclear sub-
marines, this is not necessarily true of tac-
tical and mobility requirements. Moreover,
cultural and historical ties, plus economic
considerations reinforce political and stra-
teglc interests, l.e., the relevance of Eurocpe
to the global balance of power vis-a-vis Rus-
sia and China.

Consequently, the United States has a vital
national Interest in avoiding a "“Europe.”
“Europe” (however defined) which would be:
(a) dominated by the Soviet Union; (b) so
weak as to tempt Soviet adventures; (¢) un-
stable—either because of national rivalries
or due to polltical-economic-social pressures
within one or more countries; or (d) an in-
dependent third force—either with protec-
tionist and isolationist tendencies or with
the potential of becoming another major
military nuclear power—which could be
dangerously de-stabilizing on the world
scene. (A “Scandinavia” type Europe might
be acceptable to the United States if stable
internally and externally, but such a Europe
would be “unnatural” and, therefore, prob-
ably unstable.)

On the positive side, America will con-
tinue to need a relatively peaceful and stable
world environment in which its own domes-
tice goals can be pursued. In order Lo main-
tain that environment, the United States will
need to engage Europe's technology, re-
sources, and traditions in dealing with the
problems of the “arctic arc” in relation to
the less-developed Southern Hemisphere—
e.g., economic aid and international peace-
keeping in the Mediterranean and in the
“third world” generally. If “Europe” is con-
cerned to ensure the continuity of this sub-
stantial American interest and security guar-
antee, however, it would do well to enhance
its relevance by intensifying its involvement
in the world.

In reaching these general conclusions, the
panel was concerned by the uncertainties of
perceptions by a new generation of leaders—a
new and still unknown leadership which
might intensif{y the present radical disinter-
est in “peacekeeping” either at home or
abroad, or might, on the other hand, repre-
sent a political reaction which would be con-
servative domestically and isolationist inter-
nationally. Adding to the uncertainties was
& growing interaction of domestic and inter-
national politics in and among all countries,
which is an increasingly important faet of
life. For example, the age of mass intercon-
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tinental communications means that an
American President, in speaking to his do-
mestic constituency on, say, Vietnam, is nev-
ertheless conveylng signals—and not neces-
sarily reassuring ones—to all of the allies of
the United States as well as to its enemies.

With respect to the prospects for increas-
ing European unity, the panel's estimates
ranged from mildly optimistic, to quite pes-
simistic—and were weighted toward the lat-
ter. While current “European™ institutions
could be built into a federated structure—
and economic, monetary, and technological
reasons plus rising defense costs all argue
for greater unity—the key ingredient of po-
litical will seems to be lacking, The political
nexus—composed of Bonn, London, and
Paris—always appears to have one or another
capital out of phase with the other two. In
that regard, West Germany with its new gov-
ernment, will be a particularly important
factor in determining European political de-
velopment.

But from the American point of view, how
Europe organizes itself—as long as the status
quo of a multilateral alliance continues—was
not judged by the panel to be critical, al-
though America’s special responsibilities in
Berlin must be taken into account. The
United States ought not to oppose or obstruct
further European movement towards unity—
even though there are some national advan-
tages to dealing individually with the various
components of “Europe"—unless a type of
Europe ‘“to be avoided” seems likely to
emerge. Nor does there appear to be much
that the United States can or should do to
promote European unity; the panel specifi-
cally rejected the currently popular notion
that a massive reduction in American respon-
sibilities and presence in Europe would cause
the Europeans to unify and accept greater
responsibility themselves.

Some adjustments in the U.S. military pos-
ture in Europe may be desirable and feasible
over the long term; but (quite apart from the
risks involved) the savings even from & mas-
sive withdrawal (up to $1.5 billion in bal-
ance of payments costs and perhaps 5 billion
in budgetary terms if units were disbanded)
would be likely to prove illusory (and, in any
case, much smaller than those potentially
avallable from Vietnam).

Although, as noted above, the panel was
not optimistic about any short-term prospect
of there being a united Europe with disposa-
tive powers over resources and centralized
foreign policy responsibilities, they con-
sidered the possible effects of various devel-
opments on “Europe” and on the Atlantic
relationship. One or two members thought
that strategic arms limitation talks—
“SALT" (which one described as being
“rubbed in NPT wounds”)—between the '
United States and the Soviet Union might
trigger major anxieties in Europe, as would
the mutual deployment of anti-ballistic mis-
siles to reduce the vulnerability of the super-
powers. The majority of the group, however,
believed that these European concerns would
be limited to a few elements and would not
generate enough political steam to overcome
present inertia and, for example, lead to Eu-
ropean nuclear weapons collaboration.

In this context, German reunification was
considered a key issue In both Western and
Eastern European developments and, of
course, in East-West relations. The panel
noted that this issue was actively opposed in
the East and not really supported anywhere
in the West, except—and to a diminishing
extent—among some German groups.
Achievement of German reunification during
the next decade thus seems unlikely, al-
though this would not preclude a limited
confederation through which a solution to
the Berlin problem might be found.

Another factor considered was the effect
on the Atlantic Alliance of a growing Ameri-
can self-perception on “non-omnipotence
and non-omniscience.” Unless this factor
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goes so far as to undermine American self-
confidence and the credibility of its military
deterrent, the panel felt that it would not
weaken and might even strengthen Atlantie
relations,

Finally, the effects of the European uni-
fication movement itself were examined.
Would it—even if unsuccessful—tend to
turn Europe Inward upon Iitself and away
from a greater responsibility in the Atlantic
and wider world? Such a development (which
could add fuel to any isolationist tendency
in the United States) was felt by the panel
to be unlikely, because of the dynamics of
“building” Europe seem to require an ex-
ternal image and a vocation. Since the fear
of the Soviet Union is a diminishing incen-
tive, and making the United States an arti-
ficial rival for this purpose is undesirable,
then this vocation probably would be a con-
structive and responsible one—hence in
America's Interest., But American—as op-
posed to "European”—Initiatives to “build”
Europe are impractical. It was noted, how-
ever, that a transnational “Europeanism"
appears to be growing, especially among the
young, which might make formal unifica-
tion irrelevant.

Turning to another important aspect of
the European-American relationship, eco-
nomic and fiscal matters proved to be of
considerable relevance to the Atlantic Part-
nership theme of the Conference—although
the panel was bothered again by the tend-
ency of that terminology (as opposed to the
“Artic Are™) to exclude Japan. For the Jap-
anese are important members of the “Group
of Ten,” which plays a key leadership role
in international monetary afTairs, and have
a gross natlonal product larger than West
Germany’s, It was noted, however, that the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development provides for closer Japanese in-
volvement in the study of these problems
and the recommendation of policy in eco-
nomic affairs.

The panel spent some time discussing
trade and liquidity problems, the effects of
fiexible exchange rates, SDR, revaluation of
the mark, the unforeseen development of the
Euro-dollar market, and the close national
stability. Although neither time nor the ex-
pertise of members permitted the formula-
tlon of specific recommendations, the panel
concluded that there is a need for tighter
Atlantic integration and more effective in-
ternational management; without progress
in this direction, a breakdown in the inter-
national monetary system is possible which
could cause a retrogression to the type of ex-
change controls in effect following World
War II. Such a development could be even
more disruptive to international trade and
economic growth than major Increases in
world tariffs.

Progress is complicated, however, by a
number of factors: first, a tendency for aca-
demic and governmental experts to differ
with each other in their diagnoses and pre-
scriptions—on flexible exchange rates, eg.;
second, the precedence which domestic prob-
lems and politics appear to be gaining over
international cooperation in many key coun-
tries. Europe is more precccupied with the
agricultural policy issue in the European
Economic Community than with trans-
Atlantic cooperation; and for its part, the
United States has not been able to imple-
ment fully the opportunities opened by the
Eennedy Round negotiations. Third, under-
takings which increase international cooper-
ation often Impinge on domestic undertak-
ings regarding full employment and price
levels.

The panel noted that strands of idealism
and pragmatism are evident in American
economic policles toward Europe. To some
extent, U.S. interests are better served by in-
dividual and multilateral negotiations with
the Eurcpean countries than by policies
which tend to enable Europe to bargain as a
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unit. Nevertheless, from the Marshall Plan
through President Kennedy's approach to
tarif negotlations, the United States has
generally chosen the latter approach and has
been consistent in trying to encourage Euro-
pean economic unity. (This has not been the
case with regard to military security cooper-
ation; in this regard, however, panel mem-
bers differed on whether there has ever been
a viable option.) But the objective of Ameri-
can willingness to suffer some economic dis-
advantage in the interest of long-term politi-
cal goals—e.g., a strong and united Western
Europe—had been largely frustrated by the
policies of General De Gaulle.

With respect to the private sector, it was
noted that Americans—by way of their direct
finanecial investments—participate in Euro-
pean business decisions, accordingly provid-
ing some American opportunity to influence
European government policies; and that
there is no reason why it should not be as
easy for a European corporation to acquire
an American firm as vice versa. To a large
extent, the problem is one of management
rather than technology or investment and
patent restrictions. For example, in bidding
for large NATO projects, such as the air de-
fense system called NADGE, only American
firms have been able to put together con-
sortia with European bidders in order to
compete for contracts; Europeans can accom-
plish the highly technical work, but lack the
experience in managing large-scale, trans-
national operations, One member of the
panel felt, however, that the complex blend
of administrative, legal, security, patent and
anti-trust problems does not receive ade-
quate attention as a major element of the
“technological gap.” These problems have to
be rationalized in Eurcpe, and to some ex-
tent in the United States, if any significant
progress is to be made on an Atlantic basis,

Panelists agreed that these economic chal-
lenges during the coming decade are at least
as important as the military and strategic
aspects of the Atlantic relationship. A break-
down in the structure of International trade,
Investment, and finance would have the most
serious consequences globally, as well as
among the Atlantic nations and Japan.

In its concluding sesslon, the panel dis-
cussed the relationship between American
domestic issues and the concept of Atlantic
Partnership. With respect to the key ques-
tion of continued American support for
NATO and the ability of the Unilted States
to maintain a substantial military presence
in Europe, the panel felt that there were
not any major objective (as opposed fo sub-
Jjective) pressures for changing the status
quo in the near future. The American bal-
ance of payments is less critical, Congress-
men are not under heavy constituent pres-
sures, nor is isolationism a factor except for
a handful of key Senators. But in the longer
term, the answer depends on the changing
views by the political elite and popular atti-
tudes toward society and the world in gen-
eral.

In discussing current attitudes, especially
among the younger generations and in the
academic world, three explanations were
noted for the current unrest: political frus-
tration with twenty years of America's in-
volvement; sociological unrest and evolution,
analogous to the Oxford movement after
World War I—which was highlighted by re-
fusal to fight for “King and Country;"” and
a morality watershed, in which “basic value
systems have been shaken sufficlently to pro-
duce a widespread existential despair.”

The resulting frustrations can be ex-
ploited by either or both the far left and
the far right, making relevant the question
of what the future leadership will be, and
whether or how it can be influenced. One
member felt that since the current mood is
anti-elite and anti-leadership, it will be very
difficult to infiuence it constructively. An-
other believed that the younger generation is
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not necessarily nihilist and will not be led
into a neo-isolationist posture. On the other
hand, the Trotskyite orientation of certain
radical elements does not bode well for a
responsible interest in international peace-
keeping.

The panel agreed that domestic opposition
to American involvement in Viet Nam is
merely a symptom of a deeper problem, but
panel members were divided on how much
this can be attributed to reactions to the
a-typlcal twenty-year period since World
War II, and how much to a basic national
psychosis Inveolving moral and wvalue sys-
tem. Many of the young, it was noted, ac-
cuse their elders, of dementia praecox, while
they themselves have been sometimes char-
acterized as schizophrenic.

However defined and whatever the cause,
the panel felt that the deeper problem is
likely to persist—and perhaps ever worsen
before it improves—and is already an inter-
national phenomenon with cross-cultural in-
teractions. Accordingly, the guestion was
rajised as to what new “images"” might in-
volve the younger generations of the Atlan-
tic world, replace the wvanishing postwar
dream (of a world “like a big, happy United
States"), and broaden horizons in order to
avert the key sectors of the socleties in the
developed countries from turning inward up-
on their own problems to the exclusion of
international cooperation.

The initiative taken by President Nixon
to focus some attention within the Atlantic
Allilance on environmental factors and com-
mon qualitative problems of life among in-
dustrialized European and North American
countries is one such new approach. Most of
the panel found the objectives worthy, but
some expressed doubts that NATO is—or
could be made—a suitable forum for this
purpose. One member reported that there are
signs which iIndicate that the necessary bu-
reaucratic readjustments are being made in
the key capitals; and the project might prove
successful, despite the large uncouraging his-
tory of prior efforts to implement Article
Two of the NATO treaty.

The suggestion was also made that there
might be a reawakened interest in the geo-
political ideas of MacKinder and Spykman,
and that the geographic image of the Atlan-
tic (or Arctic) world or of the Mediterranean
Basin could provide a basis for engaging the
younger generation in taking wider perspec-
tives. The difficulties in adjusting the in-
herent conflict between the “haves” and
“have-nots” of the northern and southern
hemispheres also promise a worthy chal-
lenge for the next decade, The panel con-
cluded its discussion on this note, with an
apt quotation from Faust: “Wer immer stre-
bend sich bemiit, den kiénnen wir erlfsen.”
(Only those can be helped who are willing
to broaden their horizons).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
today my distinguished colieague from
Illinois and other Members are joining
in a special order devoted to the concept
of Atlantic partnership. In the wake of
the recent meeting of the NATO Defense
Ministers and the Head of Government
conference of the EEC nations this is
indeed timely and useful.

We Americans have always favored
thz emergence of a strong and integrated
Europe. This has been the policy of five
of our Presidents. Last February Presi-
dent Richard M. Nixon reaffirmed in
Europe our commitment to the cause of
Atlantic partnership and creation of a
stronger and more united Western Eu-
rope.

While the aims are clear and our com-
mitment is firm, the paths leading to the
double concepts of Atlantic partnership
for us and the Western European na-
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tions, and to integration among the
countries of the area, are often divergent.
Several options are open. Exploring the
best ways of proceeding is a task for both
academicians and politicians. Therefore,
I welcome the fact that a new group of
scholars and research experts are devot-
ing their energies to discussing and re-
searching the problems of Atlantic part-
nership and European unity.

Between October 17 and 19, 1969, this
group, the American Institute on Prob-
lems of European Unity, Inc., held a con-
ference on the problem of Atlantic part-
nership at Georgetown University. The
conference was attended by 44 American
and European scholars, research experts
and government officials. As a result of
the conference, a report was published
which again stresses the need for posi-
tive action by the countries involved to-
ward European integration, with par-
ticular emphasis on a European nuclear
force and 2 common currency. The re-
port also analyzed the trends expected in
the next 5 years and the possibility that
integration in Western Europe and At-
lantic partnership will make steady
progress.

Several of my colleagues are inserting
parts of the report into the Recorp to-
day. For my part, I applaud the scholarly
and detached tone of the report. I also
congratulate the organizers, particularly
the executive director, Dr. Z. Michael
Szaz, and five panel chairmen, Professors
Timothy W. Stanley, School of Advanced
International Studies, Johns Hopkins
University, David Calleo from the same
university, Willlam G. Andrews, State
University of New York at Brockport. Dr.
Alvin J. Cottrell, Center for Strategic
and International Studies, Georgetown
University, and Walter F. Hahn, deputy
director of social sciences, Institute for
Defense Analyses.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr, Speaker, at the
October 17-19 conference of the Ameri-
can Institute on Problems of European
Unity at Georgetown University, one of
the main questions discussed was Eu-
rope's importance in terms of United
States’ interests. Europe is the crucial
factor in the balance or imbalance of
power between the Free World and the
Communist powers.

‘While progress toward a politically and
economically united Europe remains
painfully slow, despite the recent com-
promise at The Hague meeting of the
Western European heads of state, ex-
perts cautiously express optimism about
the long-range feasibility of such a de-
velopment.

More important, the chairman of the
U.S. panel at the conference, Prof. Tim-
othy W. Stanley, School of Advanced
International Studies, Johns Hopkins
University, stated in his panel report:

‘With respect to the Soviet threat to Europe,
the participants agree that the Soviet hold on
Eastern Europe, and particularly on the Ger-
man Democratic Republic, would continue
to provide opportunities for expanding its
influence and that Soviet self-restraint could
not be relied on to prevent taking advantage
of these opportunities. Accordingly, contin-
ued deterrence by NATO seems necessary
during the decade of the 1970's.

Soviet imperialism, though its mean-
ing is often soft-pedalled these days, re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

mains a fact that can be ignored only
at grave risk, It should be remembered
that Soviet influence pervades the large
Communist parties of France and Italy,
even Finland, despite the determination
of this small nation to remain independ-
ent and democratic. Nor should we for-
get past Soviet aggressions against the
Hungarian freedom fighters, the Czecho-
slovak liberalizers, or the “deviationists”
in Yugoslavia, Albania, and in incipient
liberalization movements in other satel-
lites.

Soviet power remains a very real ob-
stacle in the gquest for unity among the
European nations. It divides the conti-
nent and keeps forcibly under control
several of the historical nations of Eu-
rope, to mention only Poland, Czechoslo-
vakia, Hungary, and eastern Germany.

We must continue to work for the
maintenance of a Europe free of Soviet
influence and for the creation of a Eu-
ropean community which prevents out-
side powers from playing one nation
against the other. We must work actively
for a strong and integrated Europe which
can maintain prosperity, technological
and economic development and which
can assist us in our endeavor to help
“third-world nations” to occupy a stable
and economically advanced status in to-
morrow's world. In doing so, we must
keep in mind the existing Soviet threat,
particularly obvious today in the Medi-
terranean area of NATO, and stress that
promotion of peaceful relations with the
East cannot be a substitute for stronger
ties with NATO allies.

Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. Speaker, today
I am joining my colleagues in discussing
the findings of the conference of the
American Institute on Problems of Euro-
pean Unity on the concept of Atlantic
Partnership, which was held between
October 17-19, 1969, at Georgetown
University.

One of the topies discussed at the con-
ference was the economic meaning of
Atlantic Partnership in the light of the
emergence of EEC and the coming talks
between EEC and Britain. The various
panels came to different conclusions as
to the future effect of EEC on American
economic status in Europe. Some pointed
out that the favorable trade balance of
the United States has already declined
from $4 billion to near equality., The
chairman of the British panel, Prof.
David Calleo from the School of Ad-
vanced International Studies at Johns
Hopkins University argued, in turn, that
the balance-of-payments factor was dif-
ferent as the disappearance of the trade
surplus was more than equated by a mas-
sive return on direct American invest-
ment in EEC countries and Britain.

Some panelists feared that there is a
declining interest on the part of U.S.
firms and government in Western Europe
after the rush of the early 1960's in view
of new negotiations with Russia and the
complicated involvement in Asia.

In regard to Great Britain with its
persistently unfavorable trade balance
the conference participants felt its ac-
cession to the EEC would render the
solution of several questions, particularly
the crucial guestion of a common cur-
rency for the EEC countries, much
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harder. Some thought that association
rather than membership might be an
easier way.

Considerable space was devoted by the
American panel of Prof. Timothy W.
Stanley, School of Advanced Interna-
tional Studies, Johns Hopkins University,
to the question of the international mon-
etary system, particularly by Dr. Ben T.
Moore, because of the offen recurring
crises of major Western currencies. In
this regard, many of the participants felt
that though British accession to EEC
might aggravate existing problems of
currency planning, it would also serve as
a healthy catalyst for devising plans
and means for solving the underlying
prolbems of liquidity on a level higher
than the EEC,

The participants of the conference
should be congratulated on the high-
level consultative and research work they
have done and I hepe that our Govern-
ment agencies will take a serious loock
on the findings of these scholars and
research experts from four countries.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to join my colleagues
led by the distinguished gentleman from
Tllinois in discussing the coneept of At-
lantic Partnership in the light of the
recent Georgetown University confer-
ence of the American Institute on Prob-
lems of European Unity on that sub-
ject.

The conference dealt with the issue
from the point of view of the United
States and our various European allies
and an entire panel was devoted to the
problems of the Mediterranean coun-
tries in connection with their views on
partnership.

Members of the panel included, be-
sides the well-known strategic expert,
Dr. Alvin J. Cottrell, Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies of
Georgetown University, as chairman,
outstanding regional experts on Greece,
Spain, Turkey. and the Soviet naval
threat in the Mediterranean.

The panel also discussed the relevance
of the Arab-Israeli conflict in the Mid-
dle East upon the Mediterranean allies
and the Soviet-American participation
by proxy. It was pointed out that Soviet
naval power, while not directly involved
ir the 1967 conflagration, has in the past,
helped the Arab nations in their con-
frontations with Israel but even more
paved the way for Soviet political and
military infiltration into the area.

Several of the panel participants of
both the Mediterranean and the U.S.
panels felt tha® the United States was
not sufficiently competitive with the So-
viet Union as far as naval strategy in
the Mediterranean had been concerned.
Since 1945 there has been an increas-
ing tendency on the part of the United
States to neglect the Navy in favor of
the Air Force. The only major develop-
ment in recent years has been the nu-
clear-powered submarine, and there
have been reductfions in naval personnel
and retirement of ships without a con-
commitant replacement. In the mean-
time, urged by her atavistic memory of
having been deprived from warm sea-
ports, Russia has built up a consider-
able fleet in the Mediterranean.
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The panel felt that this strategic fact
should not be neglected by us, especially
as it has already increased neutralist
proclivities in almost all Mediterranean
countries, even in Spain and Turkey. We
must remember that the Soviet Union
has in the not so recent past proven its
expansionist designs and its abhorrence
of any freedom for the peoples under
her control. Hungary in 1958, and
Czechoslovakia in 1968, remain effective
mementos that only power restrains So-
viet expansionismm and totalitarianism.

Mr, Speaker, the Mediterranean
panel of the ATPEU conference on the
Concept of Atlantic Partnership has
prepared an cutstanding report for
which I commene them and I commend
it for study to my colleagues.

Mr, HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to join the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois in dis-
cussing the concept of Atlantic Partner-
ship in the light of the recent conference
of the American Institute on Problems
of European Unity especially since I have
the honor of serving as one of the trus-
tees of the same Institute from its birth.

Today we see two dissimilar trends.
One is the modest momentum toward
expanding and deepening the bonds be-
tween the nations of Western Europe,
proven by the results of the Hague Con-
ference of December 1-3, 1969, which, for
the first time, achieved agreement be-
tween all EEC members to open negotia-
tions with Britain and other states on
their accession to the community. De-
spite the considerable difficulties which
the common agricultural policy infuses
into the question of further economic
and political integration, Western Eu-
rope is proceeding on the path to unity,
though the progress seems to be pain-
fully slow at times. The second trend is
a growing isolationist trend in this coun-
try and the realization that European
integration must be implemented by the
Europeans and that American pressure
might well be counterproductive.

Yet, we have a great interest in a
strong and united Europe which would
serve as the other pillar of our free world
alliance and which would help us in
maintaining peace and progress in the
world.

President Nixon expressed this idea
during his trip to Europe, soon after his
inauguration, and we must assume that
our policies are still molded by his rec-
ognition of the paramount importance
of a strong Europe in our search for a
durable and equitable peace.

Under these circumstances, it is im-
portant that Europeans, too, recognize
the necessity of a Europe which, while
integrating its national part, continues
to deepen its bonds not only with Britain
and Ireland and the Scandinavian coun-
tries, but with the United States as well,
A Europe which recognizes that geog-
raphy and constitutional development
might prevent them from applying the
same measures aimed at achieving a con-
federation among one another to the
United States, but which do not lessen
the need for creating a partnership be-
tween the European states and the
United States in many endeavors, po-
litical, economic and technological.
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Therefore, it gives me a special pleas-
ure under unanimous consent to
insert into the Recorp the keynote
speech of the conference of the ATPEU
at Georgetown University between Oec-
tober 17-19, 1969, not only because of its
highly positive and well-thought out con-
tents, but also because of the particular
significance of the person of the speaker,
the Archduke Robert von Habsburg. The
scion of this historically prominent fam-
ily in European history is not only the
carrier of centuries-old, multinational,
European culture and tradition, but also
a very successful international who
knows, from daily practice, the need for
Atlantic partnership and cooperation in
the economie field, and who added to the
success of the conference both by de-
livering the keynote speech and even
by participating actively in the workings
of the Panel on France and the Concept
of Atlantic Partnership. Archduke Rob-
ert von Habsburg stresses also the need
for common space contract and the
lessening of technological gap between
Europe and the United States and also
applauds American capital ventures
within the Common Market.

At this time, the executive director of
the institute, Dr, Z. Michael Szaz, should
be commended for having organized and
implemented this conference. An old po-
litical and personal friend, Dr. Szaz has
formerly taught at St. John's University
in my congressional district, and after-
ward at Seton Hall University as an as-
sociate professor of political science.
Now he devotes his full time to the work
of the American Institute on Problems
of European Unity which was his brain-
child. He succeeded in securing the ac-
tive cooperation of numerous well-known
academiec figures both as members of
his research advisory council and as par-
ticipants and contributors to his vari-
ous research projects and conferences,
though the institute is only 15 months
old.

The members of his Research Advisory
Board are as follows:

Prof. William G. Andrews, State Uni-
versity of New York (Brockport).

Prof. James D. Atkinson, Georgetown
University.

Prof. Brutus Coste, Fairleigh Dickin-
son University.

Dr. Alvin J. Cottrell, Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies, George-
town University.

Prof. Michael Curtis, Rutgers Univer-
sity.

Prof. H. Barry Farrell, Northwestern
University.

Prof. Carl J. Friedrich, Harvard Uni-
versity.

Prof. Louis Gerson, University of Con-
necticut.

Prof. Franz Gross, P.M.C. Colleges.

Walter F. Hahn, Institute for Defense
Analyses.

Prof. Wolfram Hanrieder, University
of California (Santa Barbara).

Prof. Jerzy Hauptmann, Park College.

Prof. Jan Karski, Georgetown Univer-
sity.

Prof. Edward A. Kolodziej, University
of Virginia.

Prof. Stephan Possony, The Hoover
Institution, Stanford University.
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Prof. Vladimir Reisky de Dubniec, Uni-
versity of Virginia.

Prof. William H. Roberts, Catholic
University of America.

Prof. George Stambuk, George Wash-
ington University.

Prof. O. Carlos Stoetzer, Fordham Uni-
versity.

Prof. D. A. Tomasic, Indiana Univer-
sity.

Prof. James H. Wolfe, University of
Maryland.

The address referred to follows:

EKEYNOTE ADDRESS
(By Archduke Robert von Habsburg)

It has been my habit for several years, after
many months of hard work and a hectic life,
to take my holidays in the southernmost part
of Italy, in Calabria. It is a wonderful coun-
try, far away from what one calls civiliza-
tion. There is neither telephone nor telex.
The next post office is ten miles away. There
are no traffic problems or noise on the dirt
roads. The weather is always fine, although
not too hot, contrary to what one might
think. An ideal place to rest and think,

Again this year in July I was there. It
was, as usual, a lovely evening, and the tele-
vision screen offered us an uninterrupted
twenty-four-hour space program, including
the landing on the moon. We decided to in-
stall the television set on the terrace. About
midnight, local time, on this famous night
of the 20th and 2l1st of July, the village
shepherd arrived and asked whether he could
watch with us. This man looks after about
100 sheep which belong to various people in
the village. He takes them grazing on the
mountains during the day and guards them
in a corral at night. He can neither read nor
write, although he is capable of signing
official papers, instead of making the tradi-
tional cross. At 4:00 AM., just as the first
light of the new day appeared on the hori-
zon, we saw on the television screen Com-
mander Neil Armstrong and Colonel Aldrin
descend from the LEM to the moon's sur-
face, The first man had landed safely on our
satellite.

My shepherd friend shouted with joy,
“L'abbiamo fatto!” (We made it!). I could
not resist correcting him by saying, “Yes,
the Americans made it."” He lifted his hand
in a gesture of indifference. What are the
Americans in their vast majority but de-
scendents of people who lived In Ireland,
Great Britaln, Scandinavia, Germany, Po-
land, Italy, ete.? They are indeed our broth-
ers, our cousins living across the sea.

There you have the feeling of the ordinary
man in Europe. Not only has he the idea of
Europe as a single entity in his mind, but
he is already considering that Europe and
America are one body, one soul and one
united force for the progress of humanity.

You can Imagine that such a straightfor-
ward and realistic answer from a very simple
man incited me to prod a little deeper into
his philosophy of life.

I, therefore, asked him what he thought
of our present time. And here, too, I had an
answer worth recording: “My grandfather
and my father who, like me, were shepherds,
lived a quiet life, not much changed in their
time compared with their ancestors’. But
with me things have changed deeply; every-
thing happens quicker; everybody knows
something about everything,” and he
reached in his pocket and took out a
transistor radio, tapping it as if it were proof
of his saying. “I am too old, alas, to see the
results, but my son will. He will no longer
be a shepherd. He has learned to read and
write. He is now in a technical school for
electricity, and he helps to make these in-
ventions, to create a totally different world.
Good luck to these youngsters, and may God
help them."
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Yes, the new era has begun and has been
highlighted by the conquering of outer space,
the landing on the moon. We witness today
a second great Industrial revolution with
many new inventions in the traditional fields
of industry and the opening of completely
new fields, like space and oceanic research.
The mechanization, the tremendous speed
of calculation through computers and the
consequent acceleration of production have
obviously changed and adapted all ideas, all
concepts, all methods. The idea that team-
work will promote efficiency and produce
profit 1s fiourishing everywhere. Values have
totally changed. While before, certain raw
materials made the wealth of a country, to=
day the most expensive commodity Is men—
technical men, commercial men, research
men, administrative men.

The old law of the war, “ve victis,” is a good
example. The victor tries always to appro-
priate the most valuable properties of the
vanquished. After World War I, the Allles
seized the Ruhr to find the coal and iron
they needed badly and which, at that time,
were Germany's greatest wealth. After
World War II, one even thought in terms of
coal and iron, but the race was on for
Penemunde and such places where the great
brains, the great researchers, the technical
teams of Germany were located. The great
wealth of Germany was no longer material;
it was the men, the brains, the technical
knowhow which everyone sought.

When General de Gaulle declded upon and
implemented his decolonization policy, one
of his great achievements, it cannot be de-
niled that an economic factor, apart from
the political and human aspects of his plan,
influenced his declsion heavily. The benefit
France could reap from the material richness
of its colonies could not be compared, by any
stretch of the imagination, to the cost of
financing them and the loss of manpower
to the homeland. The so-called “pieds noirs "
that is, the Europeans in North Africa who
came back to France after the war have
proved to be a real shot in the arm of the
French economy.

When Holland lost her fabulously rich
colony of Indonesia, thousands and thou-
sands of Dutchmen were repatriated, leaving
all their belongings in Indonesia. Holland,
contrary to all prophecies, has never been
so rich and so prosperous as now.

Finally, take the famous “German eco-
nomic miracle” of which so much has been
gald. It could never have been realized, had
it not been for the influx of East Germans,
Sudeten Germans and others who, ousted by
the communists from their country, arrived
with only their intelligence, their techni-
cal capacity in many fields and their un-
crushable will to create a new and better ex-
istence for themselves,

This change in values has been made possi-
ble by the extraordinary inventions of our
time. Among the most important, let us
mention the new power supply, the inven-
tion of computers, and lately the beginning
of the conquering of space. Industry will no
longer depend only on natural resources, coal
and water, and, therefore, to the places
where these commodities can be found.
Atomic power can be produced anywhere, a
fact which will force the transport industry
to reconsider its policies and organization.
Better location of industry will lessen trans-
port cost, influencing total cost and, there-
fore, prices. You have seen in your own coun-
try that there has been a migration of indus-
try to the south which enjoys better climatic
conditions, allowing reduction of overall
charges. It obviously creates certain soclal
questions which, in many countries, arouse
uneasiness, doubts, fears and unhappiness
among employees and workers, and will have
to be solved here.

The computer world, one too complex for
many, of whom I must humbly admit I am
one, to understand, renders untold services,
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Here you can amass information which a
human memory could never retain. You
can exchange information gathered from
all corners of the world. Further, the com-
puters are now the essential instrument for
all research. What used to take many mathe-
maticians many weeks, nay months, to
achieve, the computer does In a few seconds,
delivering men from tedious work and re-
ducing the risk of errors due to human
fatigue or distraction, Without the com-
puters men could never have congquered the
moon. The computer, too, owing to its rapid-
ity and exactitude, is now, and here I speak
from personal knowledge, the indispensable
instrument for modern management. Each
day you can see how your business develops,
how much stock you have, in which way best
to organize your deliveries, where there are
delays or faults, and much more essential
information. Thus, fully aware, you work
with realities, and your decisions can, there-
fore, be rapid and efficient, In this it is true
that European management was significantly
behind that in the U.S.A, We have had and
always will have capable men, Let me just
mention people like Abs in Germany, Wein-
stock in the United EKingdom, Angeli and
Pesentl in Italy, Martin, Rivoud and Ricard
in France, and the list is not exhaustive. But
we came to computerizing management later
than you did. It is indeed not fate that IBM
developed first in the US.A,

The acceleration in production, informa-
tion and travel is sometimes terrifying. Just
imagine that between the invention of the
telephone (1820) and its industrial produc-
tion (1876), fifty-six years elapsed, while
between the time the revolutionary idea of
the transistor was concelved (1948) and it
first appeared on the market (1953), only
five years went by. When today, in the era
of the supersonic airliner, Concorde, it takes
28 minutes to cross all of France (calculated
according to the long~—~* =r-ilble route), 18
minutes to cross Germany and 3 minutes 15
seconds to cross Austria, all limits, all fron-
tiers just fade away.

Then there are the mass information
methods, like television, which not only fly
across frontiers like Concorde, but come to
you as you sit quietly in your easy chair and
watch and hear Commander Anderson and
Colonel Aldrin some 300,000 miles away walk-
ing and talking happily on the moon’s sur-
face. There, too, technical progress has been
phenomenal.

The tourist industry, unknown to ordinary
people a few years ago, is now a multi-bil-
lion-dollar industry stretching around the
world. People learn to know each other
whether they live in the East, South, North
or West of our earth. The barriers of dis-
tance, language and, let us admit it, mis-
trust are breaking down also.

All this is, nevertheless, just a beginning,
and one can visualize wider horizons. A great
problem for us was, and still is, the question
of water. Consumption rises enormously, and
some people have thought rightly that a
real danger exists that, in the not-too-distant
future, there will be a shortage of this essen-
tial commodity, Human intelligence has al-
ready been applied to the solution of this
problem, and research has advanced so far
that in years to come, one can expect that
we shall be able to desalt sea water at moder-
ate cost. The same applies to air and water
pollution, & major health hazard which is
now being scientifically tackled and will cer-
tainly be mastered. In the field of food, it is
quite certain that we have not even begun
to exploit the possibilities of ocean products
or synthetic foods.

This second industrial revolution has al-
ready deeply affected not only the mentality
of people but also their employment. These
changes will have to be accelerated if we
want to keep developing.

In France at the end of World War I, 40
percent of the active population earned their
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living from agriculture. By 1954, this per-
centage had dropped to 27 percent and the
latest statistics (1967) show that only 17 per-
cent of the active population was still work-
ing In agriculture. These changes can be
compared with the US.A., where in 1954
11 percent of the active population could be
found working In agriculture; this percent-
age had dropped to 5.5 percent by 1967.

On the other hand, it is also interesting
to compare the active population in the other
sectors: in French industry in 1954: 35 per-
cent and in 1967: 40 percent; in the US.A. in
1954: 35 percent and in 1967: 34 percent.

The most startling comparison is, neverthe-
less, in the creative and service sectors, those
which we in France call terciere: in France in
1054: 38 percent of the active population
and In 1967: 41 percent, while in the U.S.A.
in 1954: 54 percent and in 1967: 60.5 percent.

All these statistics show not only the great
shift in employment realized in the last few
years, but for Europe its backwardness as
compared to the U.S.A. Here lies the real
technical gap In all its horror.

In the service sector, 41 percent as against
60 percent shows we have not yet developed
our research and administrative and com-
mercial activities sufficiently, and again in
the industrial sector, 40 percent as against
34 percent in the U.S.A. shows that we have
not utilized automation enough and that we
use too many people who now could be re-
placed by machines.

Farsighted Eurcpeans think of the French
Minister, Robert Schuman, known as the
father of the Common Market. He realized
that this tremendous technical develop-
ment, this industrial explosion, outdated the
old concept of a Europe divided into small
national units and was definitely harmful
to the smooth, coordinated development of
that Continent. Robert Schuman saw the
necessity for one large market of at least
200 million inhabitants. Capital, manpower,
technical knowhow and goods could be moved
freely, according to economic laws only. Alas,
this great man, this courageous pioneer of a
new and exalted idea of progress, had to fight
against ignorance, vested interests, laziness,
nay, even the lack of courage to face the facts
hidden under the false name of traditional-
ism in economy and politics. Nearly every
Eurgpean country has a system of law and
taxation, a currency, a political structure,
habits of living and a language different from
all the others. These terrible barriers must be
overcome if Europe is to survive as an in-
dustrial power. First, a small group of dedi-
cated persons got to work to spread the idea,
to convince their fellow countrymen of the
absolute necessity for changes. It led, as you
know, first to the European Coal and Steel
Community (E.C.S.C.) which came into be-
ing on August 10, 1952 in Luxembourg. A
few years later, on the 26th of March in 1957.
a handful of courageous political men signed
the Treaty of Rome and the Common Mar-
ket was born. A cold wind blew across the
ranks of industry. Finished were the good
old protective days with their customs bar-
rlers, When faced with the possibility of ter-
rible losses or outright ruin, it is marvelous
how fertile the human brain can become and
what energy and courage can be deployed
to adapt to the new situation. During these
years, with their backs to the wall, industrial
leaders initiated enormous changes in con-
cepts and methods of industry and commerce.
Modernization, profits and new products were
the leitmotiv. This new spirit had to be ap-
plied in two directions—order in one's house
and collaboration with other groups, national
and foreign, so as to be competitive in all
of the old markets now in the process of be-
coming one unique general market.

Looking back over the past ten years, one
must admit enormous progress, far outreach-
ing the narrow limits of the Commeon Market,
in the public sector. Take the transport sec-
tion where, under the dynamic and far-
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sighted leadership of Louis Armand, now a
Member of the French Academy, a perfect
integration of all Western Eurcpean nations
has been realized without any publicity. This
progress has not been only a matter of time
tables; in the technical field also European
standardization was introduced. The same
can be said of the various airlines whose col-
laboration is very close and friendly, while
leaving a spirit of competition so necessary
to progress and so advantageous to the con-
sumer.

Two other facts should be mentioned here
which will show the progress of European
integration. Sweden has changed its motor
car driving system to righthand driving, as is
the habit in all of the other continental
European countries. And finally, even the
United Kingdom, always slow to change its
traditional way of life, has decided to intro-
duce the decimal system current in all other
industrial countries. But this is only a be-
ginning! Very much remains to be done, e.g.,
the standardization of various tax systems, a
first step toward which has already been
taken with the tax a la valeur ajoute. There
is a need for identical legal systems and, fi-
nally, for a common currency which had a
sort of beginning with the Eurodollar. In the
private sector in France, equally enormous
changes have occurred which one can apply
mutando mutandis to other European coun-
tries.

France was, and to a certain degree is still,
a country of medium-sized industrial units.
Not one of its industries could have ranked
as an international enterprise. Today this has
changed and will change more. One can now
see Michelin, the greatest tire producer in
Europe; the Francaise des Petroles among the
petrol giants; the Europeenne de Brasseries,
the biggest brewery in Continental Europe.
All of this has been achieved by a legion of
dedicated men conscious of the tremendous
changes of our new era. The first thing was to
restructure each Industry separately; to
abandon products which could no longer find
a large market; to produce new lines, to
diversify; to put the accent on research, effi-
ciency, cost and investment. Many a casualty
fell on the battlefield, and many more will
follow because this battle will remain a con-
stant feature of our European economy. The
better-situated ones, the most energetic and
farsighted, will emerge as the victors.

The second stage, if one can so express one-
self, is concentration. The old principle,
viribus unitis, proved ltself once again. This
was particularly remarkable in those sectors
of industry which require a lot of manpower
like food, textiles, chemicals and steel. In
France in 1965, there were seven iron and
steel concerns worth mentioning. Today
there are three. In the textile group, plagued
by several hundred small industries, two
groups emerged from the crisis. Agach Willot
in 1963 had a turnover of 100 million francs
and today has reached 427 million francs,
and Dollfuss Krieg pasesd from 66 million
francs to 289 million franecs. There were in
France in 1952 780 brewerles; today there are
but 150 units. The Europeen de Brasseries,
which I mentioned before, produced in 1961
one million hectoliters and ls today at nearly
seven million hectoliters. Thus, bigger and
more competitive units are emerging, and
again, this will remain a permanent feature
of the economic life of each country.

The third stage was the iniernationaliza-
tion of enterprises. Here one must speak of
the intervention of American private capital
in Europe which I, for one, contrary to some
cilicial or private fears, welcome. It has not
always been rightly handled, but what hu-
man venture can boast perfection? It has
sometimes created much ill-feeling because
of different methods, frontal attacks against
traditional habits and, let us admit it, a
little bit of a holier-than~thou attitude but,
and the but is extremely important, it
brought to Europe new ideas, new methods,
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new ways and a competition against which
one had to fight. As long, therefore, as it does
not degenerate into monopolies, a danger
that really exists because of the vast superi-
ority in American industrial power and
financial possibilities, it s a real contribution
that the new world has brought to a some-
what stale and retrograde Europe.

The internationalization in the limited
framework of Europe, and by Europe I mean
again industrial Europe, not the Common
Market alone, has begun. Thus, we had the
Belgian Empain Group coming into the
French Schnelder Group, the Fiat-Citroen
merger, the Hoechst-Roussel Uclaf collabora-
tion and many others.

Maybe my own very small and humble
experience can throw light on these develop-
ments. I was a partner in a family-owned
private bank in Paris which we changed into
a limited company. Our main shareholders,
apart naturally from the French, are Eng-
lish, Swiss and Italian.

The great changes which I have tried to
describe to you have not been obtained
without what Churchill described in his
famous speech as blood, sweat and tears. Just
look at the appalling agony of the agricul-
tural world, politically still too powerful not
to be left alone to fight for its own renova-
tion, economically too feeble to carry on with
its existent structures.

It is quite certain that today progress to-
ward a united Europe varies, whether you
consider the Industrial and economic sector,
public opinion or the national political struc-
ture, Economic integration is by far the dy-
namie factor behind a united Europe. Public
opinion is not far behind. Take, for instance,
the idea, recently much discussed in France,
of regionalization, in my mind the only way
to get out of this overaged concept of the
sanctity of national sovereignty at any price.
Regionalization involves the creation of local
capitals or economic poles of attraction, be-
hind which are grouped hinterlands big
enough to be economic units, small enough
to be easily administered by local authorities
aware of local interests and possibilities
rather than by a distant, central, omnipotent
authority. Now in the public discussions in
France, great was my surprise to find many
people who approved the extension of these
regions beyond the actual national frontiers,
or even more astounding, the giving up of
territories which naturally and economically
should belong to one of those poles of attrac-
tion situated in another country.

Today the political machine is the obstacle
to development. Indeed, it has not been
able to adapt its structure to the revolution
and has, up to now, shown little desire to do
so,. Again, I take the example of France which
I admit is the most dramatic one in the
Common Market. You speak sometimes of
“red tape.” You cannot imagine to what per-
fection the administrative structure of the
French State, created 200 years ago by Napo-
leon and never really modernized since that
time, has brought this art. The permanent
and irresponsible personnel of the adminis-
tration interferes in every facet of the citi-
zens' lives. The thought of the administra-
tion appears to be that the State is not the
servant of the citizens, but that the citizens
are raw material to be fed into a wonderful
machine called the State which they are
called upon to organize according to their
own ideas. The former Minister of Education,
and probably one of the ablest political fig-
ures in France, Mr. Edgar Faure, called it
the technostructure against which even re-
sponsible ministers are often completely
powerless.

The technostructure is composed of able
men with brilliant minds who have never
been asked to think in terms of the practical
business of daily life. To them everything
can be reduced to a simple problem which
you solve on paper, regardless of human
reactlon, or cost and profits. We have to ad-
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mit that, in our day, more and more matters
must be discussed and decided upon by pro-
fessional men. The politicians elected to Par-
liament are obviously not professional people
in all fields; nevertheless, they are called
upon to discuss, propose and declde in all
flelds, This Is why Parliaments, as we know
them now in Continental Europe, are more
and more losing their grip on publie life, and
their debates are less and less favored with
public interest.

Aware of this trend, General de Gaulle
suggested reforming the Senate by opening
it up to responsible professional people, trade
union leaders, agricultural experts, members
of chambers of commerce, outstanding busi-
ness people, technicians, etc., so that the
political parties in Parliament, so necessary
to the democratic process, would be bal-
anced by another chamber composed of real
experts. But he was defeated.

The resistance of the political technostruc-
ture to reform led directly, in my opinion, to
the events of May 1968. The rowdyism of the
students who protested against the teaching
system, with the help of professional agita-
tors, showed the very profound uneasiness of
youth in the face of the rigid, outdated at-
titude of the technostructure. It was a
clumsy, thoughtless reaction against an ar-
chaic form which no longer corresponds to
the needs of our time. Later, the referendum
which General de Gaulle called on the ques-
tion of the regions, linking it with his own
political future, was lost, I am convinced,
not because people were against the regions,
but because the General, rightly or wrongly
in their minds, incarnated the old regime
which they no longer wanted.

The new President, Pompidou, and his
Government understood the warning and
spoke of the new society they want to create.
Let us hope that they will really do some-
thing; otherwise, they will be cast out be-
cause the citizens have decided that a change
must be made.

I hope that in this short and obviously in-
complete expose of the development of Euro-
pean integration, you will have seen that I
am a deep believer In the future of a United
Europe, We needed perhaps to go through
the endless negotiations, frustrations and
ill feelings which finally gave birth first, to
the E.C.S.C. and later to the European Eco-
nomic Community and the European Free
Trade Association, so as to awaken to reality,
to throw away the shackles of nineteenth-
century concepts while keeping the good we
have inherited from our forefathers, and to
play again our role in the world.

In my mind, all of these organizations
which we have created are only stepping-
stones to a true United Europe. If appears
therefore, of minor importance whether the
United Kingdom joins the Common Market
now or later. The United EKingdom is an
essential element of Europe. It cannot free
itself of this historic and mainly geographical
reality and, as we all know, Englishmen are
by nature realists and, therefore, will face up,
at the moment they choose, to join either the
Common Market or the European Organiza-
tion that will follow, and thus cpen the way
definitively to a United Europe.

As United Europe is being born amid
great travail, the guestion naturally asked
by my shepherd friend immediately jumps
to one’s mind: “What about relations with
our brothers who live across the sea?” It is
quite obvious that the U.S.A. has, for the
moment, an enormous head start compared
to Europe—a single market of 200 million
people, a modern political and administra-
tive organization, a federal capital, a single
currency, a single language, a system of
law applicable to the 3.5 milllon square miles
which form the largest and most powerful
industrial concentration in the world.

But with the tremendous development of
technical knowledge and industrial produc-
tion, even that market might become too
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small. Even the 80 million active people in
the U.B.A. will not be enough to tackle the
final technical and industrial problems in
front of us. As you know, you cannot, with all
your political might, impose a global policy
aimed at a better organization of human
life everywhere. You will have to make a
political choice; you will have to decide who
your true friends, your brothers, are, Your
choice can, I think, only be your brothers
across the sea, the Europeans, who are in-
spired by the same ideals as you and prepared
to share with you work and responsibility
for this new world.

Obviously, you could make what I would
call a colonial policy. You could drain any
other country of its greatest wealth, implant
your industrial machines where manpower is
cheap, and impose your world monopoly on
certain sectors of industry. History teaches
us that this is the wrong solution, and we
still have, alas, such examples in our time.
I, for one, therefore, discard this short-term
view, this facile solution which, in the end,
would turn against its authors. You can and
will associate yourselves with us, just as we
try to associate with each other in Europe,
and form an even more powerful unit. Today
such an association across the Atlantic
Ocean might seem a daydream, but do not
forget the idea of a common market, much
less a United Europe, was a daydream thirty
years ago. With the tremendous acceleration
of things in our time, even such a daydream
can come true sooner than we can now
imagine.

An association, and we are giving ample
proof of it in Europe at the moment, does
not grow all of a sudden. It needs prepara-
tion and previous contacts and collaboration;
then and then only can it grow harmoniously.
I think, therefore, that the time has come
when real collaboration between the U.S.A.
and a growing Europe should be started on a
practical basis. We have already an example
which is not talked about enough and which
is highly successful. It is the communications
satellite network which began as a purely
American adventure, but in which American
shareholding is now a little over 50 percent.
The United States is, admittedly with every
show of reluctance, beginning to concede
some say in planning and management to
foreign member countries. The benefit to Eu-
rope is that most of the communications
satellites are now being bullt in Europe to
American specifications. A few days ago, the
BASF bought an American chemical concern,
not paying in dollars, as has been the custom
until now, but by exchanging shares. This
shows a real change of mind on both sides of
the ocean.

There is no reason why the same should
not happen in the conquest of space, a new
field where there is room for everyone. When
20,000 contractors and 500,000 men are re-
guired to put three astronauts in the orbit
of the moon, you will agree that it is totally
immaterial to the planning of the project
whether components are built in Europe or
the U.S.A.

It was calculated by Professor Hermann
Bondi, Head of Europe's International Space
Research Organization, that Europe spends
1.5 cents a year per head on space compared
to 54.5 cents a year per head for the Ameri-
cans. Professor Bondi should have added that
Europe gets, and rightly so, only 1.5 cents
worth of space. In fact, the biggest European
rocket under development is not even ca-
pable of launching the smallest American
communications satellite. We are, therefore,
wasting our money stupidly.

I have learned from my experience as a
banker that what you cannot do profitably
with your own organization, you have al-
ways to call in experts to do for you for
a fee. Thus, you have a better result with less
expense in the end. Expensive as a lawyer,
fiscal expert, or specialized engineer may
be, he can save you from making costly and
useless errors.
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To put the cosmonauts on the moon, the
N.AS.A. has spent $3.7 billion in a year. This
represents 0.4 percent of the National gross
product of America. If the European Eco-
nomiec Community were to do the same alone,
it would cost roughly $1.8 billion, and the
EE.C. and EF.T.A. together would repre-
sent $2.2 billion. If their efforts were com-
bined, the N.A.S.A., today without any doubt
the most efficlent instrument In space de-
velopment, could have a budget of over 85
billion and I need not say what we could
achieve together. My fellow Europeans could
object that this would represent for them
a very important new fiscal charge. Let me
answer them by saying that the sum thus
collected would represent less than one-third
of wha* they spend on smoking. It would
also bring a number of space contracts to
Europe, benefitting all parties and keeping
them abreast of technical developments,
while now they are powerless onlookers, wast-
ing valuable money in an effort which has
already proved to be a failure. It would, on
the other hand, give N.A.S.A. the possibility
of accelerating its research and create be-
tween the U.S.A. and Europe a practical link
of friendship, of partnership in these totally
new fields which, gentlemen, will not only
be the playground for your and my children,
but may be the beginning of yet another
completely new era.

If we can realize, and I believe we must,
such collaboration, we can tell our children
that we have lived through the greatest tran-
sition period of the world—where the future
was shaped by foresight and courage. We
are leaving you a practical plan for collabor-
ation between America and Europe in many
fields. It is up to you to create now an even
larger and permanent association.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, today several
of my colleagues, ably led by the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois are dis-
cussing the concept of Atlantic Partner-
ship.

As a man deeply interested in the pro-
motion of French-American relations
for years, it gives me a special pleasure
to see a distinguished group of scholars
and research experts meet and try to de-
vise meaningful reports and practical
solutions to the problems which face us
and will face us in the next 5 years with
regard to cooperation with Western Eu-
rope and integration of the Western Eu-
ropean nations among one another.

The conference of the new academic
group, American Institute on Problems
of European Unity, consisting of a dis-
tinguished research advisory board of
some 21 professors in the United States,
was of particular interest to all of us
interested in American-European rela-
tions, as it included several distinguished
visitors from the other side of the Atlan-
tic, particularly France. The French
panel, for example, was composed of
the world-renowned authority on strate-
gy and NATO, the director of the French
Strategical Institute, General of the
Armies, André Beaufre who brought not
only practical experience as a general,
but also theoretical experience as the
author of five books on strategy to the
conference. Another participant was the
former graduate of the Institut des
Hautes Etudes de Défense Nationale,
Dr. Henry Barbier who is now the head
of the section in the French Premier’s
office coordinating French policy toward
the EEC and OECD. Another very dis-
tinguished French member of the panel
was the famous international banker
and scion of one of the most European
royal families, Archduke Robert wvon
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Habsburg. The American side was also
very scholarly, Professors Daniel Lerner,
MIT, Nicholas Wahl, Princeton Uni-
versity and the chairman William G.
Andrews were particularly noted in the
academic world for their many publica-
tions on France as were the other par-
ticipants as well.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the excellent
quality of the report of the French
panel at this conference, I am placing
the report of the panel into the REcorp:

AMERICAN INSTITUTE ON PROBLEMS OF
EvroPEAN UnIiTY
CONFERENCE ON THE CONCEPTS OF ATLANTIC
PARTNERSHIP

French panel chairman’s report

Panel Members: Professor Willlam G. An-
drews, State University College of New York
at Brockport; Dr, Henri Barbier, Institut des
Hautes Etudes de Défense Nationale; General
of the Armies André Beaufre, Paris, France;
Professor Martin Heissler, University of Mary-
land; Archduke Robert von Habsburg, Paris,
France; Professor Edward A. Kolodziej, Uni-
versity of Virginia; Professor Daniel Lerner,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Pro-
fessor George Stambuk, George Washington
University, Naval War College Center; and
Professor Nicholas A. Wahl, Princeton
University.

The first session: foreign policy in the De
Gaulle period

The session analyzed the various facets of
the policies of President De Gaulle. There
was agreement on the basic elements of the
policy as stated by one of the French par-
ticipants but disagreement as to the extent
and correctness of American reaction to the
same.

De Gaulle's main idea was to unite Europe
by regrouping Western and Central Europe
and thereby reconciling East and West, in-
cluding Russia. Therefore, he had to move
away Ifrom the United States and NATO. He
refused the principle of integrated Europe
because it would have interferred with the
grouping of European state. It was necessary
to build consensus throughout Europe which
would require a long time. The French Presi-
dent was "European” in his own way. His
considerations were influenced by the central
European problem: Germany. A united Ger-
many would be, in his opinion, too dangerous
unless it emerges in the context of a united
Europe. He wanted a Viennese solution to
Europe and a Versallles solution to German
unification. The Europe in question had to
be “from the Atlantic to the Urals with Rus-
sia losing its Asian territories in order to
contaln growing German strength. His policy
had some results, direct and indirect (lib-
eralization in Czechoslovakia, more inde-
pendent policies by Bucarest) . But the events
of 1968 proved that the Soviet Union would
not allow the East European countries to
liberalize themselves, This led the President
to switch his policies and to seek rapproach-
ment with the United States expressed dur-
ing the visit of President Nixon last winter.
In order not to lose his gains in Eastern
Europe, he was moving slowly. In any case,
the basle change in French policy occurred
before the resignation of President De Gaulle,

Some participants pointed out that the
basie goals of the policy were never achieved
as Franco-German relations worsened, the
force de frapp was a very limited and par-
tial success, United States role In Europe was
not reduced significantly and while Britain
was kept out of EEC French domination was
resented by the five partners and they are
still in favor of including Britain.

Some of the restraining forces like the dif-
fering policles of French businessmen and
the ambiguity of the concept of an elitist
Versailles model for Europe In which France
leads and the egalitarian concept of a Eu-
rope of the future ranging between the Urals
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and the Atlantic were pointed out by other
panel members. One member also raised
the qustion how De Gaulle wanted to ac-
complish control over Germany in a Europe
of states which would cooperate only loosely.
While the Germans were interested in a West-
European integration they would be un-
willing to be controlled by a conglomeration
of all European states. Another member
pointed out that the concepts of President De
Gaulle were shared by many opposition po-
liticlans, including Defferre whose ideas dif-
fered only in personal style and language and
that the President was not opposed to large
power hegemony and responsibility in wvari-
ous regions of the world as a principle,

It was also pointed out that President De
Gaulle's policles were consistently guided by
a set of psychological principles, to wit:

1. The most important social category
above the family is the nation.

2. Culture can determine politics and
French culture has a superior position in the
hierarchy of world cultures.

3. Illusion can be transformed into reality
by adept leadership.

4. Contingency is the basis of strategy.

5. Balance of power still rules interna-
tional relations.

There was considerable discussion on the
aims of the President in his famous proposal
for a Three Power Directorate in NATO in
1858. One of the French members asserted
that as late as 1960 the President accepted
the big-power concept for Europe but was
blocked by the Americans. He wanted to use
the Congress of Vienna concept of interna-
tional control on a global level. When he was
convinced that this approach would not work
he had decided to leave NATO as a means
of pressure on the U.8. De Gaulle is a stra-
tegist, always trying new ways to the same
end. That is why he has been so unpredict-
able in his means. The 1958 memorandum
was left intentionally vague, Insisting only
on consultation on nuclear matters and on
global strategy. There was strong feeling
among panel members that the President
was using European Integration as a means
of recovering a world leadership position for
France, It was argued both that acceptance
of the 1958 memorandum by the United
States and Britain would have gone far in
maintaining Western cohesion and that ac-
ceptance would not have made a substantial
difference to French foreign policy and at
some point of global strategy a serious dis-
agreement would have occurred disrupting
Western cohesion anyway.

Several panel members referred to Western
opinion that France was terribly unreliable
and pointed to the EDC debacle. The gues-
tion was also ralsed, if the U.S. and Britain
would have accepted the French claim what
would have prevented the Germans and the
Italians from asking to be included in an
expanded directorate. There was discussion
on the reasons for the defeat of EDC and it
was argued that they were political rather
than technical. One of the French members
argued that the military organization of
EDC was completely inadequate and carried
the unification of the armies too far with
respect to wuniforms, discipline, etc. while
other aspects, such as money, logistics and
procurement were not unified at all. By in-
stinet, French public opinion refused this
tremendous technical mistake. In turn, sev-
eral members pointed out that the defeat of
EDC was a result of the opposition to it
both by those who did not want German
rearmament in France and those who feared
that it would destroy the French army.

There was discussion on Presldent EKen-
nedy's “two-pillars” concept in NATO. One
of the French members pointed out that
under the terms nuclear sharing would have
begun after European integration had been
implemented and that De Gaulle considered
impossible to realize in time. The “two pil-
lars” approach should have been imple-
mented already before the realization of
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‘West European unity. There are two ways of
approaching European integration. One is the
economic route which has merit but also
slow speed and inherent difficulties. De Gaulle
preferred the second, particularly strategic
way which would have concentrated the
strategic power of European powers, He was
refused by the U.S., mostly because of the
American position that the only proper form
for concentration was NATO. But in fact,
NATO is set up in such a way as to be a
screen between European security problems
and the European states.

Finally, the question was raised whether
De Gaulle expected his 1958 Memorandum
to succeed in Washington. One of the French
members confirmed that he expected success
and was shocked by President Eisenhower's
answer which other panel members con-
sidered as a cautious feeler for further ne-
gotiations.
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Two panel members who arrived late for
the session agreed that De Gaulle should be
taken at his word when he says that national
dynamics and the pursuit of rank and
standing for the French nation have always
been the major dynamics of his actions. One
of them emphasized that the French Presi-
dent had no universalistic program for the
West, or even for Europe, although he often
dressed his French purposes Into more uni-
versalistic terms. The second member added
that De Gaulle was reared and educated dur-
ing the heydays of nationalism in Europe
and accepted the ideals of his youth. De
Gaulle is both a great historian and a
man with a vision for the future, but per-
haps he was not the man of the moment. His
vision of Europe to the Urals is certainly a
far-sighted view which very few people had
the courage to express. In his view De Gaulle
had overcome his ultranationalist views and
acquired a wide vision rendering even the
Common Market too small for him. Naturally,
he thought, however, that France should
have the place to which it was entitled by
its culture, economic power and intellectual
capacity In it, and fought for the realization
of this aim.

Second session: France under President
Pompidou

There was a short discussion on French
nationalism and DeGaulle. It was pointed
out that there is a distinction between lower
middleclass, activist nationallsm and a bellef
in a specific national interest that is above
all other interests such as class, professional,
or ideological, but was stressed that even the
Gaullists were not very successful in mobi-
lizing French nationalism among the peo-
ple. It was noted that De Gaulle's national-
ism may have been an attempt to restore
a situation that has already passed and that
we are already in the post-nation state phase.
Britain and Germany have also moved away
from nationalism in the old sense. These
developments favor Furopean integration,
but not an Atlantic integration, as the United
States is still in the full nation state phase.

On the future of French foreign policy
more flexibility was generally agreed as the
likely course. All the collaborators of the
President, including President Pompidou
were shocked by the events of 1968 at home
and abroad and will be more adaptable. It
was emphasized that what is changing is
more the style than the substance and that
already DeGaulle began the change in poli-
cies. In order to follow him, his sueccessors
do not have to ask: “What was his poliey,”
but “which of his policies would he have
adopted under these circumstances?” One of
the French panel members pointed out that
because of the apparent failure of French
policy toward the East, the weakening of
French international economic position and
even for psychological reasons, French policy
is turning toward the United States. But be-
cause the French raised certain hopes in the
Soviet satellites, they cannot switch too
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visibly toward the Americans. Another limit
on change is the former French policy of
urging Germany toward rapprochement with
the East. We do not know what the German
SPD Government will do but our concern
for good relations with Germany certainly
limits our freedom of action, he ended.

Some members thought that President
Pompidou by calling happiness more impor-
tant than grandeur in his Corsica speech
would mean emphasis on domestic issues
and retrenchment in foreign affairs. Tt weas
argued that people will no longer accept
illusion for reality and that French policy
toward Germany has failed and the Germans
feel closer to the United States and even to
Great Britain than to France. Under these
circumstances, continued exclusion of Great
Britain from EEC makes little sense as does
obstructionism in NATO and the mainte-
nance of the force de frappe. Several mem-
bers dissented, stating that the French nu-
clear force would be kept as the political
costs of liguidation would exceed the ad-
vantages and even economically there are
good “fallout” effects of the nuclear force.
Others cited the British example of the Blue
Streak, though one member thought that
by relegating the development of new weap-
ons for the nuclear force Britain did not
succeed in retaining the image of a viable
nuclear force, but had to carry much of the
costs anyway. Another member argued, how-
ever, that the French Government could
claim that the force de frappe had reached
such a point in its development that it no
longer required the large expenditures of the
past, and, therefore, more money could be
transferred elsewhere,

One of the French panelists emphasized,
however, that France shall not give up the
nuclear force, because Debré is the defense
minister, and he would consider abandon-
ment as a betrayal of Gaullism. He would
personally change the emphasis of the
French nuclear force, putting more, more
money into R&D and less into hardware
which becomes very quickly obsolete. It must
be remembered that France only spends
4.6 per cent of its national Income for de-
fense which is almost the minimum for a
normal nation. Another of the French panel-
ists emphasized that France's polley toward
the East is stable, but its policies toward Eu-
rope are open. In regard to the coming confer-
ence of the Heads of States of the EEC mem-
bers, he asked what do the French with a bad
monetary policy and economic development
have to offer? Yet, the Government has
tried to give the nation and the other na-
tions of the EEC a clear idea of the society
it wants to create, with a greater emphasis
on economic and technological develop-
ment. France needs time to make these
changes and hopes that the other EEC part-
ners will not exploit the changes in the
equilibrium resulting from the 1968 dis-
turbances.

There was general agreement on the prior-
ity of domestic policy concerns by the
Pompidou regime, a shift of the focus from
“high politics” to “low politics.” One mem-
ber pointed out that the new regime has to
pay for the neglect of social and economic
problems of the De Gaulle regime and will
not enjoy even the illusory blanket support
of the people like De Gaulle did. In analyz-
ing French policy we must now concentrate
on the popular reaction to events rather
than to government initiatives like during
the past eleven years. It was argued by an-
other member, however, that foreign policy
is not a domain that excites the French and
that De Gaulle's statement that the bag-
gage train will follow, has some truth. Two
factors are clear. One is that domestic poli-
cies will have greater priority and that Brite
ain will join the Common Market, but per-
haps not very fast. French businessmen and
politicians, educated by De Gaulle, now con-
sider Britain as the only competitor for
leadership in Europe. It is feared by some
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of them that Britain is very natlonalist and
would revive the imperialist will in a Euro-
pean, rather than global garb. This feeling
will slow down the process of British entry
until France recovers an economic equilib-
rium in its development plans. It was argued,
however, that consolidation of German and
French companies could eliminate any dan-
ger of British economic take-over, and that
the real challenge comes from the United
States and not Great Britain economically.
It was argued also that French conces-
sions would not automatically clear the way
for British entry into EEC and though Pres-
ident Pompidou no longer believes in the
political necessity of excluding Britain, other
members of the EEC might raise new ob-
stacles. It was noted that only the Dutch
were the enthusiastie protagonists of Brit-
ish entry while the Germans, Italians and
Belgians were happy to see the French get
the blame in the U.S. and Britain for rejec-
tion, but did not regret the decision of De
Gaulle. There is also the question whether
Britain would take a pro-European position
upon entry into EEC. The French have been
the major, but not the only problem.
Discussion now centered on the economic
and political contingencies of British entry
into EEC. It was noted that in sixteen months
of negotiations In 1962 most of the economic
technicalities of British accession to the
Common Market were cleared up, though the
political problems remained. One of the
members tried to summarize the changes
wrought by the new Pompidou regime as
changes in the context in which French for-
eign policy is now made and referred to the
conclusions reached during the first session
about the 1968 events and the 1969 events
like the American moon-landing and the be-
ginning of American withdrawal from Viet
Nam. He emphasized that the new President
peasant and teaching background contrasts
with the historian, military and nationalist

background of de Gaulle. Already in his first
press conference, he stressed domestic is-
sues and he omitted foreign affairs from his

second one. Also importantly, personnel
changes were made on the top level of for-
eign policy making machinery. He mentioned
the replacement of Debré by Schuman, the
entry into the government of René Pléven,
Jacques Duhamel and Joseph Fontant and
added that even men like Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing seem like Gaullists with a bad con-
science who could easily shift to different
foreign policies. He ended by stating that
the departure of Debré and Couve de Mur-
ville from foreign policy posts and their
replacement with Atlanticists and Europeans
suggests a dramatic change in emphasis.
However, a more cautionary view was ex-
pressed by others and the specifics of For-
eign policy toward the United States and
Europe were analyzed.

It was pointed out that while Europe is
now an almost entirely economic organiza-
tion (EEC) NATO, in turn, is almost com-
pletely military, so that the European vs.
Atlantic approach does not only involve dif-
ferent composition of members, but also
different approaches. One of the French panel
members pointed out that there is a sub-
stantive difference between European uni-
fication and Atlanticism. European integra-
tion is one of internal balance, whether or
not Britain is included and will ultimately
be realized through various stages. Relation-
ship between the United States and Europe
can only be association or partnership as an
integrative approach is impossible both be-
cause the United States is still in the fully
nationalistic stage and because there can
be no question of European matters to be
decided by an American-dominated federa-
tion. The Americans would refuse federa-
tion even more than Europeans. He also
agreed that the French cabinet changes
mean that France is going toward Europe.
While integration is an end that is to be
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reached ultimately, for the present, especially
if Central Europe be included, cooperation
must take place on a government-to-govern-
ment level. This would enable the inclusion
of such diverse states as Portugal and
Yugoslavia.

Another French panel member stressed,
however, that in the EEC we are at the lim-
its of effectiveness of governmental meetings
of which there are many and that a center
of decision in Europe must be established
in some form. Here British willingness to
co-create such a center and assume heavy
financial burdens are the proof of the pud-
ding. There must be a structural improve-
ment of decision-making mechanisms. One
of the French participants underlined that
true integration would entail the decay of
certain regions and industries and the growth
of others and its impact would have to be
major for the domestic policies of these
countries and that if there is a transition
from governmental to federative level com-
pensations must be made for the abandon-
ment of veto rights of the national govern-
ments. Another French participant noted,
however, that further integration is not
limited by a lack of will but of manage-
ment and time, Therefore, new structures
are important for economic cooperation and
policy coordination. The Council has not
developed sufficiently. We are two to three
years behind in developing machinery for
economic policy coordination. This creates
difficulties in agricultural policy, for if we
do not have a common relationship between
European currencies we cannot maintain a
common agricultural policy. On certain
questions, the Council has provided the
structure, price committees, ete. and from
time to time, these committees reported to
the Council, but the Council does not make
these decisions. A special board does. He
thinks that the Council should only make
political decision and surrender economic
decisions to some committee or commission.
This could also be done in the field of tech-
nical research. Political decisions, such as
relations with associated nations, ete., are
different including even the importation of
Greek and Turkish tobacco because of their
political effect on those countries.

The effect of British entry would com-
plicate matters some, but it must be re-
membered that the structuring phase spelled
out in the Treaty of Rome has come to an
end. We know that we must do something,
but the answers are not written into the
Treaty any more lilke In the case of dis-
mantling protecticnist agencies and legis-
lation. If the British and the Scandinavians
have ideas, we would welcome them, A third
French panel member pointed out, how-
ever, that the British are willing to come
into Europe commercially, but not at this
point, Industrially. They have many prob-
lems of regrouping their own companies and
even large units like ICI have no interest
of coming to the Continent, except on a small
scale. It was noted in this context that the
former protagonist of British entry in Hol-
land, Foreign Minister Luns failed to in-
clude the issue in any of his speech since
the fall of De Gaulle.

The next discussion topic involved the
evolution of the EEC Commission in Brus-
sels and the Pompidou Government. It was
noted that personnel changes in the EEC
Commission are in the direction of greater
economic and political integration. A cau-
tionary note wa= sounded by one of the
French panel members that the careers of
civil servants depend upon their broad fi-
delity to their governments’ policies, and
that they do not make careers in interna-
tional organizations. Also, they must do
what they are told by their governments
even if they do not agree. It was agreed
upon, however, that modern administrators
favor governments with open policies and
a vision. Part of the modernization of the
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French civil service has led to changes in
its behavior and facilitates “Europeanization™
of the civil service corps in Brussels.

The question of industrial cooperation,
not only between Britain and Europe but
also the United States and Europe and within
EEC was discussed next. While some mem-
bers argued that European firms are re-
luctant to cooperate with one another and
integration has proceeded much further !n
the public than in the private sector, one
of the French participants pointed to the
fact that integration has really started only
a year ago. The Bull question was solved by
General Electric but only after long dis-
cussions with other European companies had
failed as Bull's financial situation was
catastrophic. A change has been occurring,
not because of anything specific in the Com-
mon Market agreements but because the
compeanies in each country have regrouped
themselves and now are looking for interna-
tional opportunities to regroup further. The
Fiat-Citroén case is a good example. This
years results of Citroén are quite fantastic.
Also, a lot of integration has taken place
in the ranks of small and medium indus-
tries which are not reported in headlines,
It was argued further that French policy
now is more kind toward American capital
flowing into France as long as the danger of
monopoly does not arise as has been the case
in electronics and that most European
mergers are thought out clearly and are not
resulting from impending bankruptey dan-
ger. Another French panel member pointed
out that some restrictions on American capi-
tal must remain, for while in regard to man-
agement and the rational distribution of
capital activity American companies should
have the right to act as they do, in a small
sector of the economy their actions might
have consequences of great regional social
importance like uneven development, unem-
ployment, etec. which must be absorbed by
national governments, A more even involve-
ment of American capital and offers of co-
operation by the national government could
bring about a better compromise. It was
argued that such a compromise would pre-
suppose the existence of better central plan-
ning in the EEC, or at least an understand-
ing among European enterprises. One of the
French panelists pointed out that as com-
panies amalgamate pressure develops on the
governments to integrate other than of their
economles. Unfortunately, the differences in
the tax systems make mergers very difficult.
Techniques of takeover bids are still obsolete.
Only in 1968 was the first such bid attempted
in France, now there are two more in
progress.

In this respect It was argued that takeover
bids of sophisticated character do not yet
mean much to the average European com-
pany which is family-owned and finds it
hard to cede control even nationally, much
less internationally. It was also asked why
more has not been done to adapt corporate
law in France to conditions of international
integration. One of the French panelists an-
swered that French corporation law was re-
vised last year and all companies must con-
form to it by November 1969. The authors
intended it to be a model code and it com-
bines the best elements of French, Belgian,
and German law. It is hoped that it could
be adopted by all EEC countries. Its best
feature is the increased responsibility it im-
poses on the boards of directors so that de-
cision making is more focused. Also, it calls
for a control board in addition to the board
of directors and has strict provisions.

The third session: the French
economy and EEC

One of the French panelists gave a detailed
analysls of the events of May 1968 and their
effect upon French economy, including agri-
culture. During the riots, the cities were
blocked, but life went on without major dis-
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turbances in the country, especially since in
the countryside gasoline was available. Trans-
portation stopped completely for railroads
and ships but trucking continued normally.
Alr transport was about half normal, but
trucking was unaffected. 6 million working
hours were lost during the strike and its psy-
chological impact was tremendous.

The extent of recovery since May 1968 is
very difficult to assess, but probably 75 per
cent of the loss has been recovered either by
extra hours, or increased productivity. How-
ever, some sectors, like steel, mining and
automobiles have not caught up by 75 per
cent, while the more active sectors recovered
almost fully. Using an index of 100 for pro-
duction in 1965, we reached 120 by May 1968
and dropped to 84 by the end of the strikes.
In July we have recovered to 122 and today
we are roughly 132.

Great harm occurred in relation to foreign
exchange. Foreign capital that was free left
the country and lot of French capital also
disappeared through devious ways. The aboli-
tion of exchange controls by the government
proved to be a mistake which had to be re-
stored a few weeks later after the exodus of
the money reached immense proportions.
Precise figures are difficult to furnish, except
in the field of exports and imports. The cor-
responding figure for foreign trade volume
for August was 82 and it has not improved
much since, resulting In a heavy drain on our
foreign exchange reserves. Moreover, the in-
dex continued to decline and the Pompidou
Government had only two options: to adopt
sweeping deflationary measures, or to de-
value. It chose devaluation which was the
wiser course.

The choice of dates and the maintenance
of secrecy were marvelous. Very few people
are around in August and only seven people
in the government knew that devaluation
was coming. They chose 1214 per cent because
there existed a gentleman’s agreement with
EEC countries that under 13 per cent none
of the others would follow in devaluating its
own currency. The figure was also chosen in
ordc* to give Great Britain a margin of 2
per cent as her devaluation was 15 per cent.
The 1215 per cent may have been a little short
of what was needed, but the government had
no choice. Public reaction was fairly good,
after all any French citizen of 56 years of
age has already experienced 13 devaluations
of the franc. Whereas, the Germans always
go back to zero, the French have done in
emall steps.

After the devaluation, however, the govern-
ment made two psychological mistakes. First,
the accompanylng laws and decrees were not
published until September 3, or for four
weeks. People got nervous In the meantime
and moved their capital out. Second, Finance
Minister Giscard d’Estaing emphasized the
positive too much on September 3. In addi-
tion, the UNR deputy M. Souchal attacked
the speculators and asked for the creation of
a commission to consider whether capital ex-
ports were legltimate or speculative and the
government failed to react. The following
week, the balance sheet showed that the re-
turned capital had retreated abroad again,
The French panelist believed that devalua-
tion still be a success, in part because of the
D-Mark which helps France very much.

The present budget i~ very strict, credit
limits are controlled very closely, but the
budget runs only until mid-1970. By that
date the government hopes to have the in-
flation well in hand. Prices have gone up
but not more than two per cent. Wages will
rise and stopping their rise remains the most
important problem for the government. They
already rose about 30 per cent after the
Grenelle accords. The SMIG and the SMAG
affecting only the lowest wages can rise
quietly but all other wages must be held. The
argument that the price rise between May
1968 and the devaluation wiped out the wage
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increase is exaggerated. In fact, average
wages rose between 15 and 20 per cent, while
prices rose by eight per cent.

Production rose in 1968 four per cent de-
spite the troubles and will again rise nine
per cent over 1968, though industrial pro-
duction is slowing down. Unemployment is
stable and more jobs exists that they can be
filled. On the whole, the economic picture
is satisfactory. Economists are, however,
divided on the long-range effects of the de-
valuation. The effects of the changes in the
monetary system must remain to be seen.
Once our exchange reserves had been re-
duced to a minimum we could defend our
policy which is the reason for Giscard
d'Estaing’s acceptance of the decisions of
the world monetary conference of last week
in Washington, France does not see any posi-
tive benefits from the changes but it has so
many debts that it cannot do anything about
It. Only Italy among the EEC countries will
benefit.

S0 far as the 1968 crisis is concerned it
helped French attitudes toward European
integration by evoking woubts in people's
minds as to whether France can make it
alone. In France, he argued regionalization
is the only way to get away from the national
supremacy principle which is the great bar-
rier to integration. The referendum spoke of
21 regions, but eight to nine would be a
better number. Reglonalism is not dead be-
cause of the defeat of the referendum. One
American panelists objected that even the
referendum only called for formal and not
substantive changes. The French panelist
argued that the referendum had a provision
that the regionalization measures may be
changed later.

The relationship between demands for cer-
tain social and educationsl expenditures and
the present austerity budget was the next
subject. The French panelist pointed out
that educational budgets ~vere increased and
reforms began at least on the primary and
secondary school levels. Public works budgets,
however, were cut. The road system will be
built by private enterpriscs. As to the extant
economic controls, people will probably ac-
cept them, except for the restriction of
holidays abroad. The restriction placed upon
small and medium enterprises were hard, led
to demonstrations and the government had
to give guarantees, The task of improving the
export-import balance is more difficult and
will require years to accomplish.

One of the American panelist raised the
question: is not France losing some of the
profit it has obtained from the agricultural
system of the EEC by the suspension of the
provisions of the EEC for common agricul-
tural market, especially =ince the economic
rationale of the EEC was that German
profits in the industrial market would be
offset by French gains in the agricultural
sector?

Another French panelist pointed out that
EEC has two years for adjusting agricultural
prices by its member countries to a common
level. If the Germans adopt parity and stick
to the European system of fixed prices for
the EEC in agriculture, we could afford to
grant them a delay to adapt their price level
to the European level. There is the problem,
however whether the market should be al-
lowed to set the prices, or shall they be regu-
lated by production controls, investments,
ete.? When the common agricultural market
was established the European prices were
fixed too high in order to protect Bavarian
income levels. There exist, however, siruc-
tural problems, including the problem of
surplus, We must adopt some forms of man-
agement bearing more directly on produe-
tion, investment and crop capacity. This may
be an element of flexibility in negotiations
with Britain and the Scandinavian countries.
Perhaps they should find more flexible ways
to adapt their agriculture to that of the Six.
In advising the Council of Ministers, the
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EEC Commission strongly emphasized the
necessity to maintain the fundamental lines
of EEC agriculture.

One of the French panelists mentioned
that a feeling of uneasiness persists in the
French public because of the changing gov-
ernmental approach to the difficulties. It is
felt that the 1968 crisis was survived very
well and there is not much understanding
for new changes.

One of his French colleagues agreed that
uneasiness is a result of mixing different
policies. Restriction of credit leading to
limited defiation would have no positive re-
sults because no similar demand exists In
other major countries and deflation could
have serious soclal consequences for France.
Thus, a delicate period will exist for 18
more months until an equillbrium ecan be
reached and the massive credits acquired
which is needed to revitalize certain eco-
nomic sectors. One American panelist ques-
tioned whether there is enough time before
unbearable tension will recur between de-
mands for such major sources of capital in-
vestment as housing and the present policy
of currency stabilization, In answer, it was
stated that the question hinges on the
French public's confidence in the money and
another French analyst added that the
French are divided in their willingness to
believe that the government can maintain
stability.

One American panel member sees the dan-
ger of poujadism reviving. Gaullism has al-
ways had an ambiguity which has been
both a strength and a weakness. In eco-
nomic policy, the vagueness had become re-
cently more apparent beginning with Presi-
dent Pompidou’'s statement that he wants
to transform France into a Sweden with sun.
Yet It is clear that Gaullist deputies are
conservatives. Such ambiguity worked as
long as the General was orchestrating all
this with his magic baton, but ean his suc-
cessors keep this synthetic image effective?
The government is surely not left-wing and
must assure its base among the business
class. But its continued ambivalence might
cost him its natural supporters. It already
lost the small businessman and some of the
big businessmen always hoped for the revival
of a Centrist force, because the Centrists are
less ambivalent on these matters. Another
panelist added that this is not a new phe-
nomenon, already at the time of the refer-
endum De Gaulle's support among business-
men fell from 63 per cent to 47 per cent.
Another American panelist considered QGis-
card d'Estaing's policy correct, it is good
policy to build the things that had to be
built. Some of the French panelists com-
plained about rising tax rates, one pointing
out that his taxes have trebled under the
Gaullist regime, while another stressed that
38 per cent of French national income goes
for taxes, And called for a cutback of gov-
ernment subsidies to enterprises as the econ-
omy is modernized.

The French panelist also called for more
flexibility and pointed to the housing issue.
One of the American panelists pointed out
that according to his information the French
building code is so complicated that the
main job of running a housing construction
company is legal work. Is a reform of the
building code with a few simplifications in
the work? The answer was given that efforts
were made but with no avail due to opposi-
tion from the building trades and the civil
servants. Rather than encouraging building
trades reform, developing of modular hous-
ing is stressed. It was also asked how the
Pompidou regime will select its priorities in
housing and educational reform endeavors,
Will it again believe as De Gaulle did that
these matters take care of themselves, or
will a conscious policy aimed at a new Swe-
den be followed? One of the French panelists
considers the issue not & technical, but a
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political one. Does France have the means,
the freedom of maneuvering with available
resources? Some American members believed
that concretization of demands and finding
means for solving them can overcome the
impasse. It was stressed by French panelists
that this would only be necessary in a static
economy and that French economy con-
tinues to expand. A list of industries were
mentioned like chemicals, champagne, ma-
chinery, machine tools, textiles and even
steel.

One American panelist asked about the
effect of economic progress or stagnation
upon French attitude toward admission of
Britain into EEC. The French panelists
thought that it depended whether the sector
was dying, or expanding. Expanding sectors
would generally welcome Britain., It was
noted that in the field of commercial credit
EEC is not very protective, The protective
level is only six to eight per cent, so that
the UK. and the Scandinavian countries are
already competing on the French market.
As members of the decision-making organs
of the EEC, however, they would also have
an impact upon structural and long-term
policies, The present Common Market and
an expanded Common Market may not have
the same response to these questions, This
is important as France feels that good eco-
nomic management requires strong policies
for structure, investment, research, etc. One
of the American panelists took issue with
the view that expanding economic sectors in
France would welcome Britain pointing out
that the history of French industry has been
one of resistance to changes more than In
neighboring European countries.

The next topic discussed was what could
the United States do in helping interna-
tional economic cooperation with Europe.
One of the French panelists called for Eu-
ropean participation in NASA contracts also
to receive valuable knowhow in the research
field. Television was mentioned as a second
line of cooperation where the French system
is technically better. One American panelist
added that revision of certain safety regula-
tion on cars would also help.

It was generally conceded that a slow
withdrawal of American interest from West-
ern Europe is evident and that it might
arouse fears of complete withdrawal and
protectionist economic policies. American
brokers have left Europe and the money mar-
ket seems to provide clients for them only
in London.

One of the French panelists did not see
a real danger in this development. A Europe
too closely protected by the United States Is
not a safe and sane situation. Europe must
be taken care of by Europeans who were pre-
vented from doing so until now by Ameri-
can presence. European decisions were taken
not in consideration of European interests
but in response to American requests in
order to retain American protection for
Europe. Western defense should be based on
two pillars, one American and one European.
The Americans can help building the Euro-
pean pillar. Each of the European countries
has its own position on European defense.
The European pillar cannot be built by en-
couraging opposition to a European system
of defense, as Americans have done in the
past. The mistake has been in not confront-
ing the Europeans with their problems. In
December 1968 there was a lot of talk about
a “European Caucus,” nobody knew what it
was. The Europeans need to look at the prob-
lem of European security. This is what the
Russians want with their proposed pan-
European conference, but that would be
too soon. We need some Western consulta-
tion which we have not yet begun. By insist-
ing that only NATO should negotiate the
United States is following the old pattern.

The danger In Europe is not a mass in-
vasion of the West by the Russians as NATO
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had envisaged, but the mushrooming of in-
cidents stemming from the unbalanced sit-
uation in Central Europe. This needs com-
pletely different arrangements dealing more
with the pre-war than war situation. Even
the “flexible strategy"” response was to func-
tion after D-Day. But we must avoid D-Day
and must, therefore, have precautions and
arrangements. NATO has just begun to study
the problem but if the governments will
discuss the issue In these terms there will
be much less disagreement and a solution
will emerge. Economics may be one way to-
ward European integration, but the stra-
tegic road may be simpler and quicker as
the need and the issue are more compelling
and simpler. American panelists generally
agreed with the approach but pointed out
that France and Germany cannot think of it
in terms of expenditures for the necessary
military hardware and the need for some
American presence. The French panelist
agreed but again stressed the neec for a com-
mon security policy as none exists among
the European governments today.

AGAINST THE WAR IN VIETNAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, KocH) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to associate myself with those Members
who are conducting special orders each
week here in the House on the Vietnam
War.

When I ran for Congress, I stated to my
constituency that for me the major and
overriding issue in that campaign, as in
the country, was the war in Vietnam and
how to ferminate our involvement. Here
we are 11 months later not much further
along in terms of achieving that goal.
Indeed, it would appear that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense who
had taken some halting steps in the di-
rection of ending our participation in
this internecine conflict have now turned
the clock back and suggest the possibility
of escalating the war with Defense Sec-
retary Melvin R. Laird telling the House
Appropriations Subcommittee in secret
testimony now released that President
Nixon’s policy in Vietnam “could lead
the way to a military victory.” It even
appears that were the President’s an-
nounced policy of Vietnamization of the
war fo proceed, that many years would
pass before even our combat forces were
totally relieved of battle and our non-
combatant armed support forces would
continue to remain on in South Vietnam
without any time limitation.

President Nixon came to the office un-
encumbered in terms of commitment to
continuing the U.S. involvement in the
war. He had a golden opportunity to free
us of that burden which regrettably he
has not taken. Every day, our Armed
Forces suffer deaths and casualties and
these deaths and casualties must be on
the consciences of each and every one of
us, especially those of us in public office
who can end the war and who fail to do
s0. The President can do it by directing
the immediate withdrawal of our troops.
The Congress, however, also has a re-
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sponsibility which it cannot avoid. It is
this Congress which votes the funds re-
quired to carry on that war in Vietnam.
If the President refuses to terminate the
war, this Congress, by refusing to pro-
vide the funds needed to carry on that
war, can just as effectively terminate it
as the President.

Sinece coming to Congress, I have tried
my best to make known my opposition to
the war and its continuation by state-
ments, the introduction of resolutions,
my own as well as cosponsoring others,
and votes. I would at this time, Mr.
Speaker, like to set forth in the Recorp
a very timely column by James Reston
of the New York Times and an editorial
both of which appeared in today’s edi-
tion of that newspaper on the Vietnam
war:

[From the New York Times, Dec. 10, 1868]
In PUrsulT OF MILITARY VICTORY

Two months ago Defense Secretary Melvin
R. Laird told a House Appropriations sub-
committee in secret testimony, now released,
that President Nixon’s policies in Vietnam
“could lead the way to a military victory in
the sense of the South Vietnamese being able
to defend their country, even against North
Vietnam."

This perennial Pentagon faith in a favor-
able military solution in Southeast Asia was
clearly reflected in President Nixon's remarks
at his latest news conference. The President
dismissed the chances for a negotiated settle~
ment as “not good,” then further under-
mined prospects for progress In Paris by
making it plain that he planned no top-level
successor to his former chlef negotiator,
Henry Cabot Lodge. Mr. Nixon appeared to
embrace an early Lodge view that the war
would end without negotiations by saying:
“I belleve that we can see the Vietnam war
will come to a conclusion—regardless of what
happens at the bargaining table.”

Despite the President’s promise to an-
nounce further American troop cuts later
this month, there is still little apparent
foundation for his belief that “Vietnamiz-
ing” the war can successfully continue re-
gardless of enemy action. It is true that some
South Vietnamese forces have performed bet-
ter recently. The success of South Vietnamese
militiamen in repulsing a North Vietnamese
attack on the Mekong Delta district town of
Tuyenbinh was an encouraging example. But
this victory must be weighed against a num-
ber of serious defeats suffered in the Delta
last month by South Vietnamese forces that
have recently replaced American troops.

The enemy probably is weaker than he once
was, as the American command contends.
But it is difficult to believe that the North
Vietnamese will abandon their effort of 25
years just as American forces are withdraw-
ing. It is straining credulity to suggest, as
President Nixon has done, that “the pressure
for the enemy . . . to negotiate a settlement
will greatly increase, because once we are out
and the South Vietnamese are there, they
will have a much harder individual to nego-
tiate with than they had when we were
there.”

The Saigon Government is much tougher
at the negotiating table—while it is backed
by American might—than it is likely to be on
the battlefield once American troops are
withdrawn. The time to negotiate is now, be-
fore more American and Vietnamese blood
is needlessly spilled in pursuit of an elusive
military victory. The troop withdrawals Mr.
Nixon has promised might come about more
quickly if the President recognized that the
problem in Paris stems not only from the
intransigence of Hanol but also, in part, from
that “much harder individual to negotiate
with" in Saigon.
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[From the New York Times, Dec. 10, 1969]

WasHINGTON: THE UNANSWERED VIETNAM
QUESTIONS
(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, December 10.—Despite all
President Nixon's efforts to clarify his Viet-
nam policy In the last few weeks, two funda-
mental questions remain.

Firit, does he intend to withdraw “all of
our forces" from Vietnam, or all U.8. *com-
bat forces”? He says one thing one time and
the other another time, and the difference
between the two Is estimated in official quar-
ters at between 100,000 and 200,000 men.

Second, does his peace plan depend on his
assumption that the South Vietnamese can
successfully defend their country either with
or without the logistical support of noncom-
batant U.S. troops, and if they cannot, do we
keep our troops their indefinitely?

In his Vietnam speech of Nov. 3, Mr, Nix-
on said: “The American people cannot and
should not be asked to support a policy which
involves the overriding questions of war and
peace unless they know the truth about that
policy.” He added in this same speech that
he not only wanted peace, but had put into
effect “a plan which will bring the war to an
end regardless of what happens on the nego-
tiating front.”

Against this background, it is not unfair to
point to the ambiguities in this position. In
the first place, it is impossible for one side in
& war, particularly the side that is withdraw-
ing its troops, to guarantee that its plan will
“end" the war regardless of what happens on
the negotiating front. This assumes either
that the enemy will quit or can be compelled
to quilt the fighting, and there is no evidence
to support this assumption so far.

HANOI'S OBJECTIVES

For over & quarter of a century, Hanoi has
been fighting and negotiating to get rid of all
forelgn troops—first against the Japanese,
then the French, and now the Americans.

During the last few years, the United
States has built at Camranh Bay, on the
coast of South Vietnam, an air and naval
base which is the best in Asla.

Accordingly, it has been a fundamental
guestion throughout the Paris negotiations
whether the United States really meant to
scale down its war effort or whether it meant
to get out, leaving Camranh Bay and many
other modern military bases as a potential
prize in the future struggle between the
Vietnamese themselves.

On May 14 of this year, President Nixon
stressed that the United States wanted "“no
military bases” in Vietnam, “no military ties"
and would accept “any government in South
Vietnam that results from the free choice of
the South Vietnamese people themselves.”

In short, he was willing to risk then the
chance that Camranh Bay and all the US.
military supplies in the hands of the South
Vietnamese would fall to a Communist gov-
ernment, though he has always rejected the
enemy claim that there could be “no choice
of the South Vietnamese people themselves"
under the present Government in Saigon.

THE CHANGING EMPHASIS

In recent weeks, however, the Nixon Ad-
ministration emphasis has seemed to change.
The commitments to withdrawal have be-
come less precise. In his Nov. 3 speech, Mr.
Nixon talked both about withdrawing “all”
American forces and at another place *“all
combat forces.” In his press conference this
week, he sald merely:

“We have a plan for the reduction of Amer-
lcan forces in Vietnam, for removing all com-
bat forces from Vietnam, regardless of what
happens in negotiations.”

The questions here are fairly obvious. A
plan to withdraw “all forces” is one thing,
but a plan to withdraw all “combat forces”
could leave a couple of hundred thousand
Americans in Vietnam to maintain and fly
the planes and helicopter gunships and con-
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tinue to train and supply and help direct the
Vietnamese.

A strong argument is made at the Penta-
gon for doing just that, but we do not know
whether this is “the plan” and obviously it
makes a difference in the enemy’s calcula-
tlons about whether to go on fighting or to
negotiate.

The President’s assumption that the South
Vietnamese can successfully take over the
fighting as we withdraw our combat units
raises an equally Interesting question. For if
his policy is to stick with the South Viet-
namese until they demonstrate that they are
secure, all they have to do is prolong their
inefficiency in order to guarantee that we will
stay in the battle indefinitely

In recent weeks, the President has run a
successful and even brilliant campalgn on
the politics of Vietnam on the home front,
but he is still stuek on the war front and the
peace front,

In fact, he has done so well against his
critics recently that he may have been per-
suaded the original political and strategic
objectives in Vietnam are still within his
grasp. If so, he would not be the first to try it.
Presidents Johnson and Eennedy passed that
way themeselves,

HALPERN URGES PLUGGING DE-
CEPTIVE CONSUMER CREDIT IN-
TEREST LOOPHOLES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, HALPERN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN, Mr. Speaker, many
consumers with charge accounts are pay-
ing double the 18~-percent rate they think
they are paying. Therefore, I will shortly
ask Congress to plug the loopholes in the
1968 Truth-in-Lending Act, allowing
creditors to compute interest charges on
money consumers have already paid.

Too many merchants and department
stores compute monthly interest charges
before they deduct consumer payments.
This means the consumer is really paying
interest on part of the balance he has
just paid off—which could equal interest
rates of 36 percent annually or more.

As a member of the National Consumer
Finance Commission, which is meeting
formally for the first time this week, I
will ask the commission to look into this
practice, which is defeating the objec-
tives of the truth-in-lending law.

Consumer credit transactions usually
indicate the buyer is paying interest at
an 8-percent annual rate. But, the rate
is a true 18 percent only if the store sub-
tracts payments and credits before figur-
ing the next month’s bill.

The key words are “previous balance.”
If the store's statement says the interest
rate is computed on the basis of the pre-
vious balance, then the consumer knows
he is likely to be paying more than the
stated interest rate.

Here is an illustration of how deceptive
high-interest charges come out: A con-
sumer with a $300 balance makes $150
payment during a billing cycle to a de-
partment store, reducing the amount
owed to $150. Charging 1l percent per
month on the net balance due, the store
will apply the finance charge to the ac-
tual balance still owed against the previ-
ous bill, which is $150. The interest would
be $2.25, which is the true annual per-
centage rate on 18 percent.

But, a store that computes its charges
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on the previous balance of $300 will
charge $4.50. It too will state an 18-per-
cent annual rate. But in fact, the month'’s
finance charge amounted to 3 percent of
the unpaid balance, a true annual rate of
36 percent.

If this example is any indication of a
widespread practice, then clearly, ac-
counting techniques are defeating legal
objectives and truth-in-lending is lead
ing less to disclosure than to deception.

ROONEY CHALLENGES COWLES'
CLAIM HIS CHARGES ARE “UN-
FOUNDED,"—SAYS PENNSYLVANIA
COURT PROCEEDINGS SUBSTAN-
TIATED HIS CLAIMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
RoonNEY) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, several weeks ago, in respond-
ing to my criticisms of deceptive and
fraudulent sales practices employed by
its nationwide magazine sales subsidi-
aries, Cowles Communications, Inc., is-
sued the following statement to the
press:

Congressman Rooney is badly misinformed
and has made completely unfounded charges.
We have offered repeatedly to discuss all as-
pects of these subscription selling companies
with him. We have also offered him the op-
portunity to meet and discuss the entire
situation with a representative group of
present franchise dealers. Rep. Rooney has
not accepted any of these offers. He appar-
ently prefers to get only one side of the
story. and that side originates from former
dealers, most of whom have been terminated
for cause, This method of investigation ob-
viously cannot be either accurate or fair.

Until today, Mr, Speaker, I had not
intended to respond to this statement
because it represents a gross distortion
of fact and is as misleading as the sales
practices employed by Cowles' subsidi-
aries. My decision to react today, Mr.
Speaker, is the result of an editorial
which has just been brought to my at-
tention. The editorial appeared in Ad-
vertising Age magazine and, in many
respects, is an accurate reflection of the
sorry state of affairs which has existed in
the magazine subscription sales industry
for many decades.

Unfortunately, however, Cowles now
has managed to add Advertising Age to
the list of consumers it has “victimized.”
Advertising Age “consumed” the Cowles
statement I cited above and went on to
comment:

If Rep. Rooney insists on making strong
charges against Cowles’ and other publishers’
sales subsidiaries, while at the same time re-
fusing to discuss matters with them, it is
grossly unfair. And we cannot believe that
Congress will enact any legislation without
first allowing all parties to the dispute ample
opportunity to tell their side of the story.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to
read the record on the part of my inves-
tigation of magazine sales practices
which involves Cowles Communications.
I will not disclose names of informants,
because some who already are known to
the Cowles organization and its repre-
sentatives, have received threats and
warnings in the past. One was advised
five times during a recent personal visit
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with a Cowles official to stop passing in-
formation to Congressman RooNEY, with
the advice couched in veiled threats such
as, “Drop the matter and enjoy the rest
of your life.” Telephone threats directed
at another were referred by my office to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Before proceeding, I want to refer to a
statement which appears in the RECORD
for October 30, 1969, on page 32491 un-
der the title, “Rooney Blames Corporate
Pressures for High Volume Sales as the
Root Cause of Magazine Sales Frauds,”
and another in the Recorp for Septem-
ber 10, 1969, page 24988 under the title,
“FTC Orders Full-Scale Investigation,
Prosecution in Magazine Subscription
Sales Frauds.”

The October 30 statement details
methods by which Cowles’ corporate of-
ficials and agents pressure dealers to use
deceptive and fraudulent practices to sell
magazine subscriptions. The September
10, 1969, statement contains an exchange
of correspondence I had with Gardner
Cowles, chairman of the board of Cowles
Communications in an effort to alert Mr.
Cowles to practices of his magazine sales
subsidiaries I feared possibly were being
concealed from him by his subordinates.

My first letter to Mr. Cowles was dated
May 22, 1969, and enclosed an item from
page 12765 of the Recorp on May 15,
1969, containing the firsthand account
of a magazine sales pitch received by my
legislative assistant from a Cowles sub-
sidiary, Home Reader Service. It should
also be noted that the May 15, 1969 item
from the REecorp indicates that Mr. Jo-
seph Kelly, an attorney employed by
Cowles at Des Moines, Iowa, the base of
operations for the five Cowles’ sales agen-
cies, had visited my office in the company
of another attorney, then vice president
of the Magazine Publishers Association,
Charles Ablard. I quote from the May
15 RECORD:

Mr. Kelly explained at some length the
sincere efforts he said the Cowles organiza-
tions were making to stamp out deceptive
and fraudulent practices, He said that many
of the unscrupulous practices I had been
attacking were not to be tolerated by Cowles
of its subsidiary sales organizations. In re-
sponse to his claims, coples of actual Cowles
documents were produced to demonstrate for
Mr, Kelly that some of his good intentions
had not filtered down through the sales
organizations.

In that same statement, I elaborated
on my own files of abuses attributed to
Cowles and commented:

Organizations which show no higher re-
gard for the American consumer than do
the five Cowles magazine subscription sales
companies deserve to have the book thrown
at them,

And I stated then what I still believe
to be true, and what has now been estab-
lished in a Pennsylvania court:

It is the officers of the parent sales corpo-
ration who are responsible for these abuses
and that they not only tolerate but encour-
age this type of sales practice by personnel in
the field,

But I am getting ahead of the Recorb.
To return to my May 22 letter which ap-
peared in the September 10, 1969,
Recorp, I advised Mr. Cowles:

I know that the practices described are not
limited to a few individuals or a few fran-
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chises in isolated parts of the country. I have
polled the Attorneys General of every state
and a number of them have singled out
Cowles subsidiaries for special comment re-
garding deceptive practices.

I suggested to Mr. Cowles that some
basic policies of his subsidiaries were in
need of revision and that it seemed to me
that effective action could best begin at
the top.

His reply, dated June 2, 1969, was brief
but did contain assurance that he would
investigate my charges.

Six weeks later, on July 15, 1969, I
again wrote to Mr. Cowles commenting
in part as follows:

Naturally, I have no way of knowing what
method of investigation you are employing.
However, if you merely question top echelon
personnel you will receive the “propaganda”
which has been supplied freely to me and
which is readily offered for public examina-
tion. This material reflects great concern
that fair sales practices be adhered to, etc.

There is no offer to disclose the sales prac-
tices which are recommended by word of
mouth and through personal contacts by of-
ficials of the Cowles subsidiaries to fran-
chised dealers. Nevertheless, my own inves-
tigation is producing these in quantity,
along with testimony of personnel who have
been instructed by (Reglonal) Directors to
use a variety of deceptive and fraudulent
sales practices, “Because they are boosting
production for this dealer or that dealer.”

Mr. Speaker, that letter to Mr. Cowles
continued for 10 more paragraphs out-
lining example after example of abuses
I am able to document. It appears on
page 24989 of the September 10, 1969
Recorp. Anyone who wishes to explore
this matter in detail will find the re-
sponse of Mr. Cowles, dated July 28, 1969,
on pages 24989-24990 of the same
REecorp. In his letter, the chairman of
the board discussed the creation of a
five-man committee of corporate execu-
tives to develop a course of action to
combat deceptive and fraudulent prac-
tices and also disclosed that steps are
being taken to establish a task force to
audit sales practices in the field.

The purpose of this task force is to
maintain a direct corporate check on the
abuses taking place in the field. Its ob-
jective is commendable. But in a fur-
ther letter to Mr, Cowles dated Novem-
ber 25, 1969, I felt it was only fair to tip
him off that again his trusty old cor-
porate officials and agents were feather-
ing their own nests by directing his field
investigators up blind alleys. I advised
Mr. Cowles as follows:

You may be Interested to know that fran-
chised dealers are being advised by your
officials working out of Des Moines to keep
bad sales pitches, dunning letters, attorney
letters and other evidence of PDS Code vio-
lations well hidden from Mr. Hart and mem-
bers of his task force.

To disclose such evidence to Mr. Hart and
his trouble-shooters is to ask to be “closed
out,” dealers are being informed. (“Closed
Out” is an industry term for corporate take-
over of a franchised dealer's operation in
which the dealer invariably loses his shirt.)
Regional Directors and other executives ob-
viously fear for thelr own hides, should the
operations of their franchises be discovered
by your own task force.

What all of this means, Mr. Speaker,

is simply that regional directors and
other corporate officials—the parent
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company’s production men—are telling
franchised dealers they had better not
admit to Mr. Cowles’ investigators that
they are using bad practices unless they
want to lose their franchises. This is in-
timidation, if I have ever seen it.

By strange coincidence, my letter to
Mr. Cowles under date of November 25,
1969, passed in the mail a letter directed
to me on November 25 by Marvin What-
more, president of Cowles Communica-
tion, Inc. By even more strange coinci-
dence, Mr. Whatmore’s letter made ref-
erence to the work of this corporate task
force and stated in part:

Where there is a deviation, we are holding
up finaneial support of the dealer violating
the policies, and in cases where this is not
effective we are terminating the dealer in-
volved. We are making progress but there
is still much to be done.

Thus, Mr. Whatmore gives credence
to the specific policy at the root of
Cowles’ problems.

Hde went on to repeat the basic claims
contained in the Cowles statement about
my investigation considering only one
side of the issue. For the record, Mr.
Whatmore's entire letter will be inserted
in the Recorp with these remarks.

Thus far, Mr. Speaker, I have described
the exchange of correspondence I have
had with the Cowles organization. There
is still another aspect to this recent cor-
respondence exchange which I intend
to withhold from the Recorp at this
point. To include it here would only tend
to cloud the basic issue—whether I have
failed to give the Cowles organization an
opportunity to present its side of the
story.

Now for the other types of communi-
cation with the Cowles organization. I
already have related the gist of my first
meeting with Cowles’ representative,
Attorney Kelly, and a former Magazine
Publishers Association representative,
Mr. Ablard.

In addition to that meeting, Mr. Kelly
and Attorney John Eliott of Philadelphia,
another Cowles attorney, visited my of-
fice on another occasion and discussed
the matter at length and again viewed
further evidence of abuses.

On still another oceasion, my staff and
I had a lengthy meeting with Mr. Rich-
ard Y. Long, vice president and general
manager of Civic Reading Club, who was
accompanied by a former Congressman
and personal friend of mine, Frank
Chelf, who is engaged as a Washington
lobbyist for Cowles.

And on numerous other occasions
members of my staff and I discussed the
magazine matter with Congressman
Chelf in my office. On one of these oc-
casions my administrative assistant de-
tailed item after item of a long list of
abuses, deceptive and fraudulent prac-
tices which we are prepared to docu-
ment.

It is important to note that during a
number of these meetings, including that
with the vice president and general man-
ager of Civic Reading Club, the Cowles
representatives made statements in-
tended to discredit the character of in-
dividuals they know to be cooperating
with my investigation. At the same time,
it was customary practice for these of-
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ficials of Cowles to discredit subscribers
who had filed complaints with me and
to discount documentary proof of abuses
which my staff or I placed before them.

Both my administrative assistant and
I have been invifed on a number of oc-
casions to “fly to Des Moines’ to examine
the Cowles operation there and to meet
with Cowles officials. My administrative
assistant was told his wife and children
would be flown to Des Moines with him
at Cowles’ expense for a visit with Mr.
Long and his family.

I indicated that these invitations would
be considered and that I would contact
Cowles officials if it appeared that such
a visit could be arranged. I have not ac-
cepted the invitations until now because
I do not want to become obligated di-
rectly or indirectly to the Cowles orga-
nization or any of its representatives.
Both members of my staff and I share an
interest in seeing the Des Moines op-
eration but, bevond satisfying curiosity,
I believe such a trip would have limited
value.

As always, the door to my office is
open to any of the Cowles officials or
representatives to discuss any aspect of
my investigation or the conduct of their
business operations. I would welcome a
visit by current Cowles franchised deal-
ers. However, it is a simple reality of
Cowles’ modus operandi that any dealer
who came to me and frankly admitted to
using improper sales practices would in-
vite disciplinary action against him via
seizure of his franchise business opera-
tion. When dealers have $100,000 or
$200,000 of their earnings tied up in such
a business, they would be reluctant, at
hest, to jeopardize their careers and their
assets.

This simple bit of reality explains why
most of the individuals I have inter-
viewed regarding corporate involvement
in deceptive and fraudulent practices are
individuals who have been forced out of
business by Cowles. But the fact that a
number of my information sources are
ex-dealers, does not invalidate evidence
and testimony they are prepared to
provide.

I have just drafted a letter to Mr.
. Marvin Whatmore, Cowles’ president, ex-
tending an invitation to submit any in-
formation he cares to about the ex-
dealers who have been assisting me. The
only restriction I will impose is that the
information be supplied in writing or be
delivered orally in the presence of in-
vestigators for the Federal Trade Com-
mission or the U.S. Postal Inspection
Service.

All of the ex-dealers I have interviewed
in my office have done precisely the same.
Some have been interviewed on tape—
always with their consent. Many have
submitted written statements and copies
of documents. Most have been inter-
viewed with Federal investigators pres-
ent and participating. They are not the
least bit reluctant to place their state-
ments on the record and I will insist that
Cowles do the same.

In addition to all of these contacts
with Cowles officials or representatives,
numbering possibly 20 or more meetings,
letter exchanges and telephone conversa-
tions, my staff and I have participated
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in no less than a half dozen meetings
with officials of the Magazine Publishers
Association and its central registry of
magazine subscription solicitors.

One of these was a meeting with Attor-
ney Ablard; Robert Goshorn, the execu-
tive secretary of Central Registry; Earl
Kintner, former FTC Chairman "o is
counsel to the Central Registry’s paid-
during-service section; and a member of
Mr. Kintner's staff. On at least four oc-
casions, I met with Steve Kelly, president
of the Magazine Publishers Association,
usually in the presence of Mr. Norman
Halliday, who has succeeded Mr. Ablard
as vice president of MPA for legislative
affairs, I~ addition, there have been nu-
merous telephone contacts with MPA
and CR officials.

Evidence compiled during the course
of my investigation has been discussed
directly with MPA officials and I know
for a fact that the MPA president fre-
quently has met with the Cowles’ repre-
sentatives to discuss his meetings in my
office and to reply to Cowles information
regarding some of the abuses and prac-
tices I have challenged.

Of course, whenever I issue a new at-
tack on some abuse or unfair practice, I
am told that I am not giving the indus-
try time to resolve the problems, Adver-
tising Age, in the editorial to which I
referred earlier, makes it quite clear the
industry has had more than enough time
already. Advertising Age recalled that
Central Registry was established by the
Magazine Publishers Association in 1940
to curb these abuses:

The editorial continued:

But the abuses continued, and are still
with us today, despite any efforts of Central

Registry and of some Individual magazine
publishers to correct such abuses.

It is important to point out, too, that
while many of my informants are ex-
dealers, I have been able to develop a
very effective communications system
with individuals working today in maga-
zine subscription sales organizations.
This pipeline has provided me with ex-
tremely current information about devel-
opments within the various magazine
agencies,

For example, it helped me disprove
claims of Mr. R. Y. Long, vice president
of Civic Reading Club, that the Home
Reader Service dealer who made a bad
sales pitch to my legislative assistant
some months back, had been dismissed
for unscrupulous practices. While it is
true that the individual mentioned in
that instance was forced to leave the
northern Virginia franchise of Home
Reader Service where the bad pitch was
made, he merely has bounced from one
Cowles agency to another for the past
6 months. He has been working for a
Cowles’ franchise in Maryland and an-
other Cowles franchise in Ohio. And, as
of November 19, he was working with the
knowledge of Cowles officials for a Cowles
franchise in Pittsburgh, Pa. And I would
love to hear Mr. R. Y. Long talk his way
out of that one.

To cite still another example of this
pipeline's effectiveness, in May of this
year I learned within 4 hours of the
solicitation, that nationally syndicated
columnist Jack Anderson had received a
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bad  sales pitch by phone from Home
Reader Service of Baltimore. Later the
same day my office made contact with
Mr. Anderson and within a short time
supplied him with information he re-
quested about magazine sales abuses.

In June, Mr. Anderson completed an
article which his office advised was sub-
mitted to Parade magazine for publica-
tion. A short time later, a call from my
office to Parade magazine in New York
verified that the article indeed had been
received and that it was awaiting place-
ment on a publication schedule. That, of
course, was 6 months ago. The article
has not reached print to this day. And I
would be interested to know who man-
aged to sidetrack that one.

I think it is important that I make
one more point. I have made clear in a
number of statements, and in my cor-
respondence with Gardner Cowles, that
corporate officials are directly involved
in the implementation of practices which
violate the magazine industry's code of
fair practices, and which often violate
Federal, State, or local laws as well. At
no time during my investigation has my
contention been substantiated more ef-
fectively than during a ecivil court pro-
ceeding which unfolded in Pittsburgh,
Pa., during the past 2 weeks.

For the information of my colleagues,
and anyone interested in the serious,
nationwide problem of wholesale de-
ception and fraud in magazine selling
by certain agencies including Cowles’
five subsidiaries, this courtroom drama
warrants review.

The stage was set for the drama when
on November 19, 1969, Cowles' moved to
“close out for cause” one of its fran-
chised dealers, Joe Martinelli, operating
as Mutual Readers League of Pittsburgh.
According to documents filed in Penn-
sylvania eivil court by Cowles, Mr. Mar-
tinelli had engaged in certain unscrupu-
lous practices.

At the time, Mr. Martinelli was served
with notice of his franchise cancellation
the records of his dealership included
open magazine subscription sales ac-
counts totalling some $670,000 of which
more than $250,000 represented Mar-
tinelli's gross income to be collected
over the next 24 months as subscribers
make their monthly payments on long-
term payment plans for multiple-sub-
sceription contracts,

The purpose of the civil court pro-
ceeding was an attempt by Cowles,
through its wholly owned Mutual Read-
ers League subsidiary, to gain possession
of all records of Martinelli's franchised
dealership, including his uncollected ac-
counts, Such seizure of accounts and
subsequent collection by Cowles is a
standard operating procedure of the cor-
poration which I described in my state-
ment on October 30, 1969, in the REcORD.
He was to appear in court on Monday,
November 24, 1969, to respond to the
Cowles suit.

During the period between November
19 and November 24 my office learned
of the impending action against Marti-
nelli and the nature of the practices for
which he was being terminated. On Sat-
urday, November 22, and Sunday, No-
vember 23, this information was called
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to the attention of U.S. Postal Inspection

Service and the director of Pennsylvania’s
Bureau of Consumer Protection, Mrs.
Bette Clemens. My office advised Mrs.
Clemens that in addition to the use of
routine deceptive sales pitches, the Mar-
tinelli franchise had distributed to sub-
scribers payment books containing more
monthly payment coupons than their
contracts called for.

Also, on November 23, my office inter-
viewed Mr. Martinelli by phone for a
period of some 75 to 90 minutes during
which he freely admitted that a number
of practices he had engaged in violated
the industry’s code of fair practices, and
possibly violated laws, but insisted that
these practices were recommended to
him, and in some cases implemented, by
corporate officials or agents of Cowles
Communications. He did not hesitate to
name names.

Further, Mr. Martinelli related how he
and other Cowles’ franchised dealers,
recognizing that their franchise con-
tracts imposed impossible conditions and
financial restrictions on their business
operations, met several times during the
past 2 years to form an association of
dealers which could negotiate with Cowles
for a more equitable franchise contract.
Thus, by closing out Mr. Martinelli,

Cowles was disposing of the man who was
chosen president of that association of
dealers and effectively serving notice on
other “upstarts” not to get any fancy
ideas about bucking the parent organi-
zation.

The story of course did not end there.

Mr. Martinelli appeared in court as the
defendant on November 24 and the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania immediately
made known its interest in the case, from
the standpoint of determining whether
Pennsylvania consumers had been vie-
timized. On November 25, Allegheny
County Judge Arthur Wessel, Jr.,, who
richly deserves commendation for his
perception of an extremely complex sub-
ject, ordered that the accounts of Mu-
tual Readers League of Pitisburgh be
placed in a trust fund until the Com-
monwealth could examine records of the
franchise to determine whether Penn-
sylvania consumers had been deceived or
defrauded.

The case was continued from Novem-
ber 25 until Monday, December 1, when
testimony of a long list of prosecution
and defense witnesses continued. At
this point, the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania formally entered the case
amicus curiae as a friend of the court.

Suddenly, last Friday, after defense
witnesses had linked corporate officials
or agents of Cowles directly to the de-
ceptive practices utilized in the Pitts-
burgh franchise of Mutual Readers
League, Cowles and Mr. Martinelli
reached an out-of-court settlement.
There is no doubt in my mind that
Cowles settled to halt the flow of dam-
aging testimony which was establishing
the very definite role of the parent cor-
poration in the sales abuses of its
franchise.

However, the settlement did not pre-
vent the judge from issuing an injune-
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tion against both the Pittsburgh fran-
chise and the parent Cowles' subsidiary,
Mutual Readers League, Inc., prohibiting
unethical business practices. Judge Wes-
sel said from the bench that testimony
during the hearing showed that the com-
pany helped Martinelli establish the
sales techniques in question. The
schemes included use of four extra
monthly payment coupons in the pay-
ment books. The judge also stated that
the decision to take action against both
the franchise and the parent company
was based on the fact Mutual Readers
League has exclusive control over its
dealers and collaborated with them on
illicit ways to increase subscriptions.

Mr. Speaker, Judge Wessel from the
bench of an Allegheny County Civil Court
has fingered the corporate role of
Cowles' subsidiaries in the sales abuses
occurring around the country. Mr. Mar-
tinelli’s case is not one isolated instance.
Similar testimony could be produced in
numerous other communities across the
country.

As the result of my investigation of
magazine sales abuses, I was able in this
instance to help the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania and Judge Wessel raise a
corner of the rug which until now has
concealed the dirt which Cowles has long
been sweeping under it. The Pennsyl-
vania consumer, at least, has had his
day in court in Pittsburgh and fared ad-
mirably. The air in Judge Wessel’s court-
room is indeed refreshing.

The drama in tuat Pittsburgh court-
room very adequately disproved the claim
of Cowles Communications, Inc., that
my charges are unfounded. I claim eredit
for disproving Cowles’ claim because if
my investigation had not produced the
information which prompted Pennsyl-
vania's Bureau of Consumer Protection
and Pennsylvania’s attorney general
William C. Sennett, to intervene, Cowles
might very well have quietly grabbed one
more franchised dealer’s accounts and
the deception and defrauding of thou-
sands of Pennsylvania consumers would
have gone undetected.

This was but the first confrontation.
I am confident there will be more. And
Cowles will most assuredly be the loser
again, if it does not act immediately and
decisively to end the policies—not dis-
charge dealers—which permit thou-
sands, perhaps millions, of Cowles’ sub-
sidiaries’ customers to be defrauded. To
Cowles Communications and to the edi-
tors of Advertising Age I merely want
to make clear—my charges are very well
founded. I look forward to the consum-
er's next day in court.

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the REcorp
pertinent material:

[From Advertising Age]
MAGAZINE SALES CRACKDOWN

Would some of the senior members of the
advertising fraternity like to participate in a
simple little memory game? All that is re-
quired is to answer one question: For how
many years now have certain magazine sub-
scription gelling tactics been under fire? The
exact number of years, of course, isn't really
important; what is important is that abuses
in the business of selling magazine subscrip-
tions have exlsted since those very early days
when door-to-door magazine selling crews
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would use—and many still do use—any de-
vice they could dream up in order to build
sales.

In an effort to curb these selling abuses,
the Magazine Publishers Assn. in 1940 set up
Central Registry. But the abuses continued,
and are still with us today, despite any ef-
forts of Central Registry and of some indi-
vidual magazine publishers to correct such
abuses. Over and over and over again maga-
zine publishers have been warned, by AbpveEr-
TISING AGE and by others, that to permit such
selling tactics to continue not only is bad
business but is morally irresponsible.

Now the magazine people have Rep. Fred
B. Rooney (D., Pa.) to contend with, and—
as so often happens when an industry doesn't
appear to be policing itself properly—before
Rep. Rooney and his congressional colleagues
are finished, the magazine business is likely
to be licking some rather severe wounds.

Rep. Rooney has been a longtime foe of
magazine subscription sales practices. But
most of his earlier attempts to correct sub-
scription sales abuses were directed at the
crews doing the actual door-to-door selling,
and an attempt to get Central Registry to
perform aggressively the job that It was set
up to do.

Now, however, Congressman Rooney has
launched an all-out attack on the business
offices of the magazines themselves, claiming
that the root of the problem really is in fran-
chise agreements which some major publish-
ers have signed with dealers. He maintains
that distributors are threatened with the loss
of their franchises if they fail to meet stiff
subscription quotas set by the magazine pub-
lishers. Thus, in order to meet these stiff
quotas, distributors will in many cases resort
to questionable selling tactics—and the pub-
lishers in question refuse to accept responsi-
bility for the consequences, he maintains.

As his principal targets this time Rep
Rooney singled out sales subsidiaries o.
Cowles Communications, Hearst Corp. and
Curtis Publishing Co., with particular em-
phasis on Cowles. That company answered
the congressman's severe criticism by saying
that he is “badly misinformed” and that he
has refused repeated offers from Cowles to
come in and discuss all aspects of the sub-
scription selling companies with him.

It is apparent, Cowles sald, that Rep.
Rooney “prefers to get only one side of the
story, and that side originates from former
dealers, most of whom have been terminated
for cause. This method of investigation ob-
viously cannot be either accurate or fair.”

If Rep. Rooney insists on making strong
charges against Cowles’ and other publish
ers’ sales subsidiaries, while at the same time
refusing to discuss matters with them, it is
grossly unfalr, And we cannot believe that
Congress will enact any legislation without
first allowing all parties to the dispute ample
opportunity to tell their side of the story.

The Magazine Publishers Assn. last week
passed an amendment to its bylaws which
will permit the MPA director, by a two-thirds
vote, to expel any members who fail to abide
by MPA laws and written standards. It is a
forward move to have this strengthening of
MPA’s power to deal with members who
break its laws. But that in itself is a far cry
from solving the basic problem of eliminat-
ing those subscription sales practices that
have plagued the industry for so long.

Many times in the past AA has urged mem-
bers of the magazine industry to clean up
this mess before someone else—Ilike Rep.
Rooney—decides to do the job for them. The
industry is dangerously close to having a
solution imposed on it; it has virtually no
time left in which to put its own house In
order.

Does anyone really need to be told any
longer how swiftly some positive action must
be taken?
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[In the Court of Common Pleas of Alle-
gheny County, Pa., Civil Division, No. 1433
January Term, 1870 In Equity]

MuTvaL READERS LEAGUE, Inc., A CORPORA-
TION, PLAINTIFF, V. JOSEPH MARTINELLI,
D/B/A MUTUAL READERS LEAGUE OF PITTS-
BURGH, DEFENDANT

ORDER OF COURT

And now, to-wit, this 25th day of Novem-
ber, 1069, pending the outcome of this hear-
ing, It is ordered, adjudged and decreed:

1. That plaintiff cause to be deposited when
and as collected in a trust account at Dollar
Savings Bank, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, to
be designated “Mutual Readers League, Inc.,
Trustee Account”, all monies due on ac-
counts of Mutual Readers League of Pitts-
burgh so collected from November 19, 1969.

2. That plaintiff shall also cause to be
deposited in said account when and as col-
lected all monies coming into its hands here-
after on accounts of Mutual Readers League
of Pittsburgh.

3. That Joseph Martinelli, defendant, cause
to be deposited in said account, as and when
received, all unremitted monles and all
monles coming into hiz hands hereafter on
accounts of said defendant's operations of
Mutual Readers League of Pittsburgh.

4, That in the event any accounts of Mu-
tual Readers League of Pittsburgh are now
or hereafter become delinquent by three
months, plaintiff shall immediately notify
defendant of any such delinquent account
whereupon defendant shall immediately set
in operation all legitimate efforts to collect
sald delinquent account or accounts, The
collections to be made In a manner comply-
ing with the Federal Trade Commission
Guidelines and the Pennsylvania Bureau of
Consumer Protection requirements.

5. That plaintiff and defendant shall furn-
ish Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Bureau
of Consumer Protection and each other daily
statements of collections made showing
thereon the amount of the payment, the
account number and the number of the pay-
ment made on each account making pay-
ment.

6. That the proceeds of the trustee account
be first used to pay the verified claims of
individual subscribers and consumers as veri-
fied by the Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer
Protection, the balance of the fund to be
pald in accordance with further orders of
this Court.

7. That in the event plaintiff or defendant
should receive notice of any cancellation, any
address change or other relevant matters con-
cerning these subscriptions, each shall im-
mediately notify the other and the Pennsyl-
vania Bureau of Consumer Protection of
such information.

8. That the Pennsylvania Bureau of Con-
sumer Protection be forthwith allowed ac-
cess to all the defendant's contracts, orders,
books of accounts, correspondence, mail, rec-
ords, and other documents and materials per-
taining to the operation of said franchise for
inspection and copying.

9. That the defendant forthwith turn over
Xerox copies of all McBee cards to the plain-
tiff. That the cards are to be used only for
plaintiff's collection under the Court's sup-
ervision pursuant to this Order.

10. That plaintiff shall immediately forth-
with 1ift the stop order on defendant’s mail
lodged with the United States Post Office
Department.

Jt':.dge‘

CowLEs COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,
New York, N.Y., November 25, 1969.
Hon. Frep B. ROONEY,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
Dear CoNGRESSMAN RoONEY: I am deeply
concerned with the publicity you have stim-
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ulated, and continue to encourage, in connec-
tlon with your investigation of practices in
the “Paid During Service” system of maga-
zine subscription sales.

In July, Gardner Cowles, Chairman of
Cowles Communications, Inc., wrote you and
outlined a program we were instituting in
respect to the operations of franchised deal-
ers in our various PDS companies. The pro=
gram outlined in that correspondence has
been implemented and we now have men in
the field charged with auditing such prac-
tices against our policies. Where there is a
deviation, we are holding up financial sup-
port of the dealer violating the policies, and
in cases where this is not effective we are
terminating the dealer involved. We are mak-
ing progress, but there is much still to be
done.

It is quite clear that you are getting con-
siderable information that could honestly
be described as "‘one-sided.” I refer to cer-
taln dissident dealers who were terminated
for good and sufficient reason by one or the
other of our PDS companies. They were not
terminated for failure to live up to sales
quotas—they were terminated for very basic
reasons relating to improper business prae-
tices, such as misappropriating funds and
bad sales or collection practices. I would like
to expose to you the records of these termi-
nated dealers because I am sure that if you
had all of the facts you would agree.

I know that one of my associates orally
extended an invitation to you several months
ago to visit Des Moines and see for yourself
what we are doing to control sales and
operating practices in subscription sales.

I would like to extend again this invitation
to you as well as to your administrative as-
sistant, Mr. Huber. I believe that you would
find this visit interesting and informative.
I think it would contribute substantially to
your knowledge and appreciation of Cowles’
circulation operations. I believe, in view of
some of your charges, this is only fair,

Whenever your schedule can accommodate
this visit, you will be most welcome as our
guests.

Sincerely,
MarvIN C. WHATMORE,
President,

HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., December 9, 1969.
Mr, MagvinN C. WHATMORE,
President, Cowles Communications, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Dear MR, WHATMORE: In reference to your
letter of November 25, 1969, you may already
be aware that I had written to Mr. Gardner
Cowles on the same date citing weaknesses of
the same corporate task force to which your
letter made reference.

As you know, I have stated on repeated oc-
casions that corporate officials or agents of
Cowles Communications, Inc., and its PDS
sales subsidiaries encourage, and help im-
plement, the use of deceptive and fraudulent
practices by franchised dealers. These same
corporate agents back up their demands with
threats that the dealer will be *“closed out™
if he fails to comply.

The validity of my charges was substan-
tiated within the past two weeks during the
proceedings of a civil court case in Pitts-
burgh, Pa., where Cowles, through Mutual
Readers League, Inc., was proceeding to
“close out’™ Mutual dealer Joe Martinelli for
deceptive practices. The testimony presented
during those proceedings, the statements of
the presiding Judge, and the mandatory in-
junction against Mutual which has resulted
are proof that corporate officials engaged in
precisely what I have claimed.

It seems obvious to me that the out-of-
court settlement agreed to by Mutual was in-
tended to halt the chain of damaging testi-
mony being presented by defense witnesses.
Thus, Mr. Hart of your task force, who I have
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been told was present In the courtroom for
much of the testimony, has been deprived of
some additional information, including the
testimony of Mr. Martinelll himself. My of-
fice, of course has had several lengthy discus-
sions with Mr. Martinelli.

The corporate activities which emerged in
the Pittsburgh courtroom are indicative of
the fate which has befallen scores of other
Cowles' franchised dealers across the coun-
try. You never will be successful in erasing
bad sales practices unless you stop making
scapegoats of dealers and deal with the prob-
lem where it exists—in the ranks of your
corporate officlals and production agents, and
in your franchise contracts.

In your letter of November 25th you of-
fered to “expose" to me the records of dealers
who have been terminated, suggesting that
if I had this information I would agree with
you. I will be pleased to receive any such in-
formation you care to put in writing. Dealers,
ex-dealers and others representing the maga-
zine sales Industry who have supplied me
with information have done so in signed
statements, often supplemented by personal
interviews in the presence of witnesses and
Tederal investigators, and substantiated with
documents. If I am to be objective, I can ask
no less of you.

I would also be interested to receive coples
of your current franchise contract for each
of the subsidiaries—Mutual, Home Readers,
Civie, BBC and HRL—If individual contracts
are still in use for all five. If all franchise
contracts are identical, a copy of one would
serve my needs.

Please be assured of my willingness to co=
operate with you in your efforts to combat
continuing abuses,

Sincerely yours,
FreEp B. ROONEY,
Member of Congress.
| From the Easton (Pa.) Express, Nov. 25,
1969
STATE INVESTIGATES SALES OF MAGAZINE
SUBSCRIPTIONS

PIrrTsBUBGH.—A civil court suit brought by
& subsidiary of Cowles Publications has re-
sulted in a state investigation of magazine
subscription selling practices in western
Pennsylvania,

Allegheny County Court Judge Arthur
Wessel ordered records of the Mutual Readers
League held for examination by state in-
vestigators. He also ruled that $670,000 in
customer receipts be held In a special trust
fund.

The Commonwealth has been invited to
make an Investigation of the whole works to
try to protect the plaintiff as well as the
defendant until we see what this picture is
all about,” the judge said in court Tuesday.

“There is something radically wrong either
with the modus operandi at the top or down
the line in this whole operation,” Judge
Wessel added.

The possibility of illicit selling practices
was brought to the attention of the State
Bureau of Consumer Affairs when the Mu-
tual Readers League, Inc., the Cowles Sub-
sldiary brought the sult, Cowles publishes
Look magazine.

The sult claims one of the franchises, the
Mutual Readers League of Pittsburgh “dealt
with dishonesty and with misrepresentation
with respect to subscribers . . .” Cowles is
seeking to have all records of the franchise
returned,

An attorney for the Bureau of Consumer
Affairs, Joseph Gelman, says his staff has
Pegun an examination of the records of the
firm.

The state Intervened after Action! Ex-
press, the public service column of The Ex-
press, and U. S. Rep. Fred B. Rooney, D-Pa.,
furnished information to the Bureau of Con-
sumer Protection that Cowles was trying to
remove the records from Pennsylvania.
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|From the Eastern
1

Court Gives STATE Access To
SUBSIDIARY RECORDS

PrrrssurcH.—The Allegheny County Court
ruled here yesterday the State of Pennsyl-
vania should have access to the records of
a franchise of a subsidiary of Cowles Com-
munications, Inc., to determine if the rec-
ords show magazine subscription sales are
based on fraud.

Mutual Readers League Inc., a Cowles sub-
scription sales subsidiary, petitioned the
court to have Joseph Martinelli, operator of
the Mutual Readers League franchise op-
eration in Pittsburgh, turn his records over
to it

Judge Arthur Wessell also ruled that $670,-
000 in monies which have been or will be col-
lected by Martinelli's franchise for magazine
subscription sales be placed in a trustee fund
in Pittsburgh and held until it is determined
whether the money was obtained by fraud.

The judge sald the money probably would
be returned to the consumer if fraud is
proven.

(Pa.) Express, Nov. 26,
969]

CowLES

SEEK RECORDS

The state Bureau of Consumer Protection
stepped Into the case when it learned Mar-
tinelli's records were to be seized by the
Mutual Readers League.

Martinelli said he feared the league would
take over his business.

The state contends the records would be
valuable in a phase of the investigation into
the fraudulent and deceptive practices in
the magazine subscription sales industry in
Pennsylvania and the nation.

FIRST IN NATION

A postal inspector reported this was the
first such case in the United States where a
court ordered money held in escrow.

It was reported that Cowles had sent let-
ters to its subscribers asking them to send
money directly to the Mutual Readers League
headquarters in Des Moines, Iowa, rather
than to Martinelll.

The court ruled all money due Martinelll’s
franchise must be turned over to the court.

The bureau of consumer protection acted
“swiftly” after learning of the Martinelli
matter through Rooney and Action Express,
the public service column of The Express.

Joseph Golman, an assistant attorney gen-
eral for the consumer protection bureau, re-
ported, “We have no judgments, no conclu-
sions at this time.”

The case has been continued until Mon-
day at 9:30 am.

U.S. Rep. Fred B. Rooney, D-Pa., accused
the Cowles organization in a House speech
as being responsible for many of the faults
in the subscription industry by using the
franchise method.

Rooney also charged the contracts between
Cowles and the franchise like Martinelli were
unfair and that Cowles had seized many busi-
nesses from the franchise without notice.

[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Register,
Dec. 6, 1969]
ORDER ON SALE OF MAGAZINES

PITTS5BURGH, PA.—A judge ordered Friday a
national magazine sales subscription agency
owned by the publishers of Look magazine
to Immediately halt what he called un-
ethical business practices to increase sales.

The order, in effect, gives the court the
power to enforce in Pennsylvanla a volun-
tary national code of magazine sales ethics
against the Mutual Readers League, Inc.
of Des Moines, Ia., and its dealers.

THE CODE

The code, drawn up in 1967 by the maga-
zine industry and enforced by the Central
Reglstry of Magazine Subscription Solicitors,
prohibits, among other things, misrepresent-
ing the price or length of a subsecription and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

falling to inform a customer a contract may
be canceled within 72 hours after it’s signed.

The Des Moines firm is one of five owned
by Cowles Communications, publishers of
Look. The others are the Home Readers Serv-
ice, Civic Reading Club, Educational Book
Club, Inc., and the Home Reference Library.

THE ORDER

The order came after Mutual Readers
League, Inc., agreed to settle out of court
a civil actlon against Joseph Martinelli, the
holder of its Pittsburgh franchise.

The company sought to dissolve Martinel-
1i's franchise because they said he used
fraudulent sales practices, but Judge Ar-
thur Wessel, jr., said testimony showed the
company helped set up the sales techniques
used by Martinelli and other franchise
holders.

USED COUPONS

He sald the schemes included use of in-
stallment payment books containing coupons
for four payments more than the 25 a cus-
tomer agrees to make on a five-year sub-
scription package.

One of Martinelli's employes testified that
as a general policy he altered almost all
contracts after they had been signed by cus-
tomers.

He said he changed magazines ordered
and adjusted the length of some subscrip-
tions.

But he said customers had always agreed
to the changes in telephone conversations.

CHRISTMAS TREES AND RE-
CLAIMABLE LAND

(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, should
there be doubt in anyone's mind about
the “reclaimability” of land formerly
used in coal mining areas, I have proof-
positive in my office that land thought
lost can be made beautiful and produc-
tive. My proof is a lovely Christmas tree
which I received from the Ohio Power
Co. and the American Mining Congress.

The tag on the tree sends more than
a message of Christmas greetings, it
sends a message of hope for all areas in
the country where land is considered
irredeemable because of mining activity.
The message reads:

This Christmas tree is a gift of the Ohio
Power Company, Canton, Ohio, and the
American Mining Congress, Washington,
D.C. The tree was grown on land volun-
tarily reclaimed from coal mining opera-
tions in southeastern Ohio. Fifty-seven other
Ohio Power Company red pine trees—one for
each state and U.S. territory—are decorating
the Ellipse, south of the White House, as
part of the 1969 Christmas Pageant of Peace.

There is another message, Mr. Speaker,
which is just as important as the two
I have mentioned. The trees come from
land reclaimed voluntarily. I want to
extend my congratulations to the Ohio
Power Co, for its year-round Christmas
gift to the citizens of the Canton, Ohio,
area. There is no way to put a price tag
on the gift of beautiful land, but we can
and should recognize the concern this
company has for the environment.

All too often, in coal mining regions
throughout the country, the land is
scarred from the results of mining opera-
tions. Strip mines have been abandoned,
the owners may pay a pittance “fine,”
and simply leave the land with no
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thought to beautifying or even repairing
the damage done whlie the mine was in
operation. We hear a plaintive cry from
mineowners that land reclaiming is
“too expensive.”

That traditional and short-sighted ap-
proach to the land has caused untold
damage to the environment and to fu-
ture generations of Americans. It is long
since past the time when mineowners
should recognize that the costs of oper-
ating a strip mine should include the
reclaiming of land. We have seen an
example of this type of forward-thinking
by a utility company. It is my hope that
the Christmas message of the Ohio Power
Co. will spread to coal mine owners
throughout the Nation.

COAL MINING AND THE PROTEC-
TION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, on Octo-
ber 19, the American Mining Congress
adopted a particularly noteworthy “dec-
laration of policy” on the subject of “en-
vironment"” which I wish to bring to the
attention of our colleagues.

Specifically, the AMC accepts “respon-
sibility for protecting the quality of our
air and water and for reclaiming land
that has served a commereial purpose.”
The AMC points out that this responsi-
bility should be shared by the mining
industry, Government, and the individ-
ual citizen, but the important fact is that
the mining industry is publicly declaring
its intention to help clean up and pro-
tect our environment.

It is my hope, and I am sure the hope
of all conservationists, environmental-
ists, and Members of Congress, that the
industry will start a crash program for
reclaiming land heretofore lost to public
use by strip mining. And next on the
agenda, I hope the industry puts its
thinking cap on tight and attacks the
problem of gob and culm piles that blight
the Nation's coal mining areas.

The outline of the AMC’s policy is
clear; I trust their follow-through ac-
tion is equally clear. A copy of the por-
tion of the AMC ‘“‘Declaration of Policy”
on the environment follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Mining plays a vital role in maintaining
the economic health of the United States
and is a critical activity toward safeguarding
the national security. Continued growth and
development of the American mining indus-
try must be encouraged if we are to continue
to meet the ever-increasing demands of our
complex, highly industrialized society for
raw materials.

In fulfilling its mission of finding and pro-
ducing the mineral resources needed by our
soclety, the mining industry must necessarily
effect some changes in the natural environ-
ment. It has long been the policy of the min-
ing industry to minimize any adverse influ-
ences its operations might exert on the
environment.

The responsibility for protecting the qual-
ity of our air and water, for reclaiming land
that has served a commercial purpose, is one
that the mining industry shares with the
individual citizen, with government, and
with all private enterprise. The activities of
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American mining companies stand as very
real evidence of their involvement In en-
vironmental guality control. The mining in-
dustry is convinced that it is possible and
desirable to do more.

We believe that the following principles
should govern any efforts to conserve and
improve our land, alr, and water resources:

1. Programs dealing with environmental
guality control must reflect a careful balanc-
ing of national interests and objectives. There
must be a realization that it is not possible
to have a technological society without
making some changes in the environment or
producing wastes that require disposal.

2. Programs directed at improving the
guality of our environment must have a basis
in sound sclentific evidence or conclusion.
Only in this way can we avoid critical waste
of time, money, and effort. Toward this goal,
there must be continued and improved co-
operation between industry and government.

3. Regulations should be promulgated only
after close examination of the facts, a full ex-
change of the views of all parties concerned,
and a careful reference to the technological
and economic factors that will determine
whether proposed controls are realistic and
effective.

4. Authority to regulate should be vested in
the lowest practicable level of government.
Only in this way can there be an assurance
that geographic and other factors receive
proper consideration, Environmental condi-
tions vary considerably across the nation.
Federal guidelines, when proven necessary,
should be broad and flexible enough to allow
state and regional authorities to develop pro-
grams tailored to their actual requirements.

5. Regulatory measures based on a desire to
protect the quality of land, air, and water
should be determined only after considera-
tion of the cost factors attendant upon en-
acted controls.

Where practicable, capital outlays of in-
dustry should be balanced by fair considera-
tion such as tax incentives, accelerated de-
preciation provisions, or similar measures.

As our soclety becomes more industrialized,
as our population expands and becomes con-
centrated in many areas, as our national need
for raw materials becomes more varied and
extensive, protecting the quality of our en-
vironment promises to become an increas-
ingly greater challenge. Attainment of na-
tional goals will hinge on coordination and
cooperation between public and private sec-
tors of our society.

The mining industry will contribute to na-
tional environmental goals by continuing to
emphasize the development and implementa-
tion of operational methods and technigques
that will minimize adverse changes wrought
in the environment. Correlative to this effort
is the encouragement of associated industries
in their development of improved mining
equipment and the proper end-use of the raw
materials we produce.

The mining industry will contribute,
through applied or theoretical research, to
the body of scientific knowledge concerned
with environmental quality.

The mining Industry will constructively
inform government, the public, and other in-
dustries on those environmental quality con-
trol matters within its purview.

The mining industry will support govern-
mental regulation that proves necessary and
is reasonable and practicable. The industry
recognizes the need to volunteer appropriate
advice and counsel to any level of govern-
ment considering such regulation when it
affects mining operations—or to challenge
through judicial or administrative means
regulation it considers unworkable or un-
realistic.

BILL TO PROHIBIT HUNTING FROM
AN AIRPLANE

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, with my
friend from Wisconsin, Congressman
Davip OsEY, I am introducing today a bill
that would prohibit the hunting of cer-
tain birds, fish, and wildlife from an
airplane.

Incredible as it may seem, roaming
loose in this grand country of ours is a
certain low breed of the genus homo
sapien who goes hunting from an air-
plane. I am not talking about the sports-
man who travels by air to a hunting
area—I am talking about the demented
person who, while in an airplane, shoots
at and destroys wildlife. It is hard to be-
lieve that such creatures exist but it is
painfully true.

Recently, 60 million Americans wit-
nessed the wanton slaughter and wound-
ing of wolves in Alaska by human preda-
tors firing their weapons from low flying
airplanes. I am of course referring to the
television documentary, “The Wolf Men"
where flying “hunters” were shown kill-
ing off one of America’s endangered wild-
life species. I have since learned that
another low breed of human has started
to “hunt” eagles from airplanes. Such
activity churns the stomach.

While I was in my district—hunting—
during the Thanksgiving recess, a num-
ber of my constituents vehemently ex-
pressed their revulsion at the sight of
persons swooping down to kill wildlife
from an airplane and calling it a sport.
In no uncertain terms they said to me,
“You are a conservationist—do some-
thing to stop it.”

Congressman OeEY and I are confident
we can put a stop to this form of wild-
life murder. With the encouragement of
conservationists and naturalists from all
walks of life from all over the country
and with the help of other Members of
Congress, our bill will end this national
disgrace. The provisions of our bill
follow:

HR. 15188
A bill to amend the PFish and Wildlife Act of

19566 to provide a criminal penalty for

shooting at certain birds, fish, and other

animals from an aircraft

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

“Sgc. 18. (a) Whoever, while airborne in
an aircraft, shoots at any bird, fish, or other
animals of any kind whatever which is on or
over any land (or on, over. or in any water)
owned by or reserved to the United States,
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both.

“(b) This section shall not apply to any
person in the discharge of his duties if such
person is employed by any State or the
United States to administer or protect land,
water, or wildlife."

SENSITIZING JUVENILE JUSTICE

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

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I am priv-
ileged today to cosponsor legislation
which will establish an Institute for
Continuing Studies of Juvenile Justice.
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No area of our judicial codes has been
as neglected as those dealing with juve-
niles. While our neglect has reduced the
administration of juvenile justice to the
most archaic and arbitrary form, the
rise in juvenile crime has skyrocketed.

This past weekend, the Washington
Post reported that juveniles are respon-
sible for more than 40 percent of the
District’s major crimes. A number of
specific cases were used to illustrate the
shambles in which juvenile justice is
now administered. In almost every in-
stance the young offender was given a
minimum of attention until he commits
a number of crimes. Rarely is there time
for counseling, guidance, rehabilitation,
and almost never will this young person
receive the individual attention and
treatment he so desperately needs.

Congressmen, as a rule, rarely inter-
cede in their communities administra-
tion of juvenile justice. I seriously doubt,
however, if any of the Members have
not had at least one instance during
which parents of a juvenile offender
pleaded for the compassionate and un-
derstanding treatment of their child.
And when one investigates, he often finds
that the child has been a victim of
agonizingly slow justice. I have found
many of these youngsters living in insti-
tutions that, because of lack of resources,
have been drained of almost all the ele-
ments of compassion and humanity.
Here they remain until an understaffed,
underfinanced juvenile court can handle
their case. Sometimes it takes as long as
a year, and by then this stark experience
has taken root in an impressionable
mind and the emotional and social dam-
age is almost irreversible.

Perhaps a case history at this point
in the Recorp will help to dramatize the
point I am making. An 11-year-old girl,
quite intelligent and very sensitive to
an unfortunate home environment be-
came hooked on drugs. While under the
influence of these drugs she was appre-
hended during a shoplifting spree at a
chain drugstore.

Her parents immediately responded to
their daughter’s arrest and she was re-
leased to their custody. A few days later,
she ran away from home. When she was
found, she was “stoned” on drugs and
subsequently turned over to the juvenile
authority. This time it took more than
a month for her parents to regain cus-
tody. During this time, the girl was de-
tained in an overcrowded, pitifully un-
derstaffed “home.” After her release into
the custody of her parents—mind you
there had still been no hearing on her
first offense—she took the first oppor-
tunity and ran away again. She has now
been indefinitely detained at the “home.”
That was T months ago and she is still
waiting for a hearing.

During this period the girl and her
parents had one interview with a court-
appointed psychiatrist. They had only
one interview because that was all they
could afford. The psychiatrist charged
$35 an hour.

That has been the sum total of the
“attention” provided this 1l-year-old
girl. In the l-hour interview, the psy-
chiatrist concluded the girl was emo-
tionally ill and in need of immediate ex-
pert assistance.

Yet nothing was done to assist her.
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And her detention in the “home"” has
only reinforced her sickened attitudes.

This is the way we treat our children.

I can only conclude our present system
of juvenile justice is outdated and irrele-
vant. It is woefully underfinanced and
understaffed. It is painfully slow and ir-
ritatingly arbitrary. It is miserably insen-
sitive. The example reported illustrates
that no distinction is made between a
child and someone in their upper teens.
In fact, consideration of individual ecir-
cumstances is rarely recognized. And
there lies the crushingly depressing state
of juvenile justice—to the point of near
crisis.

As one views the tremendous lack of
concern in so many areas of domestic
policy, one cannot help wondering where
to rank meaningful and sensitive admin-
istration of juvenile justice. I personally
believe it must rank near the top. A so-
ciety insensitive to the problems of its
problem young cannot consider itself
civilized.

Obviously, the bill I am introducing
will not solve all the many complex issues
involved in the administering of juvenile
justice or controlling juvenile erime. It is,
however, a start. A summary follows:

Sec. 5041. Creates the Institute to provide
a coordinating center for collecting useful
data re the treatment and control of juvenile
offenders; and to provide training for in-
dividuals in such treatment and control.

8ec. 5042. Authorizes the Institute to:

(a) serve as an information bank by sys-
tematic collection of data from all sources
re juvenile delinquency;

(b) publish data in useful forms;

(c) disseminate published data to inter-
ested persons;

(d) conduct seminars and workshops;

(e) provide short-term training of law en-
forcement officers, juvenile welfare workers,
juvenile judges, probation officers, correction-
al personnel, and other persons, including
lay personnel connected with the treatment
and control of juvenile offenders, and

(f) send out training teams to work at
State and local levels.

Sec. 5043. Director of the Institute shall
be appointed by the President with advice
and consent of the Senate.

Sec. 5044. Authorizes the Institute to ob-
tain data, personnel, facilities and other co-
operation from Governmental agencies and
departments (Federal, State and local) as
well as from private individuals and agencies.

Sec. 5045. Provides for Advisory Commlis-
slon to set policy and supervise operations
of the Institute. The Commission members
would consist of :

(a) Director of the Institute;

(b) Attorney General (or designee) ;

(c) Director of U.B. Judicial Center (or
designee) ;

(d) Secretary of Health, Education, and
‘Welfare (or designee) ;

(e) Director of National Institute of Men-
tal Health (or designee), and

(f) Fourteen persons having training and
experience in une area of juvenile delin-
quency, to be appointed by the President
from the following categories:

(1) law-enforcement officers
sons);

(2) juvenile judges (two persons);

(3) probation personnel (two persons);

(4) correctional personnel (two persons);

(5) representatives of private organiza-
tions concerned with juvenile delingquency
(four persons), and

(8) representatives of State agencies es-
tablished under Juvenile Delinquency Fre-
vention and Control Act or under title I

(two per-
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of Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 (two persons).

Commission members would have four
year staggered terms.

SEec. 5046. Directs that a suitable location
be selected.

Sec. 5047. Requires Advisory Commission
to design and supervise a curriculum utiliz-
ing a multi-disciplinary approach (to in-
clude law enforcement, judiecial, probation,
correctional, and welfare worker disciplines)
appropriate to the needs of the Institute’s
enrollees.

Sec. 5048. Candidates for admission and
enrollment in the Institute shall be nomi-
nated by the State agencies or agency es-
tablished under the Juvenile Delinguency
Prevention and Control Act of 1968 or the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe BStreets
Act of 1968 (title I) with final decision
concerning admission being made by the
Institute Director.

RECAPITULATION

Rather than simply further study ju-
venile delinguency, this bill seeks to estab-
lish a clearinghouse or data bank for all
the valuable information presently exist-
ing but not in any one convenient or cen-
tral location—a function which could not
be easily fulfilled except at the Federal level.
The other main purpose is to provide expert
“graduate” or “continuing” education and
training for those persons who are now
working to combat juvenile delingquency at
the State and local level.

HON. CURTIS L. WALLER

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on De-

cember 2 the Court of Appeals of the
Fifth Circuit assembled in its courtroom
in Jacksonville, Fla., to receive portraits
to be hung in the courtroom of Judge
Curtis L. Waller, and Judge Louie W.
Strum, both distinguished former mem-
bers of the court and Judge Warren
Jones, distinguished present member of
the court. On this occasion the court and
members of the bench, bar, and the pub-
lic in attendance heard addresses of
tribute to the judzes whose portraits
were being received.

I had the honor and privilege to pay
tribute to former Judge Curtis L. Waller,
who for 6 years prior to my entering the
Senate was my devoted and able law part-
ner in Tallahassee, Fla. I should like to
submit, following my remarks here, my
address on that occasion in tribute to
this great and noble jurist, friend, and
citizen, Judge Waller.

I am grateful for the privilege of par-
ticipating in this meaningful occasion
and particularly to have the honor to
pay tribute to a man whom I respected
as a judge, admired as a lawyer, esteemed
as a gentleman, and loved as a law part-
ner and friend—Curtis L. Waller.

The address follows:

DEDICATION

On July 11, 1950, a judicial sun, in the full
lustre and glow of noonday brilliance, after
a brief flicker and pause dropped suddenly
behind the horizon of life into eternity and
immortality. For on that day, Curtis Longino
Waller, of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Fifth Circuit, Florida’s highest rank-
ing member of the federal judiciary, died
after a brief iliness, at 63. Into the grave
with him went the hearts of a countless host
who admired him for the virile strength of
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his mind and loved him for the grandeur of
his character and the noble beauty of his
spirit.

Appointed as United States District Judge
for the Northern and Southern Districts of
Florida in 1940, he was elevated to the circuit
court in 1943, His judicial career climaxed a
rich and full life which began in Silver Creek,
Mississippl, where his family was rooted and
reversed, and an uncle was governor. He took
his literary work at Mississippi College and
his law degree at Millsaps College. He was a
high school teacher; secretary to the gifted
Pat Harrison in the House of Representatives
in Congress; an aviator in World War I.
Returned from the war, he Immediately
galned distinction at the Bar of Mississippi.
He served in the Mississippi House of Rep-
resentatives. In 1924 he moved to Tallahas-
see, Florida, and at once assumed leadership
in an eminent Leon County Bar.

His counsel was sagacious, his thinking
astute and profound. His character, about
which all of his life no man ever dared to
whisper, won profound respect for every ut-
terance he made to client or court, He was
thorough, and when his preparation was fin-
ished, sure of his case. He had the genius as
a lawyer of catching phrase and homely or
humorous rhetoric which endeared him alike
to court and jury. His standing at the bar
and in the community caused him to be
drafted against his will to serve Leon County
in the House of Representatives, and to ac-
cept appointment as State Attorney for the
Second Judicial Circuit of Florida for a brief
period.

He had an enviable aptitude for the bench,
for he had that balance of judgment, that
innate sense of justice, that courage of con-
viction, as well as that saturation in legal
principle and precedent, which makes the
judge. To a judicial mind he brought a gen-
tleman’s code and a warm heart. His happy
diversion from labor was fishing, and he
wrote intriguing fishing stories for national
sportsmen's magazines, In the camp or in
the friendly circle which he so much loved,
he had no superior as a storyteller,

He was too faithful a disciple of the law
not to follow it, but he was too just a judge
not to rebel at wrong—even what he thought
was wrong law. He believed in social justice
and progress, and as a citizen he supported
liberal men and liberal movements; but when
he sat as a judge he was the shield of the
individual, and woe to those, pressing down
upon the citizen, who fell upon the poniard
of his pen. As a district judge he had the
faculty to grasp the issues, to rule promptly
and forcibly, and to dispatch the court's busi-
ness both quickly and well, As an appellate
judge he spurned verbosity; he scorned
empty rhetoric and cut through the confu-
sion of fact and word with the lance of a
penetrating mind and what Mr. Justice
Glenn Terrell called “incisive, pointed and
direct statement.”

In one of his dissenting opinions, Judge
Waller said: "I hesitate to ascribe to Congress
the absurd design to tax a gift to a babe in
arms because his estate must be managed
by someone sui juris, exercising the powers
of a guardian or parent, while a gift to an
adult, requiring no managing third party, is
tax free. Congress likes adult wvoters, but
surely not that well.” Fondren v. Commis-
sloner, 141 F. 2d 419, 422 (1944).

But he could put a romantie shaft upon his
arrow; in Crews v. United States, 160 F. 2d
746, 747 (1947), he began the opinion of the
court: “The beautiful Suwannee River—the
mention of which calls to memory & plaintive
melody of strumming banjos, humming bees,
childhood’s playful hours, a hut among the
bushes, and a longing to go back to the place
where the old folks stay—was the scene of
the cruel and revolting crime that provoked
the gesture of dealing out justice that s this
case,”

His judicial reputation was rising all over




38166

the country. The law he loved has lost one of
its finest and best.

We became friends shortly after 1925 and,
until he went away, our lives, like our hearts,
were close together. When. he was lowered
beneath the gentle pine which is his sentinel
in Tallahassee, there came back to my mind
the noble words of Antony over the body of
Brutus at Philippi:

*His life was gentle, and the elements
S0 mix'd in him that Nature might stand up
And say to all the world ‘This was a man!""

And If we add “and a great and just judge,”
there is a fitting epitaph for Curtis L. Waller.

BILL: TO IMPROVE JUDICIAL MA-
CHINERY OF MILITARY COURTS-
MARTIAL

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

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, in the
listing of public bills and resolutions in
vesterday’'s CONGRESSIONAL REcorp, H.R.
15173 was inadvertently introduced by
me in behalf of Congressmen ASHLEY,
BincHAM, Boranp, BurTon of California,
Dices, Epwarps of California, LEGGETT,
LOWENSTEIN, MIixva, MOSHER, Moss, OT-
TINGER, Pucinskl, REES, ROSENTHAL, ST
(GERMAIN, SCHEUER, STAFFORD, STOKES,
TarT, CHARLES H. WiLsoN, Yares, and
ConvEeRs. This bill provides for the crea-
tion of a catalog of Federal assistance
programs and for other purposes.

However, the bill which I intended to
introduce in behalf of the above-named
cosponsors would amend title 10, United
States Code, to improyve the judicial ma-
chinery of military courts-martial. I re-
gret this error, and I wish to advise the
cosponsors that the correct bill will be
introduced today.

TRADING WITH THE
ENEMY

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REcorp and to include
a table.)

Mr., CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
during November there were seven more
free world ship arrivals in North Viet-
nam, according to information I have just
received from the Department of De-
fense, This brings the total for the first
11 months of 1969 to 92 as compared to
135 for the same period in 1968. Overall,
then, there seems to be reason for some
cautious encouragement.

What continues to be most disturbing
about this trading with the enemy is the
major role played by vessels flying the
British flag. Of the 92 arrivals this year,
67, or 72 percent were made by ships
sailing under the Union Jack. This is
basically the same percentage as last year
when there were 104 British flag arrivals
during the first 11 months.

The official explanations and excuses
for this traffic state that these vessels
are registered in the British crown col-
ony of Hong Kong; that they are owned
or controlled by Chinese Communists;
and that the British Government is in-
capable or afraid to do anything about
it.
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No one questions the importance of
Hong Kong, but it seems to me that the
British are not without influence for it
must be important to the Communists
for the British to remain there, or other-
wise they would have been pushed out
years ago.

Frankly, I cannot help but wonder
what London would do if these same ships
tried to trade with Rhodesia. I am sat-
isfied their policy toward their owners
would be decidedly different. For reasons
that have apparently been satisfactory
to our State Department, it has been the
poliey of our Government to support the
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British position on boycotting trade with
Rhodesia. Many faectors undoubtedly
went into that decision. Nevertheless, one
certainly would expect at least equal
concern on the part of London for a sit-
uation so vitally affecting the efforts of
one of its oldest allies.

I urge the administration to make a
greater effort to prevail upon the Bri-
tish Government to make a positive con-
tribution to our efforts to bring peace
to that tragic land.

At this point I include a chart detail-
ing free world shipping to North Vietnam
this year.

1969 FREE WORLD SHIP ARRIVALS IN NORTH VIETNAM

British Somali

January
February.
March
April
May.

~ oo

June

July

August.
September_ _
October
November

i e B VOV D

Total Y 67 1, e

NATIONAL WELFARE AND JOB DATA
BANKS TO BE ESTABLISHED IN
LEGISLATION BEFORE CONGRESS

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

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, under pro-
visions of two major proposals before
Congress individual dossiers on some
33!, million Americans can be prepared
and housed in Federal computers. These
human intelligence centers are integral
but little noticed parts of the Family As-
sistance Act of 1969 and Manpower
Training Act of 1969 now in formative
stages of consideration by House and
Senate committees. If Congress approves
these measures a national welfare data
bank will be created and administered
by the Social Security Administration
and a national job bank established in
the U.S. Department of Labor.

The proposed Family Assistance Act
of 1969 is President Nixon’s worthwhile
effort to reform a welfare system in
crisis, It encompasses many desirable
improvements as well as a program to
centralize the personal files of welfare
recipients through national eligibility
standards or direct payments to individ-
uals, There are officially estimated to be
25 million Americans who are considered
to be living at the poverty level. These
citizens would be included in the income
maintenance program anc consequently
their personal files prepared for use in
the welfare data bank. Last year some
9,963,000 persons including only 1,825,-
000 eligible for public assistance, were
served by public employment offices
throughout the United States. These two
groups total about 33'% million people.

Directly related to the family assist-
ance program through its requirement
that all adult recipients register with
public employment offices for manpower
services and training is the creation of
a national computer job bank. I support
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the purpose of this job bank: Using com-
puter technology to help solve the prob-
lems of finding the best workers for jobs
and the best jobs for unemployed work-
ers. This computer operation would be
State based with Washington at its hub
through which millions of registrants at
public employment service offices would
be profiled against job opportunities filed
with these centers. The Secretary of La-
bor wants the elementary stage of the
program installed in 55 major cities by
June 1970, and the full integration of
the matehing process a short time there-
after. Once operational, anyone register-
ing with a public employment service
office would find a detailed personal file
of facts about him, his financial situa-
tion and complete job experience record
linked to a national network of comput-
ers and telecommunications machinery.

Mr. Speaker, I am wholeheartedly in
favor of the unemployed having jobs and
those on public assistance becoming self-
sufficient. These objectives can no doubt
be augmented by computer technology,
perhaps by national dossier centers. My
concern over the creation of any national
data bank is based on the belief that
Congress and the public should serutinize
what these storehouses of personal files
will be once they are in operation. We
must carefully examine the issues of pri-
vacy and confidentiality in terms of the
use and possible abuse of data once re-
corded in Federal computers.

Recently the Senate passed legisla-
tion which would regulate the activities
of credit reporting companies as they
apply to investigative reports on consum-
ers seeking credit, insurance or employ-
ment. The purpose of this bill was to pre-
vent consumers from being impugned or
harassed because of inaccurate informa-
tion on a computerized eredit report and
to provide confidentiality and accuracy
requirements in the collection and dis-
semination of eredit information.

‘While I have long been concerned over
the inability of consumers to protect
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themselves from false eredit information,
I am amazed that Congress has not
questioned whether a similar situation
might not also exist in those Federal
agencies which utilize personal data re-
ports in their normal course of work. The
vast amount of decentralized individual
data stored in Washington, as well as
the countless requests by Federal agen-
cies for additional personal information,
provides fertile grounds for invasions of
individual privacy.

It is clear to me that built-in privacy
protections should be legislatively pro-
vided at the outset of these human in-
formation banks. Restrictions on the in-
tegration and coordination of personal
Government records are needed in order
to prevent unlimited access to individual
files. Individuals should be allowed to
inspect, and challenge if necessary, the
contents of his file for erroneous infor-
mation. Once an individual terminates
participation in a public assistance pro-
gram his file should be destroyed and the
subject person notified of this action.
This view is not without substantial sup-
port from those who have spoken on the
earlier plan for creating a National
Statistical Data Center.

Congressional hearings abound with
testimony which, when summarized, con-
clude that a statistical center where
sterilized data, devoid of any individual
identifiers and equipped with effective
controls on access and dissemination to
the information it houses, could be a
constructive and worthwhile Federal en-
terprise. But any system that is exclu-
sively designed to develop and maintain
personal dossiers, uncontrolled in scope
and subject was uniformly condemned,
even by the Budget Bureau witness. New
strong standards of confidentially and
other special arrangements restricting
access and reuse of these files, must be
provided.

Mr. Speaker, the day has come when
Congress must analyze and evaluate
carefully any proposal which requires the
establishment of a centralized data bank,
particularly one which is specifically de-
signed as a human intelligence system.
It is imperative that we assert our au-
thority and responsibility in this area
which has long been a specialist's domain
but wherein emanates programs having
serious impact on the citizens’ privacy.

I call the attention of my colleagues,
the press and public to these important
questions as several committees of Con-
gress review the major elements and
move toward final consideration of these
national programs.

HOMECOMING FOR KANSAS
NATIONAL GUARDSMEN

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

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, this is a
happy week for many Kansas families.
The long-awaited return of the 69th In-
fantry Brigade of the Kansas Army Na-
tional Guard is a reality. The officers and
enlisted men of the brigade will be re-
leased from Federal active duty and re-
turned to State service on Friday,
December 12, 1969.
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These units from the Kansas Army
National Guard, along with the Kansas
Tactical Air National Guard squadron
were mobilized in May 1968 at the time
of the Pueblo crisis.

The men of the Air National Guard
returned from duty in Korea and other
foreign assignments during the summer.

Formal military homecoming cere-
monies will be held for personnel of the
69th Infantry Brigade in various Eansas
cities today and Thursday. One of these
ceremonies will be held in Wichita, which
is in the Fourth Congressional District,
tomorrow afternoon.

I truly regret that it is not possible for
me to be present for those ceremonies
because of the important legislative pro-
gram which faces us in the House of
Representatives this week.

We are happy for these men and their
families. Reunions with one’s friends and
loved ones are always happy occasions,
but it is even more significant when it
comes at the Christmas season. They
have sacrificed much to serve their coun-
try at a difficult time.

They left their jobs and other career
pursuits to serve in the interest of the
defense and security of this Nation. As
one who served in our Armed Forces dur-
ing World War II, I am well aware of
their sacrifices.

Kansas has indeed done its share in
providing a substantial percentage of the
manpower mobilized in 1968. Approxi-
mately 900 men served on active duty
with the 184th Kansas Tactical Air Na-
tional Guard Squadron, There were 3,-
400 enlisted men and officers called up
with the 69th Infantry Brigade, and of
this number, 235 officers and approxi-
mately 1,800 enlisted men served in Viet-
nam, Unfortunately, all of these men did
not come back. Twenty-four Kansans
were killed in action in Vietnam, and five
died from other causes.

The Nation owes a great debt to these
men who symbolize the meaning of the
National Guard’s tradition of readiness. I
salute those who this week return to
civilian life and wish them success, hap-
piness and peace. Congratulations cer-
tainly are in order for the officers and
enlisted men of the 69th Infantry
Brigade.

Under the leave to extend my remarks
and include extraneous material, I in-
clude in the Recorp the units of the bri-
gade to be honored and the time and
place of the homecoming ceremonies:

STaTE OF Eawsas, Miurtary De-
PARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE AD-
JUTANT GENERAL,

Topeka, November 25, 1969.

Subject: Homecoming Ceremonies for 69th
Infantry Brigade (Separate). See Distribu-
tion.

1. Reference is made to letter, AGO-AR, 19
November 1969, Subject: Return to State
Status of 69th Infantry Brigade.

2. Formal military ceremonies will be held
for all personnel of the 69th Infantry Brigade
as follows:

A. TOPEKA, 1400 HOURS, WEDNESDAY, 10
DECEMEER 1989

(1) HHC (-), 69th Infantry Brigade (Sep)
(Topeka).

(2) MP & Med Plat, HHC, 69th Inf Bde
(St Marys).

(8) 169th Engr Co (-) (Emporia).

(4) 1st & 2nd Engr Plats, 169th Engr Co
(Eureka).
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(5) Bridge Plat, 169th Engr Co (Council
Grove).
(6) Co A, 160th Spt Bn (Topeka).
(7) Co D (-), 169th Spt Bn (Marysville),
(8) Mech Masaint. Plat, Co D, 169th Spt Bn
(Belleville) .
(9) Acft Maint. Plat, Co D, 169th Spt Bn
(Topeka).
B. THURSDAY, 11 DECEMBER 1969
1. Hiawatha, 1030 hours
(a) HHB, 2nd, Bn, 130th Arty (-) (Hia-
watha).
(b) Comm Plat, Sup & Maint Plat, HHB,
2nd Bn, 130th Arty (Troy).
(c) Btry A, 2nd Bn, 130th Arty (Sabetha).
(d) Btry B, 2nd Bn, 130th Arty (Horton).
(e) Btry C, 2nd Bnmn, 130th Arty (Paola).
2. Wichitla, 1500 hours
(a) HHC, 1st Bn, 137th Inf (Wichita).
(b) Co A (-), 1st Bn, 137th Inf (Winfield).
(c) 2nd Rifle Plat & Wpns Plat, Co A, 1st
Bn, 137th Inf (Arkansas City).
(dy Co B (-), 1st Bn, 137th Inf (Wichita).
(e) 2nd Rifle Plat & Wpns Plat, Co B, 1st
Bn, 137th Inf (Wellington).
(f) Co C (—), 1st Bn, 137th Inf (Wichita).
(g) 2nd & 3rd Rifle Plats & Wpns Plat, Co
C, 1st Bn, 137th Inf (Newton).
(h) Troop E (—), 114th Cav (McPherson).
(1) 9rd Armd Cav Plat & Trp Maint Sec.
Troop E, 114th Cav (Manhattan).
C. KANSAS CITY, 1400 HOURS, FRIDAY, 12
DECEMBER 1969
(1) HHC (—), 2nd Bn, 137th Inf (Eansas
City).
(2) Bn Recon, Bn Hv Mort & Bn AT Plats,
2nd Bn, 137th Inf (Lawrence),
(3) Co A, 2nd Bn, 137th Inf (Leavenworth).
(4) Co B (—), 2nd Bn, 137th Inf (Atchi-
son).
(5) 2nd Rifle Plat & Wpns Plat, Co B, 2nd
Bn, 137th Inf (Holton).
(6) Co C, 2nd Bn, 137th Inf (Eansas City).
(7) HHD, 169th Spt Bn (Kansas Clty).
(8) Co B, 169th Spt Bn (Kansas City).
(8) Co C, 169th Spt Bn (Eansas City).
(10) 169th Avn Co (Eansas Clty).
2. Additional information will be furnished
to all concerned as it becomes avallable.
For the Adjutant General:
PaiLre W. SMYTH,
BG, AGC, KanARNG,
Assistant Adjutant General.

GE STRIEKE ISSUE

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker,
I want to express my support of the
General Electric strikers, and I plan to
personally join in the boycott of General
Electric products.

The issues in this strike do not simply
revolve around whether or not the ulti-
mate settlement between the union and
the company will compensate the work-
ers for an increased cost of living, but
goes to the very heart of the labor-
management relationship and recogni-
tion of the judicial process.

Behind the motives and actions of the
company lie their policy of “Boulwar-
ism,” a name derived from the tactics
and beliefs of a former GE vice president.
Boulwarism threatens the very right of
any union, group, or individual worker
to retain a viable and relistic involve-
ment in salary negotiations.

Lemuel Boulware outlined his philos-
ophy in a recently published book. Es-
sentially, the policy works like this: A
company will, through some responsible
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and responsive process, arrive at a figure
for the worker’s contract; once made it
should not be increased or altered.

This approach does not recognize the
very right of the union or the worker to
negotiate—to bargain. It permits the
company to dicker with itself, demean
the very existence of the union, and ne-
glect the needs of the worker. Does this
not reflect and remind us of the early
struggles, the old economic class systems,
the cries of the worker and the very rea-
sons why trade unionism was created?

On October 28, the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Second Circuit in NLRB
against General Electric handed down a
long-awaited decision dealing with the
unfair practices charges arising from the
1960 GE-union negotiations. An issue be-
fore the court was the legality of the
“take it or leave it” method of negotia-
tions.

The court, after examining the com-
pany's negotiation techniques, held
“Boulwarism” to be unlawful and direct-
ed the company to engage in genuine
collective bargaining. The court found
that “Boulwarism" had two major facets.
It stated:

First, a take-it-or-leave-it approach (fair
firm offer) to negotiations in general which
emphasized both the powerlessness and use-
lessness of the Unlon to its members and
second, a communications program that pic-
tured the Company as the true defender of
the employees interests, further denigrating
the Union, and sharply curbing the Com-
pany's ability to change its own position.

In criticizing the company’s stiff and
unbending attitude, the court said:

The Company's tactles seemed so clearly
designed to show the employees that the
Union could win them nothing more than
the Company was prepared to offer, it is
even more apparent that a unilateral offer—
over which the Union may not bargaln—
diminishes the rewards and the importance
of the bargaining at the end of the contract
period. Thus, the Union’s ability to function
as a bargaining representative is seriously
impaired. Indeed, such conduct amounts to
a declaration on the part of the Company
that not only the Union, but the process of
collective bargaining itself may be dispensed
with.

Prior to this past Saturday, the tactics
by the company resembled those of 1960.
They refused to submit the grievance to
an impartial third party for arbitration.
The company's offer of a 6-percent wage
increase was far from being responsive
and responsible when, during the last 3
years the Consumer Price Index has risen
by 13 percent. In addition, the company
has repeatedly refused to include a cost-
of-living escalator clause in this con-
tract.

I invite my colleagues to read the rec-
ord and history of this strike to deter-
mine first, whether the offer by the com-
pany is in faect “responsible and respon-
sive” and second, whether or not Gen-
eral Electric is, even now, unwilling to
abide by the recent court decision—not-
withstanding its recent offer.

I support this strike for I am against
“Boulwarism™ and everything that it im-
plies and destroys. This is not just the
fight of the 150,000 striking workers, but
is the struggle of all union members and
those who have compassion for the work-
ing man of America.
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I urge my colleagues to join me in my
declaration.

Following is the majority opinion in
this recent case:

[U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit—Nos. 337, 338—September term,
1968]

{Argued June 3, 1969; Decided October 28,
1969.)

(Docket Nos. 20502, 20576)

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS Boarp, PETI-
TIONER, v. GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY,
RESPONDENT, AND INTERNAIONAL UNION OF
ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE WORKERS,
AFL~CIO, INTERVENOR.

Before: Waterman, Friendly and Kaufman,
Circuit Judges.

Petitions to review and to enforce order of
the National Labor Relations Board based on
findings of unfair labor practices and failure
to bargain in good faith in violation of sec-
tlons 8{(a) (1) and (5) of the National Labor
Relaticns Act, 29 U.S.C. §% 158(a) (1), (5).
Order enforced.

EavrMmanN, Circuit Judge: Almost ten years
after the events that gave rise to this con-
troversy, we are called upon to determine
whether an employer may be guilty of bad
faith bargaining, though he reaches an agree-
ment with the union, albeit on the com-
pany’'s terms. We must also decide if the
compan; commitied three specific violations
of the duty to bargain by failing to furnish
information requested by the union, by at-
tempting to deal separately with IUE locals,
and by presenting a personal accident insur-
ance program on a take-it-or-leave-it basis.

I. THE PRIOR PROCEEDINGS

In the wake of what it regarded as unsatis-
factory negotiations with the General Elec-
tric Company (GE) during the summer and
fall of 1960, the International Union of Elec-
trical, Radio and Machine Workers, AFL-CIO
(IUE) filed unfair labor practice charges
with the National Labor Relations Board. The
General Counsel, on April 12, 1961, filed a
complaint alleging that GE had committed
unfair labor practices in violation of sections
8(a)(1), 8(a)(3), and 8(a)(5) of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, 20 U.S.C. §§ 158
(a) (1), 158(a)(3), and 158(a)(5) (1964).
Hearings were held before a trial examiner
between July, 1961, and January, 1963, and
included testimony, oral argument, and sub-
mission of briefs. The Trial Examiner issued
his Intermediate Report on April 1, 1963,
which found GE guilty of several unfair
Iabor practices. GE and the IUE filed excep-
tions to the Intermediate Report, and on
December 16, 1964, the NLRB agreed with the
Trial Examiner. 150 NL.LR.B. 192 (1964).

There followed the race to the courthouse
that is an unhappy feature too often en-
countered in these matters. See Carrington,
Crowded Dockets and the Courts of Appeals:
The Threat to the Function of Review and
the National Law, 82 Harv. L., Rev. 542, 508
600 (1969). Since GE does business in every
state, every court of appeals has jurisdiction,
if GE's petition for review is first filed there,
See 29 U.S.C. § 160(f) (1964); 28 US.C. § 2112
(1964). The IUE claimed that it filed in the
District of Columbia Circuit 14 seconds be-
fore GE handed its petition to the clerk in
the Seventh Circuit. GE's version of course
differed. The NLRB, admitting its confusion
(not without reason, it would seem), sug-
gested that since the question of timing was
incapable of rational solution, the Second
Circuit, where the unfair labor practices com-
plained of occurred, would be the logical
place to begin, The District of Columbia and
Seventh Circuits agreed. IUE v. NLRB, 343
F. 2d 327 (D.C. Cir. 1965); GE v. NLRBE, 58
LRRM 2684 (7th Cir, 1965). Another year
was required to determine that the Union's
proper status in the action was that of in-
tervenor. NLREB v. General Electric Co., 59
LRRM 2094, 2095 (2d Cir. 1865), vacated and
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remanded, IUE v. NLRB, 382 U.S. 366 (1966),
modified on remand, NLRB v. General Elec-
tric Co., 3568 F. 2d 202 (2d Cir.), cert. denied,
385 U.S. 898 (1966). See International Uniom,
Local 283 v. Scofield, 332 U.S. 205 (1965).

In order for the action to reach its presint
state of ripeness, this court consolidated
GE's petition for review (No. 20576) with the
Board's petition for enforcement (No, 295(2).
NLREB v. General Electric Co., 358 F. 2d 292
(2d Cir. 1966), cert. denied, 385 U.S. 498
(1966) . Another year and a half passed while
the parties attempted to settle the case with-
out recourse to further litigation. When a
satisfactory settlement proved too elusive,
they reentered the fray with renewed vigor,
undiminished by the passage of time, two
successive collective bargaining contracts
(1963 and 1966), and by another suit over
proper representation arlsing out of the 1968
negotiations. McLeod v. General Electric Co.,
257 F. Supp. 680 (SDN.Y.), rev'd 366 F. 2d
847 (2d Cir. 1966), remanded 385 U.S. 533
(1967) . See also General Electric Co. v. NLEB.
No. 32867 (2d Cir., June 9, 1969).

II. THE EBARGAINING BACKGROUND

General Electric, a New York corporation,
is the largest and perhaps the best known
manufacturer of electrical equipment, ap-
pliances, and the like. Its products—manu-
factured In all the 50 states—range from
refrigerators to atomic energy plants, from
submarines to light bulbs. In 1960, it em-
ployed about 250,000 men and women; of
these only 120,000 were unionized. The IUE
is an international union, affiliated with the
AFL-CIO, and had a total membership of
about 300,000. In 1960 it represented some
70,000 of the 120,000 unionized GE employ-
ees, formally grouped in more than 105 bar-
gaining units, and was far and away the
largest single union with whom GE dealt.
The next largest, the United Electrical Work-
ers (UE), represented only 10,000 members,
and the remaining 50,000 unionized em-
ployees were split among some 100-odd other
unions or bargaining agents who dealt in-
dependently with GE. A high proportion of
GE employees are supervisory or managerial
personnel, who are available to the company
in the event of a strike.

The present action has its roots deep in
the history of prior negotiations and bar-
gaining relationships. Before 1950, the major
union was the UE. In 1946, negotiations
reached an impasse and resulted in a serlous
and crippling strike. GE eventually capitu-
lated, and agreed to a settlement that it later
characterized as a ‘"debacle,” and beyond the
company’s ability to meet.

GE’s response came in the form of a new
approach to employee relations, urged by
one of its vice presidents, Lemuel R. Boul-
ware. Although GE generally objects to use
of the term, describing it as a “hostile label,”
the tactic of “Boulwarelsm™ associated with
his name soon became the hallmark of the
company's entire attitude towards Its
employees.

In many respects, GE's negotiating policy
after the 1946 strike followed a predictable
course, The Company had been concerned
over the antipathy many of the employees
displayed during the strike. It decided that
it was no longer enough to act in a manner
that it thought becoming for a “good” em-
ployer; it had to insure that the employees
recognized and appreciated the Company's
efforts in their behalf. The problem was per-
ceived as a failure to apply GE's highly suc-
cessful consumer product merchandising
techniques to the employment relations field.

The new plan was threefold. GE began by
soliciting comments from its local manage-
ment personnel on the desires of the work
force, and the type and level of benefits that
they expected. These were then translated in-
to specific proposals, and thelr cost and effec-
tiveness researched, in order to formulate a
“product’” that would be attractive to the
employees, and within the Company's means,
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The last step was the most important, most
innovative, and most often criticized. GE
tock its “product”—now a series of fully-
formed bargaining proposals—and “sold” it
to its employees and the general public.
Through a veritable avalanche of publicity,
reaching awesome proportions prior to and
during negotiations, GE sought to tell its
cide of the issues to its employees. It de-
scribed its proposals as a “fair, firm offer,”
characteristic of its desire to “do right volun-
tarily,” without the need for any union pres-
sure or strike. In negotiations, GE announced
that it would have nothing to do with the
“blood-and-threat-and-thunder” approach,
in which each side presented patently un-
reasonable demands, and finally chose a mid-
dle ground that both Eknew would be the
probable outcome even before the beginning
of the bargaining. The Company believed
that such tactics diminished the company’s
credlitability in the eyes of its employees, and
at the same time appeared to give the union
credit for wringing from the Company what
it had been willing to offer all along. Hence-
forth GE would hold nothing back when it
made its offer to the Union; it would take all
the facts into consideration, and make that
offer it thought right under all the circum-
stances, Though willing to accept Union sug-
gestions based on facts the Company might
have overlooked, once the basic outlines of
the proposal had been set, the mere fact that
the Union disagreed would be no ground for
change. When GE said firm, it meant firm,
and it denounced the traditional give and
take of the so-called auction bargalning as
“flea bitten eastern type of cunning and dis-
honest but pointless haggling.”

To bring Iits position home to its em-
ployees, GE utilized a vast network of plant
newspapers, bulletins, letters, television and
radio announcements, and personal contacts
through management personnel,

Side by side with its policles of “doing
right voluntarily” through a “firm, fair of-
fer,” GE also pursued a policy of guarantee-
ing uniformity among unions, and between
union and non-union employees. Thus all
unions received substantially the same offer,
and unrepresented employees were assured
that they would gain nothing through repre-
sentation that they would not have had in
any case. Prior to 1960, GE held up its pro-
posed benefits for unrepresented employees
until the unions agreed, or until the old con-
tract with the Union expired.

The IUE split off from the UE in 1950,
when the UE was expelled from the CIO for
alleged Communist domination. Since 1950,
the IUE and GE have bargained on a multi-
unit basls, despite the presence of separate
unit certifications for IUE locals. The pat-
tern was continued in successive 1851, 1952,
1954, and 1955 renewal contracts. In prac-
tice, the IUE has dealt with the company
through its General Electric Conference
Board, composed of delegates elected from
IUE locals. Under the Union constitution, the
Conference Board may call strikes, make
contact proposals, and conclude agreements,
regardless of an individual local’s consent.
GE has dealt with, and recognized the status
of, the Conference Board since 1950, although
the national agreements frequently provided
that some matters, usually minor, would be
left to local agreement,

The 19556 Contract, which was to run for
five years, contained a provision allowing the
Union to reopen in 1958, solely on the issue
of employment security. The union did so,
but was unable either to gain concessions
from the Company, or to elicit enough sup-
port for a strike.

II. THE 1960 NEGOTIATIONS

Under the 1955 Contract, the earliest date
that either party could compel the begin-
ning of negotiations was August 16, 1960,
45 days before the end of the contract. Both
sides, however, were anxious to take at least
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some preliminary steps before they were
required to.

The IUE set up a loose alliance with sev-
eral other AFL—CIO unions who bargained
with GE, and they jointly polled their mem-
bers on proposals. Before the actual begin-
ning of formal negotiations, the IUE also
began preparing its members through in-
formation about some of the possible de-
mands that appeared likely to be presented
to GE.

Since the linchpin of the “Boulware ap-
proach” was to bring GE's side of the story
home to its employees and to the general
public, it began in the latter part of 1959
to advise its Employment Relations Mana-
gers of the subjects that they should be pre-
pared to discuss with employees. This was ef-
fected through various media, including
plant publications and personal contact.
General arguments in favor of keeping GE
competitive through low costs, and the ad-
vantage of receiving GE benefits without
having to wait for Union officials to approve
them, were among the suggestions presented.

Informal meetings were first held in Jan-
uary, 1960, and Union and Company subse-
quently joined in preparing a body of in-
formation. Neither side felt any inclination
to complain of want of cooperation at this
stage. GE, In fact, took pains to suggest
alternate Information when the precise
form the Union desired was unavallable.

Before another planned informal meeting
in June, 1960, GE notified the IUE by letter
that as of July it would institute a contrib-
utory group accident and life insurance plan
for all employees, but if the Union objected,
only unrepresented employees would receive
the benefits. The Union protested that the
Company had to bargain before making such
a unilateral change, but GE insisted that the
1956 IUE-GE Pension and Insurance agree-
ment waived all such requirements, The
Union still objected, and the program was
put into effect only for unrepresented em-
ployees.

At the June meeting, the Union stated
its proposals, as they then stood. Without
much discussion, other than some minor
clarifications, Philip D. Moore, GE's Union
Relatlions Service Manager and chief nego-
tiator, called the proposals “astronomieal” in
cost, “ridiculous,” and not designed for early
settlement.

Following the presentation of these pro-
posals, the early publicity phase of the Boul-
ware swung into high gear. Employing vir-
tually all media, from television and radio,
to newspaper, plant publications and per-
sonal contact, the Company urged employees
and the public to regard the Union demands
as “astronomical” (then and later a favored
Company term), and likely to cost many
GE employees their jobs through increased
foreign competition., GE, on the other hand,
announced it would in time make a fair and
“firm" offer that would give employees no
reason to allow union leadership to impose
a strike. The basic theme was that the Com-
pany, and not the Union, was the best guard-
ian and protector of the employees’ interests.

The IUE also tried its hand at publicity,
including an “IUE Caravan” that travelled
from eity to city, and occasional articles in
the International Union's newspaper. In
scope and effectiveness, however, they were
far outshadowed by the Company’'s massive
campaign.

From July 19 to August 11, the Union pre-
sented its specific proposals on employment
security, to which the Company replied with
general expressions of disapproval, or simply
rejected, GE spent the next five meetings
delivering prepared presentations on the
general causes of economic instability, which
the Union branded as a waste of time,

In subsequent meetings, the Company's
posture remained unchanged. It would com-
ment generally on some Union demands, and
consider them in formulating its offer, but
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would not commit itself in any way. While
it complained that the IUE proposals were
excessive, it replied to Union requests Ior
cost estimates with “we talk about the level
of benefits,” or that the proposals cost “a
lot." GE would not indlcate the total cost of
a settlement it considered reasonable (“we
talk level of benefits”); the Union in turn re-
fused to rank its demands by priority, de-
scribing them all as “musts.”” Indeed the en-
tire early period—and the later negotiations
as well—were characterized by an air of ran-
cor on both sides, which provided each with
welcome opportunities to downgrade the
other in communications to Union members.

GE finally revealed its own proposal in-
formally on August 29. While expressing dis-
tress at some features of the offer, Union
negotiators urged the Company to delay pub-
licizing its “firm, fair" offer, so that its posi-
tion would not be frozen before the IUE had
an opportunity to examine it and offer
changes. GE refused, agreeing only to hold up
most of the prepared and packaged publicity
until after formal presentation of the offer
on the next day.

Union officials frequently renewed their re-
quests for cost information during the ensu-
ing month of negotiations, GE consistently
refused to estimate the cost of its proposal or
of any of its elements, so that the Union
might reallocate its demands. When pressed
for some of the highly-touted GE cost
studies, Moore frequently slipped into the
“level of benefits” format, and generally
showed no interest in presenting alternate
information that was available and would
have served the Union’s needs.

There were few modifications made in the
original GE offer. The Company did propose
an extra week's vacation after 25 years in ex-
change for a smaller wage Increase; but
Union officials had indicated at the outset
that they were uninterested in paring down
what they considered an already inadequate
wage offer. Despite this, and in the face of
the departure by Union officials for their na-
tional conference, GE publicized the “new"
offer heavily in employee communications.

After declaring late in September that the
“whole offer' was ‘“on the table,” GE con-
trary to prior practice, brought its position
home by making its three per cent wage
increase offer effective for unrepresented em-
ployees before the end of the contract or
IUE acceptance. Two days later GE also put
its pension and insurance proposals into ef-
fect, despite IUE President James Carey's
complaint that this would “inhibit” any
subsequent modifications,

On September 21, Federal Mediation Serv-
ice officials began to sit in on the negotia-
tions at the request of the Union. Their
presence does not appear to have measurably
aided the negotiations. The Union, in re-
sponse to Company complaints that the IUE
proposals were too costly, submitted a writ-
ten request for information on the cost per
employee of the GE pension and insurance
plans, as well as the number of employees
who could be expected to benefit from GE's
vacation and income extension proposals.
The request was refused in part, and the
remainder was not complied with until after
the strike, when the information would be
of no substantial value to the Union,

Simllar difficulties confronted the Union
in its efforts to change the effective date of
the pension and insurance plans. The Com-
pany proposed a January 1 date for the first
increase in pension and insurance benefits;
the Union in turn suggested that the in-
crease in benefits should coincide with the
beginning of the contract. GE shifted its
ground back and forth: first it claimed that
the earlier date would be too costly; then
it sald that it was talking “level of benefits"
and not cost; then it argued that prior con-
tracts had always provided for pension in-
creases on the first of the year. When this
last ground proved to be incorrect, one GE




38170

negotiator promised to *consider” the Octo-
ber date, although he insisted the January
date was “appropriate.” During that after-
noon, however, even this concession was
withdrawn, and later explanations included
describlng January agaln as “appropriate,”
and *“the time that you make all the reso-
lutions for the New Year."

Union officials complained that “it is just
because we request something that you
would refuse to give it,” and subsequent
Company explanations served to support,
rather than to undercut, this feeling. On
September 28, with three scheduled meetings
left before the end of the contract, a Unicn
negotiator, seeking to salvage something of
the earlier IUE Supplemental Unemployment
Benefits propo:al, suggested a local option
plan under which some of the funds the
Company had allocated to wage increases and
its income extension offer could be diverted
to supplement unemployment compensation.
He was clear that nothing was to be added to
the Company's costs. Moore responded, “Aft-
er all our month of bargaining and after tell-
ing the employees before they went to vote
that this is it, we would look ridiculous to
change it at this late date; and secondly the
answer is no.” A few moments later Moore
reiterated his belief that “we would look ri-
diculous if we changed it.” Hilbert, Tor GE,
later gave three reasons why the Company
would not consider the proposal-—and two of
them were that it would make GE “look fool-
ish In the eyes of employees and others . . .”

GE on September 29 “ejected a Union offer
to maintain the status quo under the old
contract until a new one was signed, specifi-
cally refusing the cost-of-living escalator
clause, and stating that it would “consider”
later Union-related terms such as dues check
off. A strike (which took place on October 2,
except for the Schenectady Local, which
joined October 6) was clearly imminent, Al-
though clalming to be uncertain about fruce
terms with national IUE negotiators, GE
headquarters on September 28 authorized its
Schenectady Employee Relations Manager,
Stevens, to offer all the pre-existing terms
of the contract (except for the cost-of-living
term) to the local. Stevens did so in state-
ments to Union members and to the local
Business Agent, Jandreau. A similar offer was
made to the Pittsfield local, and broadly
publicized there.

By October 10, the Company (after the
Union had filed an wunfair labor practice
charge) made the same offer to the Union's
national negotiators, for any locals that re-
turned to work. Despite rejection by the Un-
ifon at the national level, the Company pro-
ceeded to deal directly with local officials,
and to urge acceptance of the offer. When
local officials demurred, as, for example, at
Lynn, Massachusetts, publicity was aimed at
the employees themselves, critizing the local
officials’ stand on the “truce.” Similar events
occurred at Waterford, Louisville, Bridgeville,
and Syracuse.

Throughout the course of the strike, GE
communications to the employees empha-
sized the personal character of the Unlon
leaders’ conduct, and threatened loss of jobs
to plants that returned to work late. Nego-
tiations were held during the strike until
October 19, when the Company declared that
an impasse had been reached. During that
period, GE refused to glve the IUE definitive
contract language wuntil the Union bad
chosen which of the options it preferred, and
until it gave its ungualified approval of the
Company proposal.

On October 21, it became clear that Union
capitulation was near. The Company, which
had previously refused to delete the retrain-
ing provision from its offer, felt free to relax
its position, and granted the Union's request
to permit a local option on retraining. While
refusing a joint strike settlement agreement,
which both parties would slgn, GE did pro-
pose a unilateral "“letter of intent,” indicat-
ing that it was in agreement with most of
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the Union settlement proposals. On October
22, the Union capltulated completely, sign-
ing a short form memorandum agreement
(they had not yet seen the complete contract
language to which they were agreeing), and
the Company alone issued its letter of intent.
The strike ended on October 24.

Two matters were left open for settlement:
seniority for transferred employees, and dues
checkoffs. Neither, when finally settled, rep-
resented more than an adjustment to take
account of NLRB decisions that rendered the
original form of the agreement of dubious
legality. Some minor changes also followed,
none of any considerable significance,

The only other events of importance oc-
cwrred at the Augusta, Georgia, plant. On
October 5, the plant manager sent a letter
to the four employees on strike (at that
time the only ones) , warning them that their
employment would be terminated and re-
placements hired if they did not return to
work. On October 13, however, he sent them
telegrams, retracting the earlier letter as to
Job termination, but indicating the replace-
ments would be hired. More employees
(twenty in all) joined the strike after Octo-
ber 5, and on October 24 the Company re-
fused their unconditional offer to return to
work. It did, however, give physical examina-
tions to three of the employees, and rehired
the two who passed.

1IV. THE SPECIFIC UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES
A, Unilateral Insurance Proposal

On June 1, 1960, before the reopening of
negotiations, but after GE had agreed to
meet with the Union on June 13 to hear its
proposals, the Company notified the Union
by letter that it would unllaterally institute
a personal accident insurance propoesal. Un-
der the Company plan, the insurance would
go into effect on July 1, would be paid wholly
by the employees, and would be in addition
to existing insurance coverage provided by
GE. If the IUE objected, GE would not offer
the insurance to its members; it would, how-
ever, make it available to other employees
regardless of the stand taken by the IUE.

Prior to the June 13 meeting, GE publi-
clzed the new insurance proposal along with
the information that enrollment would take
place later in the month. At the meeting,
the Union objected strenuously to GE's
fallure to bargaln over the insurance, claim-
ing that it was clearly a bargainable issue,
which GE had a duty to discuss with Union
representatives.

Ordinarily, the matter would be relatively
simple; it appears well settled that insurance
is a mandatory subject for collective bar=-
gaining, and the employer violates section
8(a) (6) of the National Labor Relations Act
by refusing to bargain over it. See NLRB v.
General Motors Corp., 179 F. 2d 221 (24 Cir.
1950); Inland Steel Co. v. NLRB, 170 F. 2d
247 (Tth Cir. 1948), cert. denied, 336 U.S.
960 (1949) (dictum). He would, of course,
also violate the Act If he unilaterally
changed the conditions or terms of employ-
ment. See NLRB v. Katz, 369 U.8. 736 (1962).
Here, however, both the policy of section
8(d) of the Act, and the 1955 IUE-GE Pen-
sion and Insurance Agreement (which was
to remain in force until October 1, 1960)
affect the issue, although it is correct that
sectlon 8(d) is not by its terms applicable.
Sectlon 8(d) provides that during the term
of a collective bargalning agreement neither
party need: ‘‘discuss or agree to any modi-
fication of the terms and conditions con-
tained in a contract for a fixed period, if
such modification is to become effective be-
fore such terms and conditions can be re-
opened under the provisions of the contract.”
29 US.C. § 158(d) (1964).

Under the 1955-1960 Pension and Insur-
ance Agreement, each party waived the right
to require the other to bargain as to pen-
slons or insurance matters except during the
stated renegotiation perlod—which, barring
waiver, was months off.
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Read expansively, and without any atten-
tion to the purpose of the section, the combi-
nation of 8(d) and the Pension Agreement
might appear to protect any action that GE
might take with respect to insurance during
the term of the agreement. In Equitable Life
Insurance Co., 133 NLR.B. 1675 (1961), how-
ever, the Board took the view that 8(d) was
designed to protect the status quo; it was
to be used as a shield, not as a sword.

To support this view, the Board now urges
that the legislative history demonstrates that
the primary purpose to be served by the
relevant portion of 8(d) was to achieve
“peaceful industrial relations” through stable
collective bargaining agreements which
guard “the right of either party to a con-
tract to hold firm to the terms or conditions
of employment specifically provided for in
writing.” 133 NL.R.B. at 1689, See II Legis-
lative History, LMRA 1947, at 1625. See also
NLRE v. Jacobs Mfg. Co. 196 F. 2d 680, 684
(2d Cir, 1952). Indeed, a convineing reductio
ad absurdum argument can be made that
any other reading would construe 8(d) and
the contract provision as permitting GE to
make any modifications in the insurance
terms that it sees fit—for example to in-
crease or decrease its contribution to the ex-
isting policy—all without any consultation
with or recourse for the Union. Section 8(d),
the argument would run, covers “any modi-
fication,” which would include a decrease
in benefits. Such a construction is patently
unsupportable; it would simply destroy the
stability of the agreement that 8(d) is de-
signed to protect. Moreover, viewing this as a
matter of contractual interpretation, it seems
highly unlikely that the Union would have
ever considered such a clause,

An argument more reasonable superficially
is that the Company might add to the agree-
ment through unilateral action, but could
not subtract from it. In a sense, of course,
the difference is illusory. A collective bar-
gaining agreement is a compromise not only
between the parties, but of their past, pres-
ent, and future goals. An insurance agree-
ment that covers particular risks, in a speci-
fied way, impliedly rejects other risks, and
other methods. Specifically, a Union may
always oppose Insurance plans to which its
employees contribute, believing that the tax
benefits of non-contributory plans to its
members—and often to the company—in the
long run will outweigh any present gains. Or,
it may believe that it is important to keep
insurance benefits within narrow bounds, so
that at the next negotiating session it will
be able to press more vigorously for other
benefits. In this sense, then, even “additions”
to the insurance agreement subtract from the
basic compromise that the agreement
represents.

Yet even if we were to ignore this thresh-
old difficulty, there are serious objections to
permitting one party to an agreement uni-
laterally to hold out this type of inducement
to the other. It creates divisive tensions with-
in the Union; employees with hazardous oc-
cupations will favor the proposal, while those
with routine tasks will object. Whichever way
the Union moves, it loses ground with some
part of its constituency. Unlon democracy is
not furthered by permitting the Company to
pick the Union apart piece by piece. The same
point may be made where there are both
union and non-union employees. If the
Union refuses the benefit, then it may appear,
at least in the short run, to have disadvan-
taged its members vis-a-vis non-members.
Thus it may be forced to sacrifice long-term
goals to avoid short-term dissatisfaction.

In the context of this case, where the
Company's tactics seemed so clearly designed
to show the employees that the Union could
win them nothing more than the Company
was prepared to offer, it is even more appar-
ent that a unilateral offer—over which the
Union may not bargain—diminishes the re-
wards and the importance of the bargaining
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at the end of the contract period. Thus the
Union’s ability to function as a bargaining
representative is seriously impaired, Indeed,
such conduct amounts to a declaration on
the part of the Company that not only the
Union, but the process of collective bargain-
ing itself may be dispensed with, Cf. Equita-
ble Life Ins. Co., 133 N.L.R.B. 1675, 1693
(1961).

A far more subtle argument on behalf of
the Company concentrates on the effect the
Equitable rule has on non-Union employees.
This line of thought suggests that the em-
ployer can always grant unilateral benefits
to non-Union employees. If he were forbidden
to do so whenever some of the employees
chose a Union as their bargaining represent-
ative, then the Union would in effect have
the ability to prevent non-Union employees
from making an independent choice on hene-
fits. In fact, the argument goes, he would
be denying the unrepresented employees
their right to refuse to be represented by the
Union, and would thus be committing an
unfair labor practice. See § 7, 20 U.S.C, § 157
(1964) (“Employees . . . shall also have the
right to refrain from any or all of such ac-
tivities, . . ."); §8(a) (1), 290 U.S.C. § 1568(a)
(1) (19€4) (making violations of § 7 an un-
fair labor practice).

There are two answers to this argument.
Section 8(a)(3), 20 US.C. §158(a)(3)
(1964), forbids discrimination in terms of
employment that discourage or encourage
union membership. Were GE unilaterally to
give only non-Union employees a cash bonus,
it would be violating the policy of section
8(a)(3), if its aim were to disparage the
Union. Under some circumstances, in fact, its
subjective state of mind would be wholly
irrelevant. See Note, Labor Law—The De-
creasing Importance of Employer Motivation
as an Element of Unjair Labor Practice, 46
North Carolina L. Rev. 875 (1968). Hence it
is not by any means clear that an employer
may give benefits to non-union employees
whenever he wishes; his freedom, and that of
the non-union employees, is limited by sec-
tion 8(a) (3).

Moreover, Equitable hardly says that an
employer like GE may not offer to increase
benefits during the term of the contract:
rather, its thrust is that if an employer
wishes to do so, he must be prepared to bar-
gain with the union. The Act can hardly be
read to require less.

GE attempts to distinguish Equitable by
urging that only section 8(d) and not a con-
tract provision was at stake in that case, and
the employer attempted to capitalize on the
dilemma it created for the union. The first
ground is unconvinecing. GE does not direct
us to circumstances indiecating a desire by
the partles to the collective bargain agree-
ment to do more than invoke the protecticns
of section 8(d). Indeed, the Company de-
scribed the contract language as “the stand-
ard 8(d) clause.”

Although the Trial Examiner found that
GE did not attempt to eapitalize on the IUE's
refusal to accept the personal accident insur-
ance proposal, this case is not distinguishable
from Equitable. The employer's attempt to
use the Union’s plight to its own advantage
was not a determinative factor there. The
dilemma created by an employer exists
whether he uses it crudely or subtly; it is in-
herent in a take-lt-or-leave-it bargaining
approach. True, GE did not capitalize on the
Union's refusal; but through its enrollment
program late in June, and by the unavoidable
controversy that the issue itself raised in
Union ranks, the Company was able to profit
from the situation without exploiting it out-
right. The rationale of the Board's Equitable
rule reaches at least that far. Once it is clear
that the party who disrupts the status quo
cannot rely on section 8(d) to protect his
conduct, then unilateral actlon over a man-
datory matter, joined to a refusal to bargain,
represents a straightforward rejection of the
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collective bargaining principle in fact. See
NLRB v. Katz, 369 U.S. 736, T43 (1962).

Lastly, GE urges that since the Equitable
decision was not filed until 1961, it should
be found blameless, since it did not know
that Its conduct was proscribed. Of course,
it is also true that the conduct, although
not yet proscribed, had not been judged
proper either, and indeed, Eqguitable Life
Insurance Company itself stands on the same
footing with GE in that respect. In any event,
parties who make a practice of stretching
the statutory fabric to the breaking point
should not be surprised when the cloth
gives way. Cf. NLRB v. Gissel Packing Co.,
Ine., 395 U.S. 575, 620 (1969) (condemning
“brinkmanship”).

B. Refusal to furnish information

It is conceded that in the prenegotia-
tion period GE was quite cooperative in ald-
ing the Union to secure information. GE
submits that it spent over $100,000 in ful-
filling Union requests. Indeed, in several
instances where the necessary data was too
costly to obtain, or was unavailable, GE
suggested a substitute, which substantially
satisfied the Union’s needs without straining
the Company's resources.

Once formal negotiations were underway,
however, GE's attitude changed markedly.
A pattern gradually began to develop in
which the Union would propose a particular
benefit, Company negotiators would label it
as “astronomical,” or *“costly,”” and when
pressed by the Union for figures to back up
their cost criticisms, would respond with
“we talk level of benefits, not costs.”

There were times when the format changed,
but the result remained relatively the same.
On oceasion, the Company might suggest
one set of employment security provisions,
which the Union did not like. When the
Union indicated that it preferred its pro-
posals to the Company's, the Company re-
sponded that the Union alternates were too
costly. GE refused to indicate the cost of
Union proposals, or how much it was willing
to expend, so that the Union might recast
its demands. The following exchange is not
atypical:

Swire (Union): We are asking for an im-
provement in maternity. We want the Com-
pany to pay everything up to $550, then co-
insurance after that.

WiLis (Company): Something like that
is out of reach. Maternity is the most ex-
pensive item.

Swire: What does it cost, 8id?

WimLis: We talk level of benefits, not
coats,

The cases that have dealt with the difficult
problem of giving meaning to “bargaining in
good faith” are instructive. In NLRE v. Truitt
Manufacturing Co., 351 U.S. 149 (1956), the
company claimed that a wage increase of
over 2% cents per hour would put it out of
business, but refused to furnish the Union
with any indication of its financial status.
The Supreme Court, in finding that the
Company had committed an unfair labor
practice, commented,

“Good-faith bargaining necessarily requires
that claims made by either bargainer should
be honest claims. This {s true about an as-
serted inability to pay an increase in wages.
If such an argument is important enough
to present in the give and take of bargain-
ing, it is important enough to require some
sort of proof of its accuracy."” 351 U.S. at 1562-
53. See also NLRB v. George P. Pilling & Son
Co, 119 F, 2d 32 (3d Cir. 1941); NLRB v.
Western Wirebound Box Co., 356 F. 2d 88
(9th Cir. 1966).

Moreover, it is not always necessary that
the Company put the cost of its proposals in
issue, or even refuse Union demands on the
ground that they are too costly. In Sylvania
Electric Products, Inc. v. NLRB, 358 F. 2d 591
(1st Cir.), cert. denied, 385 U.S. 852 (1966),
the court decided (without raising the issue
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of cost justifications by the company) that
pension and insurance costs (which it labeled
“‘collateral” issues) should be made available
to the Union where it wished to weigh the
value of such plans against an increase in
take-home pay. This is is particularly true,
of course, where the Company contributes
to the plan, thus in effect substituting it
for wages.

The rationale of these opinions seems ob-
vious; if the purpose of collective bargain-
ing 15 to promote the “rational exchange of
facts and arguments” that will measurably
increase the chance for amicable agreement,
then sham discussions in which unsubstan-
tlated reasons are substituted for genuine
arguments should be anathema. See Cox,
Tihe Duty to Bargain in Good Faith,71 Harv.
L. Rev. 1401 (1958).

The Board and the Trial Examiner relied
on two specific instances of refusal to fur-
nish information to substantiate their un-
fair labor practice charge. The first was an
oral request by the Union on August 24 for
the number of employees with one year, and
with twenty years, of service, so that the
Union might determine the cost of its de-
mand for a fourth week of vacation for em-
plovees with 20 or more years of service.
Carey later pointed out that this request was
in response to the Company's labelling the
Union's vacation plan as “astronomical.” Hil-
bert, for GE, stated tha* the Company did not
have the information; on August 31 Moore
responded that GE was discussing “the level
of benefits."

The second refusal to furnish information
relied upon occurred in September. When the
Union, on September 8, sought to evaluate
the number of employees who would have
benefited from the Company's Income E:x-
tension Ald proposal, had it been in effect
for the past two years, Moore responded,
“Somewhere between zero and 100 per cent.”
Later in the month, on September 22, the
IUE put this and other requests for informa-
tion in writing, and submitted them to GE.
Like the original August oral request, the
cost information the Union wanted was put
in issue by the Company’s repeated refer-
ences to cost as a justification for rejecting
Union proposals, or as a reason for preferring
Company plans. GE also frequently couched
its objections to Union demands on the
ground of “competition,” thereby implying
that the cost of the IUE proposals was a
material element in its considerations. See
Local 5571, United Steelworkers of America
v. NLEB, 401 F. 2d 434 (D.C. Cir 1968);
NLRB v. George P. Pilling & Son Co., 119 F.
2d 32 (3d Cir. 1941)

The September 22 letter requested bas-
1cally five categories of information: (A) cost
per employee of proposed insurancze benefits;
(B) cost per employee of proposed pension
benefits; (C), (D) number of employees
likely to benefit from the Company’s income
extension aid (IEA) program; (E) number
of employees with 20 or 25 years of con-
tinuous service The last request, like that
made orally on August 24, was designed to
test the Company's assertion that an extra
week of vacation after 20 years would be
too expensive, and that one after twenty-
five years would be preferable.

Addressing ourselves first to the oral re-
quest of August 24, GE never did reply until
it answered the same question, posed under
“E,"” above, after the strike was over. While
there is some dispute over whether the Union
orally requested the information for the
whole Company or for IUE units alone, there
is no disagreement that GE had the figures
available on a company-wide basis.

Even if we were to assume that the Union
had asked for figures for IUE units alone,
GE’s failure to provide the information is
inexcusable. The Trial Examiner appropriate-
1y found that GE could readily have obtained
the data from local plants, and even had it
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been unwilling to do so, it could, at a mini-
mum, have informed the Union that it had
the information available on a company-wide
basis, which the Union probably would have
found just as useful (since GE indicated that
it would put the same benefits into effect for
all employees, pursuant to its uniformity
policy). Thus, under the most favoraple in-
terpretation of the facts, GE's offhanded re-
fusal to submit information on an issue
which It had itself raised, would amount to
an unfair labor practice. This conclusion is
fortified by GE's behavior in the prenegotia-
tion meetings, when it demonstrated that it
was capabie of providing information—in-
deed even suggesting that it be provided—in
a form different from that originally desired.
If we were to hold that because the informa-
tion requested did not conform precisely to
the data in the possession of the Company,
an employer might refuse to provide any data
at all, we would, in our view, be taking a step
backwards, towards incorporating all the
worst features of the ancient common law
pleading system into our present-day iabor
negotiations. GE seems to suggest that even
an insignificant variance between the request
and the available information would be a
complete bar to the Union—even though it
was utterly unaware of the precise form in
which the Company kept its records, and the
Company refused to enlighten it. In a day
when liberal pleadings, liberal discovery, and
modern rules of evidence have largely super-
seded ancient formalism, grafting such a
pointless and dysfunctional rule cnto
negotiating procedures is clearly out of place.

GE did finally respond to item “E,” as well
as items "C” and D" In the September 22
letter, on November 7, after the strike had
been settled and the contract agreed upon.
All three of the requests required that the
Company collect information from its local
plant managers; GE, however, waited until
October 24 to Initiate the collection process.
The Company also claims that mass picket-
ing, violence, and problems of shutting down
struck plants forced it to delay. But, as the
Trial Examiner poilnted out, this retrospec-
tive explanation falls to explaln the initial
delay of a week, before the strike began. The
Trial Examiner, who had the opportunity to
observe and evaluate the testimony, refused
to credit this explanation. Finding that his
conclusion (adopted by the Board) ls sup-
ported by substantial evidence (and is not
vigorously contested by the Company), we
conclude that the Company committed an
unfair labor practice by failing to provide
the information, highly relevant to the nego-
tiations, within a reasonable time, See NLRB
v. Fitzgerald Mills Corp., 813 F. 2d 260 (2d
Cir.), cert. denied 375 U.S. 834 (1063); Utica
Observer Dispateh, Ine, 111 N.L.R.B. 5863,
enforced 220 F. 2d 575 (2d Cir. 1956); Reed
& Prince Mjg. Co., 98 N.L.R.B. 850, enforced
205 . 2d 131 (1st Cir.), cert. denled 346
U.8. 887 (1953). See also section 10(e), 29
U.8.C. §160(e) (1964); Universal Camera
Corp. v. NLRB, 340 U.8. 474 (1951) (Frank-
furter, J.).

Items A and B, mentioned in the Septem-
ber 22 letter—the estimated per employee
pension and insurance data—were never pro-
vided by the Company. It insisted that it was
not legally required to disclose the cost of
fringe benefits to it, and that in any case the
information was so “purely speculative” that
compiling it would be both burdensome and
valueless. The first contention seems clearly
wrong. In order for the Union to assess prop-
erly the Company’s objections to some of its
proposals, and to understand which of GE's
objections to cost were soundly based, the
IUE had to have the basic data on which 10
make informed choices.

A union weighing wages against benefits,
or one form of benefit against another, should
receive answers to its genuine non-burden-
some requests for cost information, If the
Union were denied such data, it would be
unable to bargain intelligently, and arrive at
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sensible and reasoned decisions, particularly
those involving reallocation of benefits with-
in GE's cost framework. Even the first Syl-
vania decision indicated that when the em-
ployer (as here) puts cost in issue, or the
discussion involves a contributory plan (as
here), the Union may be entitled to cost
information. See also note 6, supra.

The Company [urther urges that since the
Trial Examiner found that some of the in-
formation would have been difficult or ex-
pensive to obtain in the form requested, it
need not have provided it. But GE had most
of the information in some form that would
have been useful to the Union, and easily
could have either presented it in that form,
or at least advised the Union that it had
other relevant information (like the C, D,
and E data) avallable. The objection is un-
availing,

The last major claim is that future pen-
slon and insurance costs were “purely specu-
lative' and only “educated guesses." The dif-
ficulty with this stand is that it would ex-
cuse the Company from furnishing virtually
all information of which it was not abso-
lutely certain_ In bargaining, as in most other
circumstances, it is the use to which the
information is put that should determine the
degree of accuracy that is required. The root
question, as posed in the second Sylvenia
case Is whether the data “would significantly
aid in the bargalning process. 358 F. 2d at
582. There can be no guestion that the in-
formation available would have asslsted the
Union here; GE committed an unfalr labor
practice in withholding it.

C. Bargaining directly with locals

As we have pointed out above, GE and
the TUE had a consistent pattern of national
negotiations for over ten yeara before the
1960 strike. There can be little doubt that
the Board's finding that GE recognized and
dealt with the IUE-GE Conference Board as
representative of all IUE locals was both sup-
ported by substantial evidence and correct.

Once the strike was imminent, however,
GE sabandoned this pattern, and dealt sepa-
rately with several of the IUE locals. On
September 29, GE notified the IUE at their
bargaining meeting that after October 1, it
would consider its contractual obligations at
an end; It would continue current wages,
benefits, and seniority, but such wunion-
related matters as dues checkoff, grievance
time pay and superseniority for union offi-
clals, would have to be “considered.”

That same day, however, GE headquarters
authorized their local Employment Relations
Manager, A. C. SBtevens, in Schenectady to
offer more to the local there than had been
offered to the national negotiators, if Sche-
nectady Local 301 stayed at work, Specifically,
all the union-related provisions of the old
contract—dues checkoff and the like—were
to remain in effect, while at the national
level, GE had committed itself only to “con-
sider” them. On October 4, Stevens wrote to
Leo Jandreau, Local 301's business agent,
stating:

“We agree to extend to you protection of
the recent contract, including grievance
machinery, protection covering working con-
ditions, seniority, prices, wage rates, and any
other condition of employment recited in the
contract, Current cost-of-living adders will
remain in effect. We will continue union
representation recognition as presently con-
stituted and all the above will remain In
effect so long as we are not on strike.”

On the same day, the local Employee Rela-
tions Manager at Pittsfield made a similar
offer, containing the same truce conditions,
which was broadly publicized. The IUE then
filed an unfair labor practice charge, based
on the offers to the locals. Several days later
(about October 10), GE offered the same
terms to the national negotiators.

On the day the Company made its Schenec~
tady-Pittsfield terms available to the IUE
generally, the Lynn, Massachusetts Employ-
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ment Relations Manager, Robert Burns,
wrote to Lynn Local 201's Business Agent,
and proposed: . . . we meet to work out a
memorancum of intent which would re-
establish for all employees represented by
Local 201 all of the provisions which were in
the contract . . . which . . . would go into
effect when Local 201 terminates the strike
in Lynn while contract negotiations con-
tinue.”

At Waterford, a similar proposal was made
to the loeal Bu:lness Agent, and union mem-
bers were telephoned by their foremen and
urged to convince thelr local officers to ac-
cept the return to work proposal.

At Louisville, KEentucky, the Employee Re-
lations Mansager forwarded a copy of the
Company’s October 10 proposal along with a
noncommittal letter to the Local Business
“helpful” in removing the “confusion” over
Agent indicating that the copy might be
how employees might return to work. The
Bridgeville, Pennsylvanlia Employee Relations
Manager also forwarded a copy of the pro-
posal, but he in addition added that he was
*. . . suggesting it to you and other Local 640
officials as a means of permitting local mem-
bers to return to their jobs and to continue
to earn their wages, until a settlement agree-
ment is reached.”

At Syracuse, in a phone conversation be-
tween the Local President and the Union
Relations Manager, the Manager not only
suggested accepting the terms now offered to
the IUE nationally, but indicated that the
President and several other Syracuze employ-
ees could have their alleged strike miscon-
duct suspensions lifted if they returned to
work,

The Trial Examiner and the Board agreed
that in each instance GE committed an
unfair labor practice when it went behind
the backs of the national negotlators and
offered separate peace settlements to locals,
Medo Photo Supply Corp. v. NLRB, 321 U.S.
678 (1944) sustains this conclusion, In Medo,
several employees who appeared to represent
a majority met with their employer to ex-
press their dissatisfaction with the union
representing them. They offered to abandon
it If their wages were increased. When the
Employer treated with the dissenting em-
ployces, the Court held, he violated section
9(a) of the Act, 20 US.C. §159(a) (bar-
gaining representatives of the union are
“exclusive"”). Therefore, he committed unfair
labor practices under sections 8(a) (1) and
8(a) (5), 29 US.C. §§1568(a) (1), 158(a) (5)
(1964). Medo instructs that it does not mat-
ter who Initiates the by-passing of the bar-
galning representatives 321 U.S. at 683. Sub-
sequent cases appear to heve applied the
doctrine even where the offer to the local or
to the employees was no better than that
made to the bargaining representative. See,
e.g., Independent Stave Co, v. NLRB, 352 F.
2d 563 (Bth Cir. 1965), cert. denied, 384 U.S.
962 (1966) (by implication). We have, under
similar eircumstances, condemned efforts by
an employer to take a matter up with his
employees, where their bargaining represent-
ative had already taken a stand on the mat-
ter. Utica Observer-Dispatch v. NLRB, 229
F. 2d b75 (19568). But cf. NLRB v. Penokee
Veneer Co., 168 F. 2d 868 (Tth Cir. 1948).

The terms offered at Schenectady and
Pitisfield were in fact better than those made
available to the national negotiators. There
can be no question but that such offers clash
with the Medo rationale, for they cut deeply
into the Act's command that bargaining rep-
resentatives be “exclusive.” See §89(a), 29
U.S.C. § 169(a) (1964). The Company’s claim
that it had to “clarify” its position to the
Schenectady management so that they would
know what terms to eflectuate if the local
there came to work ignores the fact that the
Company’s vagueness on return to work
provisions that caused the need for clarifi-
cation. In any case, the additional union-
related terms should have been offered to
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the national negotiators for their considera-
tion before—or at least at the same time
that—they were given to the locals; yet GE
walted until the Union had filed an unfair
labor practice charge to do so. We agree with
the Board that GE committed an unfair
labor practice by falling to respect the
IUE-GE Conference Board's status as ex-
clusive bargaining representative.

The other proposals complained of occurred
after October 10, and so there is no question
(with the possible exception of Syracuse) of
offering more to the local than to the na-
tional negotiators, Yet, as we have suggested,
this factor cannot be dispositive. The vice
that Medo sought to avoid was the practice of
undermining the authority of the union’s
bargaining representatives through direct
dealings with the locals or employees they
represented. Such tacties are Inherently
divisive; they make negotiations difficult and
uncertain; they subvert the cooperation nec-
essary to sustain a responsible and meaning-
ful union leadership. The evil, then, is not
in offering more. It is in the offer itself.

At Lynn and Waterford it is clear that the
employment managers were proposing that
they and the local make a separate settle-
ment. At Lynn, GE even offered a separate
“letter of intent.” Bridgeville is similar, and
though the evidence is not so strong, the
Board might reasonably have found that the
manager there was suggesting an independent
settlement. The offers of reinstatement at
Syracuse place that proposal as well in the
forbidden category, for they indicate that
an individual settlement was being held out
to the local.

At Louisville, however, the only indicia the
Board relles on pointing to a separate agree-
ment, or to treating separately with the local,
is the fact that the letter was addressed to
the local’s president. A fair reading of the
brief missive, however, falls to disclose that
it had anything more than an Informational
purpose, giving the content of the proposal
made at the national level previously. The
basic distinction is between attempting to
reach a separate settlement with the local—
as at Schenectady—and keeping the local
informed of Company positions. In circum-
stances such as these, the interest in free
speech and informed cholce must prevail
over the slight possibility that the repre-
sentatives’ positions might be undermined,
and thus we believe the Board's finding is
unsupported by substantial evidence. See
NLREB v. Penokee Veneer Co., 168 F. 2d 868
(7th Cir. 1948). Cf. Linn v. United Plant
Guard Workers of America, 383 U.S. 53, 62
(1966) (favoring ‘"‘uninhibited, robust”
debate) .

V. OVERALL FAILURE TO BARGAIN IN GOOD
FAITH

We now approach the most troublesome
and most vigorously contested of the charges.
In addition to the three specific unfair labor
practices, GE Is also charged with an overall
fallure to bargain in good faith, compounded
like a mosaic of many pieces, but depending
not on any one alone. They are together to
be understood to comprise the “totality of
the circumstances.” Despite my brother
Friendly’s distaste for the term, past decisions
have indeed emphasized that good faith—or
lack of it—must in the absence of a per se
viclation depend upon a factual determina-
tion based on the overall conduct of the
party charged. See NLREB v. Insurance Agents’
Union, 361 U.S. 477, 408 (1960); NLEB v.
Truitt Mfg. Co., 351 U.S. 149 (1956). The
Board can hardly be faulted for resting its
finding on a ground that the Supreme Court
has mandated. Certain specific practices,
such as making unilateral changes in work-
ing conditions during bargaining, can be
found to constitute per se violations of the
duty to bargain, since they constitute a “re-
fusal to negotiate in fact.” See NLRB v.
Katz, 369 U.S. 736, 743 (1962). When such
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conduct is present, the Board need make no
finding that the totality of the party's con-
duct manifests bad faith; the practice itself
is conclusive on that issue.

The Board, however, chose to find an over-
all fallure of good faith bargaining in GE's
conduct. Specifically, the Board found that
GE's bargaining stance and conduct, con-
sidered as a whole, were designed to derogate
the Union in the eyes of its members and the
public at large. This plan had two major
facets: first, a take-it-or-leave-it approach
(“firm, fair offer”) to negotiations In general
which emphasized both the powerlessness
and uselessness of the Union to its members,
and second, a communications program that
pictured the Company as the true defender
of the employees' interests, further denigrat-
ing the Union, and sharply curbing the Com-
pany's abllity to change its own position.

The Board relles both on the unfair labor
practices already discussed and on several
other specific instances to show that GE
had develped a pattern of conduct incon-
sistent with good faith bargaining It points
to GE's proposed personal accldent insur-
ance proposal on a take-it-or-leave-it basis
as an example of an attempt to disparage its
importance and usefulness in the eyes of its
members. GE’s response to this is that the
Equitable case had not been decided in 1960.
Therefore, it argues, its actlons were based
on a “justifiable belief” in the state of the
law at that tlme and cannot support the
view that the Company was motivated by
bad faith.

This reasoning overlooks the principle that
acts not in themselves unfair labor prac-
tices may support an inference that a party
is acting In bad faith. See NLREB v. Insurance
Agents’ Union, 361 U.S. 477, 506 (1960)
(Frankfurter, J, concurring). While GE may
have believed that it was acting within Its
“rights” in offering a take-it-or-leave-it pro-
posal, doing so may still be some evidence of
lack of good falth. Here there was no sub-
stantial justification offered for refusing to
discuss the matter, other than a niggling—
and incorrect—view of the contract and the
statute, Cf. NLRB v. Reed & Prince Mfg. Co.,
205 F 2d 131 (1st Cir.) (Magruder, J.) (“must
make some reasonable effort in some direc-
tion"), cert. denied 346 U.S. 887 (1953). Given
the effects of take-it-or-leave-it proposals on
the Union, already set forth in our review of
the specific unfair labor practice charges, the
Board could appropriately infer the presence
of anti-Union animus, and in conjunction
with other similar conduct could reasonably
discern a pattern of illegal activity designed
primarily to subvert the Union.

We have already discussed at length the
Company's fallure to furnish information.
As in the instance of the personal accident
insurance proposal, GE's attitude on infor-
mation was characterized by a pettifogging
insistence on doing not one whit more than
the law absolutely required, an insistence
that eventually strayed over into doing con-
siderably less. GE's conduct, as the Board's
opinion points out, was all of a plece. It
negotiated, to the greatest possibl: extent,
by lgnoring the legitimacy and relevance of
the Union’s position as statutory representa-
tive of its members. Thus it is hardly sur-
prising that IUE requests for information
were met (at least once negotiations had be~
gun) with less than enthusiasm, for they
reflected the Union's contrary belief that it
had to know the worth of the Company pro-
posals In order to valuate them for its
members,

GE’s reluctance to part with information
was not limited to the specific instances com-
plained of as an unfair labor practice. The
record discloses that even before the general
reopening of negotiations, GE displayed a
patronizing attitude towards Union negotia-
tors inconsistent with a genuine desire to
reach a mutually satisfactory accord. During
the early meetings devoted to employment
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security, GE's responses to the Union’s de-
tailed proposals were vague and informative,
hardly calculated to apprise the IUE of GE's
stand on any of the matters about which
it wanted to negotiate. When the Union
finished presenting its plan, GE, instead of
offering counter-proposals, or commenting
specifically on the IUE's suggestions, offered
a prepared lecture series on the general
causes of economic instability, a response not
at all designed to enlighten the Union on
specific bargainable matters. This impression
is reinforced by Moore's consistent refusal
to permit the lecturing Employee Relations
Managers to answer specific Union inquiries.

More crucial, perhaps, was the Company's
persistent refusal, after publicizing its pro-
posal, to estimate not only the cost of com-
ponents of its offer, but the total size of the
wage-benefit package It would consider rea-
sonable. Responses such as "It hasn't oc-
curred yet” were interposed when IUE nego-
tiators asked for estimates of the GE offer;
yet the trial examiner found (as GE's bar-
gaining philosophy required) that consider-
able cost studies had in fact been made,
which would have been of substantial as-
sistance to the Union. Without an estimate
of the overall slze of GE's offer, the Union
was hamstrung in its efforts to decide which
substitutions were reasonable, whether to
press for more total benefits, or how much
redistribution could be accomplished within
GE’s cost framework.

In addition to its reluctance to make
meaningful cost disclosures, GE occasionally
tock untenable and unreasonable positions
and then defended them, with no apparent
purpose other than to avoid ylelding to the
Union. The most flagrant example occurred
in setting the date for the beginping of pen-
sion and insurance benefits, As indicated In
our opening discussion of the negotiating
background, GE vacillated back and forth,
chose inconsistent and confusing explana-
tions at random, interposed some inconse-
quential attempts to pass the problem off
with banter, and finally settled by character-
izing the date it had chosen as “appropi-
rate.” See note 2 supra, and accompanying
text. Certainly, GE could insist on any dates
that it desired—but its manner of respond-
ing to Union inquiries reflected its philos-
ophy of “bargaining.”

When the last act was virtually played out
and it had become apparent that the Union
would have to end its abortive strike and
concede to GE's terms, the Company con-
tinued to display a stiff and unbending patri-
archal posture hardly consistent with “com-
mon willingness among the parties to dis-
cuss freely and fully their respective claims
and demands and, when these are opposed,
to justify them on reason.” NLREB v. George
P. Pilling & Son Co., 119 F. 2d 82, 37 (3d Cir.
1941). With the Union, as it were, “on the
ropes,” the Company insisted that IUE choose
the options that it preferred, and assent to
the contract unconditionally, without ever
seeing the final contract language. When the
Union protested that the memorandum pro-
posed for its signature was too vague, the
Company refused to submit more definite
language. Four days later, the Union capit-
ulated completely and signed the short form
memorandum, still without having seen the
final contract to which it was agreeing,

In a similar vein the Company rejected the
notion of a bilateral strike settlement agree-
ment. Instead, it proffered a unilateral “let-
ter of intent."” While again, it is true GE did
not have to sign a joint settlement agree-
ment it gave no reason for refusing to do
50 (other than that this had been its past
practice). The Board might reasonably infer
that its prime purpose was to avoid recog-
nizing the Union's status as bargaining repre-
sentative of the striking employees, and not
to further any legitimate business aim.

GE argues forcefully that it made so many
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concessions in the course of negotiations—
concessions which, under section 8(d), it was
not obliged to make—that its good faith and
the absence of a take-it-or-leave-it attitude
were conclusively proven, despite any con-
trary indicla on which the Trial Examiner
and the Board rely. The dissent proceeds
under the misapprehension that we consider
lack of major concessions as evidence of bad
faith. Rather, we discuss them only because
while the absence of concessions would not
prove bad faith, their presence would, as
GE claims, raise a strong inference of good
faith. On close examination, however, few
of the alleged concessions turn out to have a
great deal of substance. Its offer of a wage
reopener accompanied its original proposal;
the option to choose a vacation instead of a
wage increase was Included over the Union's
objections (at least during the negotiating
meetings), and changes in the Pension Plan
were more in the nature of clarifications than
actual shifts in position, or In any case in-
volved issues of quite minor significance.
The Company's stand, however, would be
utterly inexplicable without the background
of its publicity program. Only when viewed in
that context does it become meaningful. We
have already indicated that one of the central
tenets of “the Boulware approach” is that
the “product” or “firm, falr offer" must be
marketed vigorously to the “consumers" or
employees, to convince them that the Com-
pany, and not the Union, is their true repre-
sentative. GE, the Trial Examiner found,
chose to rely “entirely” on its communica-
tions program to the virtual exclusion of
genuine negotiations, which it sought to

evade by any means possible. Bypassing the
national negotiators in favor of direct settle-
ment dealipgs with employees and local offi-
cials forms another consistent thread in this
pattern. The alm, in a word, was to deal
with the Union through the employees, rather
than with the employees through the Union,

The Company's refusal to withhold pub-
licizing its offer until the Union had had an
opportunity to propose suggested modifica-
tions is indicative of this attitude. Here two
interests diverged. The command of the Boul-
ware approach was clear: employees and the
general public must be barraged with com-
munications that emphasized the generosity
of the offer, and restated the firmness of
GE’s position. A genuine desire to reach a
mutual accommodation might, on the other
hand, have called for GE to await Union
comments before taking a stand from which
it would be difficult to retreat. GE hardly
hesitated. It released the offer the next day,
without waliting for Unlon comments on
specific portions.

The most telling eflect of GE's marketing
campaign was not on the Union, but on GE
itself. Having told its employees that it had
made a “firm, fair offer,” that there was
“nothing more to come,” and that it would
not change its position in the face of
“threats” or a strike, GE had in effect rested
all on the expectation that 1t could institute
its offer without significant modification.
Properly viewed, then, its communications
approach determined its take-it-or-leave-it
bargaining strategy. Each was the natural
complement of the other; if either were sub-
stantially changed, the other would in all
probability have to be modified as well. It is
only in this context that GE's incomprehen-
sible insistence on a January 1 starting date
for the pension benefits, and the “explana-
tions" that followed it, can be understood.

All this was brought into the open during
the September 28 meeting. Virtually on the
eve of the strike, Union negotiators were
searching for a way to save face by recon-
stituting their SUB proposal within the out-
lines of the Company’s costs. Far from being
frivolous as the dissent seems to suggest, such
last minute attempts at compromise are the
stuff of which lasting accommodations and
productive labor-management relations are
made, The substance of the Company’s re-
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sponse to this effort was well put by their
chief negotiator, Philip Moore:

“After all our month of bargaining and
after telling the employees before they went
to vote that this is it, we would look ridi-
culous to change it at this late date; and
secondly the answer is no.”

The Company, having created a view of
the bargaining process that admitted of no
compromise, was trapped by its own creation.
It could no longer seek peace without total
victory, for it had by its own words and
actions branded any compromise a defeat.

GE urges that section 8(c¢), 20 US.C.
§ 158(¢) (1964), prohibits the Board from
considering its publicity efforts in passing on
the legality of its bargaining conduct. The
section reads:

*(e) The expressing of any views, argu-
ment, or opinion, or the dissemination
thereof, whether in written, printed, graphic,
or visual form, shall not constitute or be
evidence of an unfair labor practice under
eny of the provisions of this subchapter, if
such expression contains no threat of reprisal
or foree or promise of benefit.”

GE would have us read that section as a
bar to the Board's use of any communica-
tions, in any manner, unless the communi-
cation itself contained a threat or a promise
of benefit. The legislative history, past de-
cisions, and the logic of the statutory frame-
work, however, indicate a contrary conclu-
sion,

The bald prohibition of section 8(c¢) in-
vited comment when it was enacted, as well
as later. Senator Taft replied to some of the
criticism of the bill that bears his name:

“It should be noted that this subsection
is limited to ‘views, arguments, or opinions’
and does not cover Instructions, directions,
or other statements that would ordinarily be
deemed relevant and admissable in courts of
law." I Legislative History of the LMRA 1947,
at 1541,

The key word ls “relevant.” The evil at
which the section was aimed was the alleged
practice of the Board in inferring the exist-
ence of an unfair labor practice from a
totally unrelated speech or opinion delivered
by an employer. Senator Taft later indicated,
for example, in the context of a section
B(a)(3) discriminatory firing, that prior
statements of the employer would have to be
shown to “tie in" with the specific unfair
labor practice. I Legislative History of the
LMRA 1947, at 1545. Later references to the
section described the barred statements as
those which were “severable or unrelated,"”
and “irrelevant or immaterial.” II Legislative
History of the LMRA 1947, at 429 (Senate Re-
port), 5489 (House Conference Report). The
objective of 8(c) then, was to impose a rule
of relevancy on the Board in evaluating the
legality of statements by parties to a labor
dispute. Its purpose was hardly to eliminate
all communications from the Board's pur-
view, for to do so would be to emasculate a
statute whose structure depends heavily on
evaluation of motive and intent. See eg., §§8
(a) (1), B(a)(3), 8(a)(5).

The cases have largely supported this view.
The Board may rely on communications to
establish discriminatory treatment in viola-
tion of section 8(a)(3) and 8(a)(1l). See
NLRB v. Lipman Bros., Inc,, 355 F. 2d 15 (1st
Cir, 1966); Hendrix Mfg. Co. v. NLRE, 321 F.
2d 100 (6th Cir. 1963). Employer communi-
cations were used to evaluate the presence
of a state of mind inconsistent with the obli-
gation to bargain in good faith in NLREB v.
Fitzgerald Mills Corp., 313 F. 2d 260, 268 (2d
Cir.), cert. denied, 375 U.S. B34 (1963); and
NLRB v. Herman Sausage Co., 275 F. 2d 229
(6th Cir. 1960).

While it is clear that the Board is not to
control the substantive terms of a collective
bargaining contract, nonetheless the parties
must do more than meet. Our brother Friend-
ly makes much of tne point that General
Electric did bargain and reach an ‘'‘agree-
ment” with the Union. He says that prior
B(a) (5) cases demanded nothing less than a
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showing of no such desire to reach an agree-
ment, and opines that without such a “defi-
nite standard" an 8(a) (5) violation may not
be made out. Some caces have indeed spoken
of the evil of a “desire not to reach an agree-
ment with the Union™ as crucial.

While the dissenting opinion cites NLRB v.
Reed d Prince Mfg. Co., 206 F. 2d 131, 134
(1st Cir.), cert. denied, 346 U.S. 887 (1953),
for that authority, we hasten to note that
Judge Magruder was careful in his opinion
not to be misled, as our dissenting brother
appears to be, by words that seem on the sur-
face quite simple but in practice require a
highly pragmatic and individualized inter-
pretation. Judge Magruder did not suggest
that “desire not to reach an agreement”
could be found, as the dissent suggests, by a
clearly delineated series of steps, X,, X., X,
taken to “point ¥, plus a number of addi-
tional items, &;, Z., Z.”

Far from being a devotee of the new math,
he would have agreed with Learned Hand
that numbers, even more than words, “are
utterly inadequate to deal with the fantas-
tically multiform occasions which come up
in human life.” In the case before Judge
Magruder, Reed & Prince submitted a woe-
fully inadequate and demeaning “offer” of a
contract. Presumably, the Union could have
seen no alternative but to accept it, and
had it done so, our brother Friendly would
have held that the Company bargained with
@ ‘‘desire to reach an agreement,” and thus
had not violated the proscriptions of § 8(a)
(5). Judge Magruder, on the other hand, said
that the “employer is obliged to make some
reasonable effort in some direction to com-
pose his differences with the union, if § 8(a)
(5) is to be read as imposing any substan-
tial obligation at all.” 2056 F. 2d at 135. His
point, of course, was that ‘“desire to reach
agreement” may mean different things to
different people, but in the context of a
meaningful and purposeful reading of section
8(a)(5) it must mean more than a willing-
ness to sign a piece of paper.

The statute does not say that any “agree-
ment"” reached will validate whatever tactics
have been employed to exacf it. To impiy
such a Congressional purpose would be to
encourage parties to make their violation so
blatant that it would be impossible for the
other side to continue to exist without sign-
ing. Instead the statute clearly contemplates
that to the end of encouraging productive
bargaining, the parties must make “a seri-
ous effort to resolve differences and reach a
common ground,” NLRE v. Insurance Agents’
Int’l Union, 361 U.S. 477, 486, 487, 488 (1960),
an effort inconsistent with a “predetermined
resolve not to budge from an initial posi-
tion.” NLRB v. Truitt Mfg. Co., 351 U.S. 149,
154-556 (1956) (Frankfurter, J., concurring).
These are not simple tests; they will not be
resolved by formular incantations, Sadly,
neither will they be so precise that one will
always know the exact limits of what is al-
lowed, and what forbidden—but this Ils a
problem hardly unknown in the law or to
judges. The difficulty here, however, arises
out of the herculean task of legislating a
state of mind, Congress has ordered the
Board—and this court—to effectuate its pol-
icy of encouraging good faith bargaining, and
not to avoid it because the mandate is diffi-
cult to apply. The Board has done just that.
And, on the basis of substantial evidence we
agree. A pattern of conduct by which one
party makes it virtually impossible for him
to respond to the other—knowing that he is
doing so deliberately—should be condemned
by the same rationale that prohibits “going
through the motions” with a “predeter-
mined resolve not to budge from an ini-
tial position." See NLREB v. Truitt Mfg. Co.,
suprae (concurring opinion).

The employer who leaves for a long vaca-
tion, giving his negotiator instructions not
to budge is no different from the employer
who remains on the scene and commands
the same behavior daily. Cf. Cox, The Duty
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to Bargain in Good Faith, T1 Harv, L, Rev.
1401, 1418 & n. 61 (1958). We are assumed to
mmtend the natural and probable conse-
guences of our acts.

The Company and the dissenting opinion
seem to take the novel position that the
holding in Insurance Agents'—that the Board
might not forbid a partial strike during bar-
gaining—ousts the Board’'s control over bar-
gaining tactics. But in NLRB v. Kaiz, 369
U.S. 736 (1062), the Court held that at least
one tactic—instituting anilateral changes
during bargaining—was forbidden, for it put
a bargainable topic outside the reach of the
pargaining process. GE has done no less; it
has, if anything, done more. By its communi-
cations and bargalning strategy it in effect
painted itself into a corner on all bargain-
able matters.

In order to avoid any misunderstanding of
our holding, some additional discussion is in
order. We do not today hold that an employer
may not communicate with his employees
during negotiations. Nor are we deciding that
the “best offer first” bargaining technique is
forbidden. Moreover, we do not require an
employer to engage in “auction bargaining,”
or, as the dissent seems to suggest, compel
him to make concessions, “minor"” or other-
wise. See p. 44, supra.

Our dissenting brothers’ peroration con-
jures up the dark spectre that we have taken
a “portentous step” which * ‘contains seeds
of danger for unions'"” ::s well as employers.
This picturesque characterization is un-
fortunate for it is a ecare-phrase which
tends to distract from the facts in this case.
It paints over with a broad stroke the care
we have taken to spell cut the bounds of our
opinion. We hold that an employer may not
80 combine “take-it-or-leave-it" bargaining
methods with a widely publicized stance of
unbending firmness that he is himself un-
able to alter a position once taken. It is this
specific conduct that GE must avoid in
order to comply with the Board’s order, and
not a carbon copy of every underlying event
relied upon by the Board *o support its find-
ings. Such conduct, we find, constitutes a
refusal to bargain “in fact."” NLEB v. Katz,
369 U.S. 736, 743 (1962). It also constitutes,
as the facts of this action demonstrate, an
absence of subjective good faith, for it im-
plies that the Company can deliberately bar-
gain and communicate as though the Union
did not exist, in clear derogation of the
Union's status as exclusive representative of
its members under section 9(a). See NLREB
v. Herman Sausage Co., 2756 F. 2d 229, 234
(5th Cir. 1960).

We have considered the Company's other

ents, including those in favor of dis-
qualifying Board Member Fanning, and
against reinstating the replaced workers, but
we find them unavailing. The petition for
review is denied, and the petition for en-
forcement of the Board’s order is granted.

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST IMMI-
GRATION FROM IRELAND AND
OTHER COUNTRIES

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

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, earlier today, our colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. FEIGHANW)
conducted a very useful hearing of his
important Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion.

This hearing involved testimony in
support of legislation introduced by the
gentleman from New York, Congress-
man Ryan, and others. I am pleased to
have been associated with Congressman
Ryan since the beginning of our fight
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to eliminate the current discriminatory

operation of the immigration law with

respect to immigration from Ireland,

England, Germany, and other northern

European countries.

The unintended—though undeniable—
effect of the Immigration Act of 1965
has been to seriously and unfairly re-
duce the real opportunity for immigra-
tion from Ireland, and from some other
countries as well.

There was a particularly eloquent and
moving statement presented by Mr. John
P. Cullins, of New York—which I hope
all of my colleagues will read with care.

The time is long overdue to correct
the injustice in our immigration law—
this statement cogently underscores the
urgency of the problem:

STATEMENT BY JoHN P, CoLuiNs, NATIONAL
CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN IRISH NATIONAL
IMMIGRATION COMMITTEE
Mr, Chairman, Distinguished Members of

the Congress, one year ago we appeared be-

fore this Committee to offer testimony on

Irish experience under the 1965 U.S, Immi-

gration and Mationality Act. If we were to

briefly sum up what that experience has
been, we would have to say it has been a tale
of shock and sadness.

On October 3, 1965, the new U.S. Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act was signed into law
by the Presjident of the United States. It was
signed in New York Harbor on Liberty Island
beneath the Statue of Liberty. The Emma
Lazarus inscription on the base of the statue
reads partially—

“Grive us your tired, your poor, your hud-
dled masses yearning to breathe free. . . .”

This inscription seems very odd indeed
today, when we realize that for the first time
in U.S. history, the doors of this nation
have been effectively shut to the Irish. This
is sad indeed when we contemplate all that
Ireland has contributed to our nation in the
arts, sclences, religion, government, business,
labor and sports.

In a little known speech delivered by
George Washington's adopted son, Custis,
at the city hall, Washington, D.C., on June 20
1826, he declared: “When our friendless
standard was first unfurled for resistance,
who were the strangers that first mustered
round its staff, and and when it reeled in the
fight, who more bravely sustained it than
Erin’s generous sons? . . . I cap the climax
of their worth, when I say, Washington loved
them, for they were the companions of his
toils, his glories, in the deliverance of his
country.”

The part the Irish played in the American
Revolution was told in the Irish House of
Commons on April 2, 1784, by Luke Gardner,
when he sald: “America was lost to England
by Irish emigrants.”

The major part of George Washington's
army was composed of Irish, and the Irish
language was as commonly spoken in the
American ranks as English, It was their valor
that determined the conquest.

Well might Lord Mountjoy have declared
in the British Parliament: “You have lost
America by the Irish.” We all know of the
magnificent work done on sea by Commodore
John Barry, Father of the American Navy.
That brilliant Irishman, Richard Montgom-
ery, was the first American General to fall.

Matthew Thornton, James Smith, and
George Taylor—all Irish born—signed the
Declaration of Independence anid five other
signers were of Irish blood, namely Edward
Rutledge, Thomas Lynch, Thomas McEean,
George Reed and Charles Carroll of Carroll-
ton.

Andrew Jackson, “Old Hickory,” the first
American President who rose from the rank
and file was the son of an Irish exile, Another
typical Irishman, “equally great in peace and
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war,” was General James Shlelds. He was
the hero of two wars—the Mexican War and
the Civil War—a Judge of the Illinols Su-
preme Court, a Governor of Oregon and
Senator from three States. The terrible fam-
ine in Ireland in 184647 sent hosts of
Irishmen to this country, and it is not too
much to say that had they not come our
Union would have been rent in twain by the
Civil War. They and their sons fought hero-
ically to save the Union in the thickest of
the wilderness, at the bloody battle of Gettys-
burg, on the crimsoned fleld of Chancellors-
ville and elsewhere. Who can tell the services
to America of Sheridan, O'Brien, Meagher,
Corcoran, Mulligan, Ford, Meade, Coppinger,
and Trilley,

In the battle of Antietam the bloodiest
one battle of the Civil War, the SBixty-ninth
Regiment, New York Volunteers, Meagher's
Irish Brigade lost in killed and wounded 61.8
per cent. For more than two hundred years
the Irish have been among the pathfinders
and builders of the American Natlon.

If the handiwork of the Irish were painted
green, the average American city would be
splashed in all sides with emerald hues. Yet
there are few who are aware of this. A New
Yorker for example, may rise in the morn-
ing, bathe in water that comes from Croton
Dam, built by James Coleman, then take the
subway, bullt by John B. McDonald, pass the
College of the City of New York, bullt by
Thomas Dwyer and then Cable to Alaska
over a line laid by David Lynch.

It is safe to say that all that the Irish
have done for America has never been fully
told. As Americans of Irish blood, we are
proud of our ancestors and proud too that
it was through their efforts that this coun-
try became the most prosperous country in
the world, but despite these facts we now
find that the restrictive new immigration law
has drastically reduced the issuance of im-
migration visas to Irishmen. I ask the com-
mittee as a newspaper in New York recently
asked, “Are their deads forgotten?”

Certainly the 1965 U.S. Immigration and
Nationality Act In its effect on Ireland does
not demonstrate the thanks of a grateful na-
tion. In its effect the present 1965 U.S. Im-
migration Law is neither fair nor just to
Ireland but is beggarly and miserly.

IS THERE A PROBLEM?

We were told in 1966, that no problem ex-
isted. Then in 1967, we were told by the La-
bor Department, that the problem laid with
the Congress and by the Congress that it
laid with the Labor Department. Finally, the
State Department admitted that there was
a problem and so informed the Congress. The
Congress replied that it would solve itself
within the three year adjustment period. Of
course Ireland did not adjust. Now we are
told by some, wait another year—Ireland
will adjust and by others that there is no
problem at all. Well we've come the full
circle, haven't we. We reply that Ireland
will not adjust because it cannot adjust un-
der the terms of a law which prevents ad-
justment. One year ago we made the pro-
jection before this very committee that less
than 500 Irish would receive preference and
non-preference visas in Dublin durlng fiscal
year 1969, We were not very far from wrong,
538 recelved such visas.

ONE YEAR LATER

Before 1965, 5,000 to 7,000 Irish came here
each year. In fiscal year 1969, under the new
law only 1,407 Irish entered the US. As
best we could, we explained the problem to
you last year and our testimony is a matter
of record. We come here today at your invi-
tation not only to affirm what we have al-
ready sald but also to offer the firm hand of
cooperation.

We now know that the Irish immigration
situation is far from better one year later.
And I can assure you that if these invitations
to testify continue to be on a yearly basis,
no year will come when the Irish immigration
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situation will be solved if no legislation is
forthcomng.

THE PROBLEM OF DISCRIMINATION

No one can deny that many natlonalities
were the victims of discrimination as a re-
sult of past U.S. Immigration policy. We
know that many nationalities had no guotas
or small quotas which were consistently over-
subscribed while Ireland had a large quota
which for the most part went unused.
However, neither Ireland nor the American
Irish asked for the quota.

The law was changed in 1965 to provide
equality for all. On its face the law does this
and I'm sure we all remember those famous
State Department statistics of 1065 which
assured you that the law would be fair to
Ireland in allowing In over 5,000 persons to
enter each year. But we also know now that
the law, however, well intentloned it was,
is far from fair in its effect on Ireland and
some other nations.

THE REASONS

The new immigration law eliminated the
national origins quotas, promoted the re-
uniting of families and protected American
labor with a few strokes of the pen, Each of
these aims is good and is worthy of our
support.

Ireland, England and Germany enjoyed
a privileged position in U.S. immigration
prior to 1965 partially because of the number
of immigrants contributed by them in earlier
Years. Now all nations will have to compete
equally for U.S. immigration numbers. This
is good, except that the terms for competi-
tion are fairer to some nations than they are
to others.

It is now evident that when the new law
was drafted, there was a failure to anticipate
the effect that the new law would have on
the formerly so called “privileged countries"
and in particular Ireland. Overlooked was

the sociological pattern of immigration in
these countries and the history of the
country's immigration.

THE FAMILY PREFERENCES

The new law provides for a system of
preferences based on family relationship and
skills. These are of little help to Ireland,
while they are of much help, particularly
the family relationship preferences to other
nations.

Ireland’s immigrants to the U.S. have tra-
ditionally been of the non-preference un-
skilled variety. Had the present law been in
effect some years ago, many of the mem-
bers of the Congress would not be present
in the U.S. today. Analyzing Irish families,
one finds that a few brothers and sisters
from the family emigrate while others re-
main at home. The mother and father re-
main at home. The Irish emigrant is gener-
ally young, unmarried and hence brings no
spouse or children. It is the rare case in
recent times when a whole Irish family
emigrates to the U.S. Thus Ireland's socio-
logical pattern of immigration does not per-
mit it to compete equally with some other
nationalities for family preferences.

THE PROFESSIONAL PREFERENCES

In fiscal year 1969 under the new law only
122 Irishmen qualified for a visa preference
as a professional or a needed skilled worker.
This is in part due to training and to econ-
omy of the country. In this area Ireland is
the hardest hit of the three formerly “priv-
ileged countries”.

Thus these two preferences, the third and
the sixth, are of little help to Ireland. Of
course, it may well be better that profes-
sionals and skilled workers remain at home
in Ireland as in any technologically develop-
ing nation.

SECTION 212(a) (14)

The majority of Ireland’s contribution of
immigrants has always been in the unskilled
labor area and will continue to be. They
came here to better their lives economically
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and in turn hopefully they bettered the na-
tlon, We know that they contributed heavily
to the independence and security of this
nation down to this very day in Vietnam.
Until December 1965, the Irish unskilled
immigrant had little trouble in entering the
U.S. He or she could enter unless the Secre-
tary of Labor sald no. Now under the re-
vised Section 212(a) (14) the immigrant
can't enter unless the Secretary of Labor
says yes. American Irish long active in labor
unions as well as all Americans are desirous
of protecting American labor and want to
See no American worker put out of a job as
the result of any immigrant coming into
the U.S. But is Section 212(a) (14) necessary
in its present form and is it accomplishing
its intended purpose? We think not.
Immigrants add but a tiny fraction to the
total U.S. labor force, s0 our government of-
ficials tell us. In fiscal year 1068, 58,954 of
the total U.S. immigrants were of the non-
preference variety. This is certainly a small
number considering that close on 34,400
American born workers enter the labor force
every four days. At the same time up to
153,000 immigrants in the preference cate-
gories can come into the U.S. each year and
are free of any labor restrictions. They can
take any job they want and put any Ameri-
can worker out of a job. The law seems over-
concerned with the small remainder. This
small remainder must comply with Section
212(a) (14). New seed immigration is being
eliminated and the U.S. will be the loser.

SCHEDULES A, B, AND C

The jobs that the Irish traditionally took
when they came here are on Schedule B, the
prohibited entry list. One can seriously ques-
tion whether there is an actual nationwide
oversupply of workers of all jobs listed on
Schedule B. One can also question the
method and procedure by which such jobs
come to be listed on this schedule. Certainly
supply and demand for jobs may vary from
locality to locality and from time to time.
It can now be clearly demonstrated that the
jobs listed on Schedules A and C are not by
any means the sole ones for which there is a
demand for workers.

THE DEFINITE JOB OFFER REQUIREMENT

The obvious truth is that employers do not
want to hire workers sight unseen. Our coun-
try was built with new seed immigration—
individuals who had no close relatives here
but who were willing to come here and work
hard for a better life. If an applicant desires
to come here and work in a job category
which has no oversupply of workers, then he
should not be required to do the impossible
to find an employer who will hire him sight
unseen.

Three out of the five reasons given by the
U.S. Embassy, Dublin for the decline in im-
migrant visas issued, dealt with the definite
job offer requirement, labor schedules and
labor certification. “. . . there is no doubt
that Section 212(a) (14) of the Act has caused
a decrease In Irish immigration to the United
States. As many Irish visa applicants are un-
skilled or semi-skilled workers, they are un-
able to qualify under Section 212(a) (14) as
amended.”

Over two years ago we demonstrated to the
stafl of this Subcommittee and to the various
government agencies that the bulk of pro-
spective Irish immigrants were of the non-
preference variety and would always be so.
We were told at the time that the reason for
this was that under the quota system the
Irish never had need to use the preferences
but that that would all change in due time.
Mr. Chairman, in fiscal year 1968 out of 3,561
Irish visas issued 2,730 were still of the non-
preference variety. In fiscal year 1969 out of
538 visas issued in Ireland, 220 were of the
non-preference variety. There has been no
change. Those are the government's statistics
not ours.
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How many more Irish want to come but
cannot? They have few relatives here, they
have no special skills, they have some educa-
tion. They are similar to my father and
mother and to the fathers and mothers of
many members of my committee and of this
Congress. They're the kind of people that
helped found this nation and they're the
kind of people that were once allowed into
the U.S.

Irish men and women want to come here
but they can't. Instead to England, Canada
and Australia they are going. We say they
should have the right to come here the same
as any other nationality. Evidence that they
want to come won't be found by making a
short visit to Ireland or by sitting in the
American Embassy in Dublin, the Consul’s
office in Belfast, a government minister's of-
fice or on the streets of Dublin, But if you
want demonstration of the fact that the Irish
want to come. I'll be glad to accompany any
of you to parts of County Mayo, Galway,
Cork, Kerry, Leitrim, Donegal and parts of
occupled Ireland where you will get that
evidence,

Something must be done, Mr. Chairman.
Action must be taken,

THE CHALLENGE

I believe that every one of you agrees that
a solution must be found. Over two years ago
Congressman William Ryan came forward
with a solution now embodied in H.R. 165.

Simply explained, it places a “fioor" on im-
migration from each country. This “floor”
would be equal to 75 per cent of a country’s
annual average immigration during the 10
year period 19556 to 19656 with a maximum
floor limit of 10,000 for any country. In the
case of Ireland, this number would be 5,380;
for example, if in 1969, 1,000 Irish immigrated
under the present law—under the new for-
mula an additional 4,390 Irishmen could im-
migrate to the United States in 1870 and they
would not be subject to the present labor
restrictions.

Seventy-eight Congressmen have co-spon-
sored this bill. They came from both politi-
cal parties and many different political per-
suasions. They regard it as do a number of
labor unions as a fair solution and so do
we. If enacted it would provide a fair U.S.
immigration law for the nation.

Our problem is one that requires a perma-
nent solution. Those many other bills pend-
ing which provide only a temporary answer
are of no merit. Stopgap legislation is no
answer. One other bill HR. 13999 must be
considered, that offered by yourself, Mr,
Chairman. In that it offers a permanent
solution, it has merit. However this modest
proposal offers questionable and at most
minimal benefits in comparison to the Ryan
bill which we prefer.

OUR COMMITTEE

From Boston to San Francisco, from New
York to Los Angeles, from Cleveland to Hart-
ford, our committee exists. It is composed
of representatives of every major Irish or-
ganization in the United States. It consists
of Irish born and American born men and
women, Protestant, Catholic and Jew, gov-
ernment leaders, clergymen, businessmen,
union leaders and ordinary individuals who
have been the backbone of this country.
They are present here today and available
for testimony should you desire to hear
them.

Our committee is in existence for one pur-
pose only, to right a wrong, to preserve the
right of the Irish to enter the U.S. not to
encourage Irish immigration and certainly
not to deny other nations the right to come
here. To the chagrin of many it is still in
existence and I assure all it will be until
justice is achieved.

Our heritage tells us that we're children
of a fighting race that's never yet known dis-
grace and we represent that heritage and
the interests of generations of Irishmen,
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some yet unborn. The claim of these Irish-
men on the U.S. was once spelled out by
John Boyle O'Reilly, a great civil libera-
tarian, a great American, a great Irishman
when he said:

“No treason do we bring from Erin
Nor bring we shame nor gullt

The sword we hold may be broken
But we haven’'t dropped the hilt.

The wreath we offer to Columbia
is fastened of thorns not bought
And the hearts we bring are saddened
by the thoughts of sorrowful days.
But the hearts we bring for freedom
are washed in a people's faith
outliving a thousand years.”

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Congress,
we believe we're entitled to a better day and
a better law. We regard each of you distin-
guished members of the Congress as being
sympathetic to the plight of the prospective
Irish immigrant. We beg you now to chan-
nel that sympathy into an effective solution.

CHART NO, 1.—IRISH IMMIGRANT VISAS ISSUED (BY FISCAL
YEAR, JULY TO JUNE)

Partion of that
total issued
in Dublin

1966 (July-November)_.__.____
New law: 1966 (December—June)__.

Total, 1966. ... ... .

Ilssued by U.S. Embassy.
*Issued by Visa Office.

Source: Statistics provided by Visa Office, U.S. State Depart-
ment and U.S. Embassy, Dublin. A dlscrgpancﬁ exists between
the figures issued by US. Embassy and Visa Office.

CHART NO. 2—IMMIGRANT VISAS ISSUED AT DUBLIN TO
ALIENS BORN IN IRELAND, FISCAL YEAR 1969

1st preference..______
2d preference________
3d preference.

4th preference.

Sth preference.

6th preference.

7th preference._
Nonpreference. __

Total. oo
Immediate relatives_
Special immigrants. e
SEC R, s e

Grand fofal..... ... ...

CHART NO. 3.—VISAS ISSUED, CONDITIONAL ENTRIES AND
ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS GRANTED IMMIGRANTS BORN
IN IRELAND, FISCAL YEAR 1969

Conditional
entries and
adjustment

of status

1st preference_________
2d preference_______.
3d preference______
4th preference__

5th preference__

Bth preference.

Tth preference_.

Special imr_nign_lnls
Special legisiation.

Grand total
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TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, in
1967 the 530,387,000 tons of coal produced
by the United States were more than
any other nation and represented over
one-quarter of the total world produc-
tion.

COMMITMENT TO THE CONTROL-
LING OF AIR POLLUTION

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the continued pollution of our environ-
ment constitutes a serious threat to the
very existence of advanced life forms on
this planet. There is hardly a major
urban or industrial area in which air
pollution does not cause significant dis-
comfort for its inhabitants.

After decades of ignoring this ever-
worsening situation, the Federal Gov-
ernment, in cooperation with the States
and private industry, is at last taking
positive steps toward abating and con-
trolling air pollution.

The commitment of the Federal Gov-
ernment to the task of upgrading the
environment is described in recent ar-
ticles published in Cahner's Critical
Issue Report No. 2—Environmental
Management. As one who fully supports
a concentrated effort to clean up all
aspects of our environment, I offer
these articles to be printed in the
RECORD:

[From Critical Issues Report No. 2—Environ-
mental Management, November 1968]
Amr PoLLUuTION: PROBLEMS OF THE FIRST
MAGNITUDE

(By Robert H. Finch, Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare)

On May 29, 1969, President Nixon set up a
new Environmental Quality Couneil, consist-
ing of the Vice-President and Cabinet mem-
bers, with the President himself as chairman
and his Science Advisor as executive secre-
tary. At the same time, he established a Citi-
zen's Advisory Committee on Environmental
Quality, headed by Mr. Laurence Rockefeller.
I believe that, by these actions, President
Nixon has begun to move the nation into a
new era of effective action in its fight to
maintain a clean environment. The Environ-
mental Quality Council will serve as a focal
point for planning and implementing na-
tional action. The role of the Citizens’ Com-
mittee is equally vital, for every American
has a stake in these matters, and all sectors
of our soclety need to be involved In the
search for solutions.

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has taken action to upgrade and
strengthen its environmental programs and
the consumer protection programs which are
inherently related to them, by establishing
the Consumer Protection and Environmental
Health Service. As Administrator Charles C.
Johnson, Jr.,, explains in his interview in
this issue, CPEHS is now engaged in an in-
tensive, coordinated assault on the problems
of assuring clean air; safe food, drugs, and
drinking water; safe working environments;
and other consumer and environmental
threats, all of which relate to the same prob-
lem—man's ability to adapt to an environ-
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ment which he himself is subjecting to con-
stant change.

As Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare—which is concerned
for the general welfare of all Americans—I
shall certainly do all in my power to assure
that we move ahead rapidly in this area. As
a Californian, I know at first-hand the diffi-
culty and complexity of bringing pollution
and other kinds of environmental damage
under control. I am convinced, as are so
many Americans, that these are problems of
the first magnitude and must be dealt with
in our generation,

The successes of American industry have
produced for our nation, and indeed for
much of the world, unparalleled benefits.
But, as we all know, the environmental and
consumer problems which now mar the qual-
ity of our lives have arisen in large part from
those very successes. We must, therefore, 100k
to industry to apply to the solution of these
problems the technological and management
skills which have already given the nation so
much benefit,

I am glad to say that, for the most part,
American industry has shown itself willing
and even eager to do this. For example, in-
dustry has used its own research dollars to
accelerate the move from “hard” to “soft"
pesticides. Many great industrial firms are
spending millions of dollars to control their
own pollution of air and water. Many enter-
prising firms are directing their resources
more and more toward the development of
advanced pollution control technology in
awareness of this growing need throughout
the country. All of us, in government and in-
dustry, know that these trends must be ex-
panded and accelerated.

The time has come when we must give seri-
ous throught to seeking ways to avert un-
desirable impact on the environment, at
whatever stage this may occur. As a Greek
philosopher observed thousands of years ago,
“All things change nothing perishes.” This,
in essence, s what makes our environmental
problems so difficult and complex.

President Nixon sald when he established
his new Environmental Quallty Council and
Advisory Committee, “The deterioration of
the environment is in large measure the re-
sult of our inability to keep pace with prog-
ress. . . . But I am confident that the same
energy and skill which gave rise to these
problems can also be marshaled for the pur-
pose of conquering them."

We have, in truth, a new national com-
mitment. Government and industry must
share the responsibility for achieving an
environment in which the consumer and
citizen can enjoy the benefits of technology
without peril to his health. The “energy and
skills” that have made our country the
greatest industrial nation in the world are
needed now to preserve that greatness.

Amr Porrution: INDUSTRY Must HELP SoLVE
THE PROBLEMS IT CREATES

(An interview with Charles C. Johnson, Jr.,
Administrator of HEW’'s Consumer Protec-
tion and Environmental Health Service)
(Note.—In this exclusive interview with

Critical Issues Report, Mr. Johnson explains
what his agency is doing to achieve the kind
of environment Americans need and are
starting to demand. He discusses what indus-
try will be expected to do to help improve the
gquality of American life.)

How can a nation determined to preserve
a free, creative, and productive industrial
system continue to enjoy the benefits of that
system while assuring its citizens reasonable
protection from pollution and other indus-
trial hazards?

In response to a need for new viewpoints
and approaches, the federal government es-
tablished, just over a year ago, the Consumer
Protection and Environmental Health Serv-
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ice. CPEHS, which is within the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, brings
together in a single agency all of HEW's en-
vironmental control and consumer protec-
tion programs. The federal government hopes
that coordination of these programs will
make possible a stronger and more effective
attack on pollution and other complex prob-
lems associated with population growth, in-
creased industrial productivity, and environ-
mental change.

Question. Mr. Johnson, what HEW agen-
cies have been combined to form the new
Consumer Protection and Environmental
Health Service?

Jouwnson., CPEHS includes the Food and
Drug Administration, the National Air Pol-
lution Control Administration, and the En-
vironmental Control Administration. The lat-
ter is concerned with a variety of problems
such as occupational safety and health, radi-
ation hazards, water hyglene, rat control,
sanitation, accident prevention, and other
matters especially related to the lmpact of
the urban and industrial environment on hu-
man life. The separate concerns of these three
agencies form, in fact, a complex of inter-
related problems whose ultimate solution re-
quires the closely coordinated approach
which the CPEHS structure can provide.

Question. Will CPEHS involve industry in
developing new directions and approaches to
our environmental problems?

JoENsonN, Yes, industry and others. In one
way or another, the problems associated with
environmental change are a source of con-
cern, not only to people in public health, but
to businessmen, conservationists, legislators,
scientists and many others in all aspects of
our national life. I believe that increasingly
these various spokesmen for sane use of the
environment are coming to realize that all
are concerned with the same basic problem—
the maintenance of an environment compat-
ible with the needs of man. We cannot meas-
ure environmental improvement against a
single balance sheet, representing economics,
or health, or estheties, or soclal impact, for
all of these factors together form the fabric
of human life, What we must do is to find a
way to make decisions regarding environ-
mental change on the basis of the total
health and welfare of man, in full recogni-
tion of the fact that modern man is part of
an ecologleal system which must increasingly
bear the mark of his own necessary and valid
objectives.

Question. A problem such as pollution
seems to be the inevitable accompaniment
of industrial productivity. How do you bal-
ance continued growth of our economy with
the need to change and control our environ-
ment?

Jornson. In our highly urbanized, indus-
trialized country, characterized by daily mir-
acles of sclence and technology, yet threat-
ened by increasing population and a seem-
ingly endless bulld-up of pollutants, man
needs jobs, transportation, and agricultural
and industrial production. In fact, man can-
not survive without all of these things. But
he also needs clean air and water, pure food,
an opportunity to renew ties with the natu-
ral world, and an environment free from ex-
cessive and preventable stress. The balance
is a delicate one, but one that must be met.
We cannot restore to Planet Earth the per-
fect balance and harmony which character-
ized the seventh day of creation. But we
cannot, if we are concerned for our own
health, welfare—and even survival—continue
to pollute and destroy the land, air and
water upon which human life depends,

Question. What goals has your agency set
to change and improve our environment and
how do you hope to achieve them?

JoaxnsoxN. We belleve that our agency has
first a fundamental obligation to define as
well as possible, and to enunciate as clearly
as possible, the effect that various environ-
mental factors have on man. We are giving
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first priority to the development of environ-
mental criterla, whether these have the
force of law, as in some of our programs, or
serve only as recommendations to guide cor-
porate, governmental, and public decisions,
We will, of course, use our regulatory author-
ities fully and fairly, and will seek new au-
thorities where needed. We are working with
state and loeal jurisdictions to help them
develop effective environmental and econ-
sumer protection programs. We are working
closely with industry to prevent and con-
trol environmental hazards, for there is no
doubt that the best emergles of all sectors
of our society, public and private, must be
applied to the environmental problems that
confront us. Let me point out that in arriv-
ing at environmental criteria, we are guided
by the best sclentific knowledge available.
We rely not only on our own staff, but upon
technical advisory committees of recognized
competence.

Question. What categorles of environ-
mental change and control fall within your
Jjurisdiction?

JorEnsoN. We are concerned with all as-
pects of the human environment, since man’s
health and well-being are affected by the
total environment in which he lives. We are
concerned with the physiological effects on
human beings of various rural and urban
environments, particularly that of the
ghetto, We are concerned with health factors
in the occupational setting, with noise,
either as an occupational or community haz-
ard, with sanitation. We have responsibilities
relating to the purity and safety of food,
drugs, and other consumer products—for
these too are part of the environment. In
those areas generally categorized as “envi-
ronmental pollution"” we have primary juris-
diction in the control of air pollution and
harmful radiation, in solid waste manage-
ment, and in maintaining the purity of water
for human consumption and use.

Question. Do you have any legal hasis for
changing and controlling pollution of the
air?

JoHNsON, Yes. The Clean Air Act repre-
sents an unusual and comprehensive ap-
proach to a threat, which like most environ-
mental problems, transcends boundaries and
requires a high degree of coordinated effort
on the part of all levels of government, in-
dustry, and the public.

Question. Would you explain the Clean Air
Act? Just how much authority does it give
CPEHS?

JornsoN. In the Clean Alr Act, as amend-
ed, CPEHS has a rational and deliberate ap-
proach to the control of air pollution in this
country. The Act requires that we consider
carefully all the ramifications of every step
we don't take—and every step we don't
take—in the control process. The Act
says that we must protect the public in
those places where air pollution has reached
acute proportions, and further that we must
prevent the problem from occurring in those
places where fresh air is still enjoyed. To
provide a geographic framework for regional
control of air pollution, the Act calls on us
to designate air quality control regions. This
we have begun to do, in consultation with
State and local officials. By the summer of
1970, we expect to have drawn the bound-
aries around a total of 57 air quality re-
gions, Invelving all the 50 states. The com-
bined population of the areas involved is
about 97 million, a little more than 70 per-
cent of the nation’s total urban population.

Question. Once you have defined the most
serious reglons, how will you go about con-
trolling air pollution?

JoansoN. Knowledge of the harmful ef-
fects of air pollutants is being provided in
the form of air quality criteria documents.
These documents summarize what has been
learned by research about the ways in which
air pollutants threaten human health, soil
and damage materials, injure plant and ani-
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mal life, reduce visibility and, in general, im-
pair man’s well-being and degrade his en-
vironment. At the same time, knowledge of
ways to control the sources of air pollution is
being issued In the form of reports on con-
trol techniques and on their cost and effec-
tiveness,

Question. Have you issued any of these
reports yet?

JouNsoN. Yes, we have published air qual-
ity criteria documents and reports on control
techniques for two important types of air
pollutants—the sulfur oxides and particulate
matter.

Question. What happens after these re-
ports are Issued?

JouNsoN. The next steps in carrying out
the provisions of the Clean Air Act are up to
state governments. They are expected to set
alr guality standards for the control regions
for those pollutants for which air quality
criteria have been issued. In addition, states
must adopt plans for Implementing the
standards. An Implementation plan must in-
clude specific requirements for the preven-
tion and control of air pollution and a
timetable for achieving compliance with
those requirements.

Question. Does the Clean Air Act include a
specific timetable which the states them-
selves must follow In complying with the
Act?

JoHNsSON. Yes. Once a region is designated,
and criterla and control technique docu-
ments have been issued for a certain class
of pollutants, the state or states responsible
have 90 days to give notice of their intent
to set standards, 180 days to hold public
hearings and complete the standard-setting
process, and another 180 days to develop im-
plementation plans.

Question. These standards should do a
great deal toward eliminating confusion in
the industrial community.

JoHnsoN. Exactly. From the standpoint of
business and Industry, this should eliminate,
once and for all, the shadows of uncertainty
which, according to many corporate plan-
ners, have heretofore prevented their apply-
ing the necessary resources to the job of con-
trolling air pollution. In deciding on air
quality standards and developing implemen-
tation plans, a state will, in effect, be estab-
lishing the long-range air quality goals it
plans to reach.

Question. When states set new air quality
standards, will industry have any volce in
helping to establish them?

JoHNSON. Absolutely. An important ele-
ment of this decision-making process is the
requirement that states hold public hearings
before adopting air quality standards. Here,
leaders of business and Industry ean and
should play an important role. They possess
both the engineering know-how and the inti-
mate knowledge of soecial, political, and eco-
nomic considerations related to air pollution
control in their areas to render invaluable
assistance in reaching effective and equitable
air quality decisions. If business and in-
dustry truly want clean air, and if control
officials and the political decision-makers are
made aware of this, we will be well on our
way toward applying effective controls to the
stationary sources of air pollution in the air
quality control regions across the country.

Question. Does industry at present have &
hand in helping your agency develop alr
quality criteria documents used by the
states?

JoaNsoN. Yes. We have entered into a
number of demonstration contracts with in-
dustry to prove the technological and eco-
nomic feasibility of the control of pollutants
from the combustion of fossil fuels and to
shorten the time-lag between research, devel-
opment and full-scale application.

Question. What specifically is industry and
your agency working on right now?

JoansoN. There is underway, for example,
a large-scale research and development effort
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relating sulfur oxides, which Involves sev-
eral other federal agencies and more than 40
industrial firms and other private organiza-
tions, The importance of sulfur oxides pollu-
tion clearly warrants such a major effort;
there are many other such urgent problems,
and in time we expect to attack them in
similar fashion. We are engaged in a series
of systems studies to identify improved tech-
nigues, particularly process changes, for
dealing with the air pollution problems of a
number of major industries, including smelt-
ing and kraft pulping. Similar broad studies
relate to the stationary sources of nitrogen
oxides, from hot water heaters to power
plants. This work is expected to lead to sig-
nificant changes in the design of combustion
units. Other large-scale projects included in
our planning are a systematic evaluation of
available gas cleaning equipment, aimed at
reducing the costs of constructing and op-
erating such equipment, and an across-the-
board look at incineration of solid waste
materials.

Question. What steps will be necessary
to deal with large point sources of air pollu-
tion located just outside the boundaries of
alr quality control regions, particularly
where such sources come into belng after
the boundaries have been defined?

JorNsoN. Answers to that question will
depend in large measure on the extent to
which state and local governments assume
responsibility for attacking air pollution
problems outside the air quality control
regions. In this regard, the U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works spoke clearly in its
report approving the 1867 amendments to
the Clean Air Act: “It should be emphasized
that it is the intent of the committee to
enhance alr quality and to reduce harmful
pollution emissions anywhere in the country,
and to give the Becretary authority to imple-
ment that objective in the absence of effec-
tive state and local control. It is believed that
this legislation carries out that intent.”

Question. The problem of disposing of
billions of tons of industrial, commercial,
agricultural, and household refuse isn't
usually classified as pollution, but it cer-
tainly is an analogous problem isn't it?

JoHwnsoN. Yes, and the problem is in-
creasingly one of direct and immediate con-
cern to industries which produce certain
types of waste in large amounts. Many have
been required to develop their own methods
of treatment and disposal rather than chan-
neling their waste into public disposal sys-
tems. Of course the very affluence of our
society, with its tremendous productive ca-
pacity and its ingenuity in merchandising
and packaging is the root of the problem.

Question: Does your agency have a legal
basis for acting in this area?

JoHnsoN. The Solid Wastes Act of 1965
authorized the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare and the Department of
the Interlor to “Initiate and accelerate re-
search and development programs for new
improved methods of proper, economic” dis-
posal. Interior is concerned with mineral
and fossil fuel wastes, HEW with all other
types. The Act also authorizes us to assist
local governments technically and financially
in planning and executing disposal pro-
grams; and to provide demonstration and
training in new methods. The Departments
are directed to seek methods of salvaging
useful products, of conserving resources, and
of reducing the amount of waste that must
ultimately be dumped. The federal role is
limited, under this Act, to technical assist-
ance, research, and training. Primary re-
sponsibility for collection and disposal of
wastes and their regulation remains with
state and local governments,

Question, What do you consider the key
problems in solid waste management?

JoHNsoN. First, the sheer size of the mid-
den heap. Industrial waste now totals about
110 billions tons per year, not including the
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tonnage fed directly into public disposal
systems, nor 2 billion tons of agricultural
waste produced each year. Second, packaging.
Some of the new packaging materials are
difficult or impossible to incinerate and many
resist biological degradation. An opportunity
exlsts for industry to contribute greatly in
this area. Third, recycling and reuse. Iron,
aluminium, and zinc, even cellulose could be
removed from the waste stream and returned
to the economy. Likewise, the energy from
burning waste could be put to use. Many of
our studies are directed at these aims, a
facet of the problem in which industry too
has a major economic stake, Finally residue
disposal, The sanitary landfill can enhance
rather than damage land values, One at Vir-
ginia Beach, Virginia will provide high land
for cottages and bay protection; one near
Chicago will become a ski slope. However, the
lack of sultable land for this process em-
phasizes the need for reducing the quantity
of waste to be dumped.

Question. What would you suggest that
industry do to help improve this situation?

Jounson. There are many examples of ex-
emplary industry responsibility and of gov-
ernment-industry cooperation in combatting
the solid waste problem. Canneries and other
food processors have done much to develop
accelerated composting methods, in some
cases alded by our Environmental Control
Adminjstration, both technically and finan-
cially. The psaper industry’s Institute of
Paper Chemistry has perfcrmed pioneer work
in reducing the health hazard and esthetic
offense of paper and pulping waste, improv-
ing efficiency and output at the same time.
However, we need a great deal more on the
part of the industrial community in helping
the nation solve its growing solid waste
problem.

Question. I can see where all of these prob-
lems overlap. Solid waste management and
water pollution certainly must be studied
together, Does your agency have any role in
combatting water pollution?

Jorwnson. Our Environmental Control Ad-
ministration is concerned with the health
aspects of water pollution and has an en-
forcement role in certifying sources of drink-
ing water for interstate trains, airlines, and
buses. Contrary to the general view, America
can no longer take for granted the purity of
its drinking water. Population growth ls put-
ting a tremendous load on existing water
treatment systems. Moreover, new hitherto
unsuspected kinds of contamination—en-
zymes, trace metals, wastes from synthetics,
adhesives, solvents, and pesticides—are
reaching surface water as side effects of mod-
ern technology.

Question. Are you currently working on
this problem?

JouwnsoN. Yes. In the spring of this year
our water hyglene program began to survey
a representitive sample of community water
systems across the nation as the first step
in an inter-governmental effort to raise the
quality of public drinking water. The sample
includes nine metropolitan areas. We antic-
ipate that information from this study will
provide data that will lead to better control
of health hazards and may point to the need
for new legislation, For example, the survey,
although still incomplete, already shows that
urban water needs are often met by bewil-
dering arrays of separate, interconnected sys-
tems, making continuous appraisal and qual-
ity control difficult and that bacteriological
testing is often inadequate. It has also re-
vealed that an unexpectedly large number
of people are served by tank truck delivery
of drinking water.

Question. Like so many of these prob-
lems, this one sounds as though it will cost
the tax-payers a great deal of money to solve.

JorNsoN. I'm afrald so. It seems clear that
during the next few years it will be neces-
sary for many local jurisdictions to invest
substantially in expanding and updating
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their water treatment systems. Water supply
in this country already represents an invest-
ment of more than $50 billion, second only
to the electric power industry.

Question, What would be the most ad-
vantageous ways for funds to be spent?

JounsoN. One problem of increasing con-
cern Is the use of reclalmed waste water for
human consumption. If we cannot maintain
the quality of surface waters, it will be nec-
essary for us to learn much more about de-
tecting and removing viruses, hormones, anti-
biotics, and a whole range of industrial
wastes from these waters. Another problem
of direct and immediate concern to many
industries is the hazard which can arise
when systems of nonpotable water are in-
stalled for some processing use where possi-
bility of accldental cross connection with
the plant’s or the community's drinking
water can exist.

Question, Mr. Johnson, are you optimistic
about solving all these problems?

Joanson. Yes, with industry’s help. But
it will require careful reexamination of tra-
ditional goals and prerogatives by industry,
government, and the public itself. In an
age such as ours, it is unthinkable that we
should not hold pollution levels compatible
with the requirements of human health and
well-being. It is unworthy of the American
system, which has created so much good for
all men, Common sense demands and, in-
creasingly, the public which we all serve in-
sists that government and industry join
hands to prove the American system can
meet these unique challenges of our time.

HOUSING ACT OF 1969—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. PATMAN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (S. 2864), the Housing Act of 1969:
ConreERENCE ReErorT (H. REPT. NO. 01-740)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 2864)
to amend and extend laws relating to housing
and urban development, and for other pur-
poses, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House amendment insert the
following"

That this Act may be cited as the “Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1969".

Sec. 2, Section 305(g) of the Natlonal
Housing Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “#$1,000,000,000" and
inserting in lieu thereof “$2,5600,000,000";

(2) by inserting “at par"” immediately after
“and to purchase': and

(3) by striking out *“$15,000", *$17,500",
and *“$22,500" and inserting in lieu thereof
“$17,500”, *'$20,000”, and “$25,000”, respec-
tively.

TITLE I—MORTGAGE CREDIT
EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS

Sec. 101. (a) Section 2(a) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out
“January 1, 1870” in the first centence and
inserting in lieu thereof “October 1, 1970".

(b) Section 217 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “title VIII, or title X"
and Inserting in lleu thereof “section 235,
section 236, title VIII, title X, or title XI';
and

(2) by striking out “January 1, 1970" and
inserting in lieu thereof “Octobex 1, 1970".

(c) Section 221(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out “January 1, 1970" in the fifth
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sentence and Inserting in Heu thereof “Oc-
tober 1, 1970,

(d) Section 235 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(m) No mortgage shall be insured under
this section after October 1, 1971, except pur-
suant to a commitment to insure before that
date.”

(e) Section 236 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“{n) No mortgage shall be insured under
this section after October 1, 1971, except
pursuant to a commitment to insure before
that date."”

(f) Section 809(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out “January 1, 1970” in the sec-
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
*“October 1, 1970,

(g) Section 810(k) of such Act is amended
by striking out “January 1, 1970" in the sec-
ond sentence and Inserting in lieu thereof
“October 1, 1970",

(h) Seection 1002(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out “January 1, 1970"
in the second sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof "October 1, 1970".

(i) Section 1101(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out “January 1, 1970"
in the second sentence and inserting in lien
thereof “October 1, 1970".

LOWER DOWNPAYMENTS FOR FHA-FINANCED
BALES HOUSING

Sec. 102. (a) Section 203(b)(2) of the
National Housing Act is amended by strik-
ing out “$20,000" each place it appears and
inserting in liem thereof “$25,000".

(b) Section 220(d) (3) (A) (1) of such Act
is amended by striking out “$20,000" each
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“$25,000".

(e) Section 222(b)(3) of such Act is

amended by striking out **$20,000" each place
it appears and inserting in lleu thereof
“'$25,000",

(d) Section 234(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out “$20,000" each place it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof “$25,000".

MOBILE HOMES

Sec. 103. (a) (1) Section 207(a) of the Na-
tional Housing Act is amended—

(A) by striking out "“trailer coach mobile
dwellings” in paragraph (1) and inserting in
lieu thereof “mobile homes";

(B) by striking out “trailler court or park"
in paragraph (6) and Inserting in lieu there-
of “mobile home court or park™; and

(C) by striking out “trailer coach mobile
dwellings" in paragraph (6) and inserting in
lieu thereof “mobile homes".

(2) Sectlon 207(c)(3) of such Act is
amended by striking out '‘traller courts or
parks"” and inserting in lieu thereof “mobile
home courts or parks".

(b) Bection 207(c)(3) of such Act is
amended by striking out “'$1,800 per space or
§500,000 per mortgage” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$2,500 per space or $1,000,000 per
mortgage".

(c) Section 2 of such Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “(i)" after the words “for
the purpose of” in the first sentence of sub-
section (a);

(2) by inserting *; and for the purpose of
(ii) financing the purchase of a mobile home
to be used by the owner as his principal resi-
dence” before the period at the end of the
first sentence of subsection (a);

(3) by inserting ‘“(other than mobile
homes) " after “new residential structures” in
clause (1) of subparagraph (iil) of the sec-
ond paragraph of subsection (a);

(4) by inserting the following new sen-
tence at the end of subsection (a) : “The Sec-
retary is hereby authorized and directed,
with respect to mobile homes to be financed
under this section, to (i) prescribe minimum
property standards to assure the livability
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and durability of the mobile home and the
sultability of the site om which the mobile
home is to be located; and (il) obtain assur-
ances from the borrower that the mobile
home will be placed on a site which complies
with the standards prescribed by the Secre-
tary and with local zoning and other appli-
cable local requirements.”;

(5) by inserting “, except that an obliga-
tion financing the purchase of a mobile home
may be in an amount not exceeding $10,000"
before the semicolon at the end of clause (1)
in the first sentence of subsection (b);

(6) by inserting “: Provided, That an obli-
gation financing the purchase of a mobile
home may have a maturity not in excess of
twelve years and thirty-two days” before the
semicolon at the end of clause (2) in the
first sentence of subsection (b); and

(7) by striking out “real property” each
place it appears In subsection (e¢)(2) and
Inserting in lieu thereof “real or personal
property”.

MAXIMUM MORTGAGE AMOUNT UNDER SECTION
220 MULTIFAMILY HOUSING PROGRAM

Sec. 104, Section 220(d) (3) (B) (i) of the
National Housing Act is amended to read
as follows:

*{1) not exceed $50,000,000,".

MORTGAGE INSURANCE ON CONDOMINIUM
UNITS FOR SERVICEMEN

Sec. 105. Section 222(b) (1) of the National
Housing Act is amended by inserting “or
234(c),” immediately after “221(d)(2),"”.

ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS UNDER SECTION 235 FOR
PURCHASER ASSUMING MORTGAGE

Sec. 106. (a) Section 235 (c) of the National
Housing Act 1s amended by striking out “sub-
section (j) (4)" and inserting in lieu thereof
“subsection (i) or (j) (4)".

(b) Section 235(b) (2) of such Act is
amended by striking out the first proviso and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “:
Provided, That if any cooperative member
who has received assistance payments trans-
fers his membership and occupancy rights
to another person who satisfies the eligibility
requirements prescribed by the Secretary and
undertakes the obligation to pay occupancy
charges, the new cooperative member may
qualify for assistance payments upon the
filing of an application with respect to the
dwelling unit involved to be ocecupied by
him”.

AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS
TUNDER SECTIONS 235 AND 238

Sec. 107. (a) The second sentence of sec-
tion 235(h) of the National Housing Act is
amended by striking out “$100,000,000 on
July 1, 1969, and by $125,000,000 on July 1,
1970" and inserting in lieu thereof “$125,000,-
000 on July 1, 1969, by $125,000,000 on July 1,
1970, and by $170,000,000 on July 1, 1971",

(b) The second sentence of section 236 (i)
(1) of such Act is amended by striking out
“'$100,000,000 on July 1, 1969, and by $125,-
000,000 on July 1, 1970 and inserting in lieu
thereof *“$125,000,000 on July 1, 1969, by
$125,000,000 on July 1, 1970, and by $170,000,-
000 on July 1, 1971,

INTEREST REDUCTION PAYMENTS UNDER SECTION
236 ON CERTAIN PROJECTS FINANCED UNDER
STATE OR LOCAL HOUSING PROGEAMS

Sec. 108. The proviso in section 236(b)
of the National Housing Act is amended by
striking out “with respect to a rental or co-
operative housing project” and inserting
in lieu thereof “with respect to a mortgage
or part thereof on a rental or cooperative
housing project”™.

ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS WITH RESPECT TO
EXISTING DWELLINGS UNDER SECTION 235

SEc. 109. Section 235(h) (3) of the Nation-
al Housing Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “and™ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A); and

{2) by striking out subparagraphs (B)
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and (C) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(B) 30 per centum of the total additional
amount of contracts for assistance payments
authorized by appropriation Acts to be made
prior to July 1, 1971,".

FREFERENCES IN SECTION 237 MORTGAGE
INSURANCE PROGRAM

Sec. 110, Section 237(d) of the National
Housing Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “and in providing coun-
seling services™ after “applications”; and

(2) by inserting “(1) to families which
are eligible for assistance payments under
section 235, and (2)" after “this section”.

EXPANSION OF THE FHA NURSING HOME PRO-
GRAM TO INCLUDE INTERMEDIATE CARE FACILI-
TIES

BEc. 111. Section 232 of the National Hous-
ing Act is amended—

(1) by striking out subsection (a) and in-
serting in lHeu thereof the following:

“{a) The purpose of this section is to as-
sist in the provision of facilities for either
of the following purposes or for a combina-
tion of such purposes;

“(1) The development of nursing homes
for the care and treatment of convalescents
and other persons who are not acutely i1l and
do not need hospital care but who reqguire
skilled nursing care and related medical
services.

“(2) The development of intermediate care
facilities for the care of persons who, while
not in need of nursing home care and treat-
ment, nevertheless are unable to live fully
independently and who are in need of mini-
mum but continuous care provided by li-
censed or traired personnel.”;

(2) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (1) of subsection (b);

(3) by redesignating paragraph (2) of sub-
section (b) as paragraph (3) and Inserting
after paragraph (1) of such subsection the
following new paragraph:

*(2) the term ‘intermediate care facility'
means a proprietary facility or facility of a
private nonprofit corporation or association
licensed or regulated by the State (or, if
there is no State law providing for such li-
censing and regulation by the State, by the
municipality or other political subdivision in
which the facility is located) for the accom-
modation of persons who, because of inca-
pacitating infirmities, require minimum but
continuous care but are not In need of con-
tinuous medical or nursing services; and";

(4) by striking out “a new or rehabilitated
nursing home"” in the introductory text of
subsecticn (d) and inserting in lieu thereof
“a new or rehabilitated nursing home or
intermediate care facility or combined nurs-
ing home and intermediate care facillty”;

(5) by striking out “operation of the nurs-
ing home" In subsection (d)(2) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “operation of the home or
facility or combined home and facility”;

(6) by striking out paragraph (4) of sub-
section (d) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(4) The Secretary shall not insure any
mortgage under this section unless he has
received, from the State agency designated
in accordance with section 604(a) (1) of the
Public Health Service Act for the State in
which Is located the nursing home or inter-
mediate care facility or combined nursing
home and intermediate care facility covered
by the mortgage, a certification that (A)
there i1s a need for such home or facility or
combined home and facility, and (B) there
are in force in such State or in the munic-
ipality or other political subdivision of the
State in which the proposed home or facility
or combined home and facility is to be lo-
cated reasonable minimum standards of li-
censure and methods of operation governing
it. No such mortgage shall be insured under
this section unless the Secretary has received
such assurance as he may deem satisfactory
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from the State agency that such standards
will be applied and enforced with respect to
any home or facility or combined home and
facility located in the State for which mort-
gage insurance is provided under 1:s sec-
tion.”; and

(7) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“(g) The Secretary shall prescribe such
regulations as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this section relating to in-
termediate care facilities, after consulting
with the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare with respect to any health or medical
aspects of the program which may be in-
volved in such regulations.

“{h) The Secretary shall also consult with
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare as to the need for and the avallability
of intermediate care facilities in any area for
which an intermediate care facility is pro-
posed under this section.”

BENT SUPPLEMENT UNITS IN SECTION 230
PROJECTS

Sec. 112, Section 101(j)(1)(D) of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965
is amended by inserting before the period
at the end thereof a comma and the follow-
ing: “except that the foregoing limitation
may be increased to 40 per centum of the
dwelling units in any such property if the
Secretary determines that such increase is
necessary and desirable in order to provide
additional housing for individuals and fami-
lies meeting the requirements of subsaction
(c)".

INCREASE IN MAXITMUM MORTGAGE AMOUNTS

UNDER FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS

Sec. 113. (a) (1) Section 203(b) (2) of the
National Housing Act is amended by striking
out “$30,000”, “$32,600", and “$37,500" wher-
ever they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“$33,000”, “'$35,750”, and “$41,250", respec-
tively.

(2) Section 203(h) of such Act is amended
by striking out “812,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof “$14,400™.

(3) Section 203(i) of such Act is amended
by striking out “$13,500" and inserting in
lleu thereof *$16,200".

(4) Section 203(m) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out “$15,000 and inserting in
lieu thereof “$18,000".

(b) (1) Section 207(c)(3) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$9,000", “$12,500",
“$15,000", “"$18,500", and “$21,000” wherever
they appear and inserting in leu thereof
“$9,900", “$13,750", “$16,500", “$20,350", and
“$23,100", respectively.

(2) Section 207(c)(3) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by striking out “$10,600",
“$18,000", *“$22,500", and “$25,500” and in-
serting in lleu thereof *“$11,650", $19,800",
“$24,750", and *“$28,050", respectively.

(e) (1) Section 213(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$8,000”, “$12,500",
“$15,000", “£18,500”, and "$21,000 wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“$0,900", “$13,750", “$16,500", “$20,350", and
“$23,100", respectively.

(2) Section 213(b) (2) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by striking out *“$10,5007,
“$18,000", “$22,500", and *“$25,500" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$11,650", *“$19,800",
$24,750", and *$28,050", respectively.

(d) (1) Section 220(d)(3) (A) (i) of such
Act is amended by striking out “$30,000”,
“$32,500”, "$37,500”, and “$7,000” wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“$33,000™, “$35,750", “$41,250", and “§7.700",
respectively.

(2) Section 220(d) (3) (B) (iil) of such Act
is amended by striking out “$9,000”, “$12,-
5007, "“$15,000”, *$18,500" and *“§21,000”
wherever they appear and inserting in lieu
thereof “§9,900", “$13,750", “$16,600", “$20,~
350", and "'$23,100", respectively.

(3) Section 220(d) (3) (B) (iii) of such Act
is further amended by striking out “$10,5600",
*“$18,000", “$22,500", and "$25,500” wherever
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they appear and inserting in lleu thereof
“$11,550", “$19,800", “$24,750", and *$28,050",
respectively.

(4) Section 220(h)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$10,000" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$12,000.

(e) (1) Section 221(d)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “'$15,000”, “$17,500",
“820,000", “$27,000", and “§33,000" wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“£18,000”, “$21,000", *'$24,000", “$32,400”, and
“$39,600", respectively.

(2) Section 221(d) (2) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by striking out "$25,000”,
“$32,000", and “$38,000", and inserting in lieu
thereof “$30,000”, “$38,400", and *$45,600",
respectively.

(8) Section 221(d)(3) (ii) of such Act is
amended by striking out "“$8,000", “$11,250",
“$13,500", “$17,000", and “$19,250" wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“$0,200", *“$12,937.50", *$15,525” ‘$19,550",
and “$22,137.50", respectively.

(4) Section 221(d) (3) (i) of such Act is
further amended by striking out *“$9,500",
“$16,000”, “$20,000", and “$22,750" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$10,925", “$18,400",
“$23,000", and “$26,162.50", respectively.

(5) Section 221(d) (4) (i1) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$8,000", “$11,250",
“$13,500", “$17,000", and *$19,250” wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“g9.200", “$12,937.50", “$15,6256", *$19,550",
and *“$22,137.50", respectively.

(6) Section 221(d)(4)(ii) of such Act is
further amended by striking out “$9,600",
"“$16,000", “$20,000”, and *$22,750" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$10,925", “$18,400",
*$23,000", and “$26,162.50", respectively.

(7) Section 221(h) (6) (A) of such Act Is
amended by striking out “$15,000" and in-
serting in leu thereof “$18,000",

(f) Section 222(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$30,000" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$33,000",

(g) (1) Section 231(c)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$8,000”, “$11,250",
“%13,500", “$17,000", and "“$19,250" wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“$8,800", “$12,375", “$14,850", “'$18,700", and
“$21,175", respectively.

(2) Section 231(c)(2) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by striking out “$9,5600", “$16,~
000", “$20,000", and “$22,750"” and inserting
in lieu thereof “$10,450", *$17,600", “$22,-
000", and “$25,025", respectively.

(h) (1) Section 234(c) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$30,000" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$33,000".

(2) Section 234(e)(3) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$9,000", “'$12,500",
“g15,000", “$18,500", and *$21,000” wherever
they appear and inserting in lten thereof
“20 900", “$13,750", “$16,500", and “$20,350",
and ''$23,100", respectively.

(3) Bection 234(e) (3) of such Act Is fur-
ther amended by striking out “$10,500",
“£18,000", “$22,500”, and *“$25,500" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$11,550", “$19,800",
=204 750", and “$28,060", respectively.

(1) Section 235 of such Act is amended by
striking out *“$15,000", “$17,500", and *“$20,-
000", wherever they appear and inserting in
lieu thereof “$18,000”, “$21,000”, and “$24.-
000", respectively.

(§) Section 237(c)(2)
amended by striking out "$15,000", and
“$17,600" and inserting in leu thereof
“$18,000" and “$21,000", respectively.

INCREASE IN GNMA PURCHASE AUTHORITY

Sec. 114. Section 302(b) of the National
Housing Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “exceeds or exceeded
$17,5600" in clause (3) of the proviso in the
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“exceeds or exceeded $22,000";

(2) by striking out “that exceeds $17,500"
in the second sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “that exceeds the otherwlse appli-
cable maximum amount’’; and

(3) by striking out “did not exceed $17,600"

of such Act is
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in the second sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “did not exceed the otherwise appli-
cable maximum amount”,

GINMA SPECIAL ASSISTANCE FURCHASES

Sec. 115. Section 305 of the National Hous-
ing Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

*(j) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the Assoclation is authorized to
purchage pursuant to commitments or other-
wise mortgages otherwise eligible for pur-
chase under this section at a price equal to
the unpaid principal amount thereof at the
time of purchase, with adjustments for in-
terest and any comparable items, and to sell
such mortgages at any time at a price within
the range of market prices for the particular
class of mortgages involved at the time of
sale as determined by the Association., Mort-
gages insured under title V of the Housing
Act of 1949, except mortgages for above mod-
erate income families insured under section
517(a) of such Act are eligible for purchase
under this section.”

TITLE II—-URBAN RENEWAL AND HOUS-
ING ASSISTANCE PROGEAMS

URBAN RENEWAL GRANT AUTHORITY

Sec. 201. Section 103(b) of the Housing
Act of 1949 is amended—

(1) by inserting before the period at the
end of the first sentence the fellowing: “, and
by $1,700,000,000 on July 1, 1970"; and

(2) by inserting after the first sentence
the following new sentence: “Not less than
35 per centum of the amounts available to
the Secretary for grants under this title dur-
ing each of the fiscal years beginning July
1, 1969, and July 1, 1970, shall be for grants
under part B."

EXTENSION OF URBAN RENEWAL ASSISTANCE TO
THE TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC IS-
LANDS AND TO INDIAN TRIBES
Sec. 202. (a) Section 110(h) of the Hous-

ing Act of 1949 is amended by striking out

the second sentence and inserting in leu
thereof the following: “The term ‘State’ in-
cludes the several States, the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, the
territories and possessions of the United

States, and Indian tribes, bands, groups, and

nations, including Alaska Indians, Aleuts,

and Eskimos, of the United States.”

(b) The first sentence of section 116 of
such Act is amended by striking out “and
counties” and inserting in lleu thereof
“counties, and Indian tribes, bands, groups,
and nations, including Alaska Indians,
Aleuts, and Eskimos, of the United States™.

(c) The first sentence of section 117 of
such Act is amended by striking out “and
counties” and inserting in lieu thereof
“counties, and Indian tribes, bands, groups,
and mnations, including Alaska Indians,
Aleuts, and Eskimos, of the United States”.

(d) The first sentence of section 118 of
such Act is amended by striking out “and
counties” and inserting in lieu thereof
“ecounties, and Indian tribes, bands, groups,
and nations, including Alaska Indians,
Aleuts, and Eskimos, of the United States".

EXTENSION OF PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY OF LOCAL
GRANTS-IN=-AID FOR CERTAIN URBAN RENEWAL
AND NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Sec. 203. (a) The second paragraph of sec-

tlon 110(d) of the Housing Act of 1948 is

amended—

(1) by inserting “(except the second sen-
tence of this paragraph)" after “any other
provision of this subsection’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “In connection with
any project for which an application is filed
not later than the date of the enactment of
the Housing and Urban Development Act of
1969 and which has not received Federal rec-
ognition (other than a project to which
clause (2) of the second sentence of section
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133(a) applies), the three-year period re-
ferred to above shall be extended to a period
of four years prior to the authorization by the
Secretary of a contract for loan or capital
grant for the project.”

(b) Section 112(b) of
amended—

(1) by striking out “No expenditure” and
inserting in lieu thereof “Subject to the sec-
ond sentence of this subsection, no expendi-
ture”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “In connection with
any project for which an application is filed
not later than the date of the enactment
of the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1969 and which has not received Federal
recognition (other than a project to which
clause (2) of the second sentence of section
133(a) applies), the seven-year period re-
ferred to in clause (1) of the preceding sen-
tence shall be extended to a period of eight
years prior to the authorization by the Sec-
retary of a contract for a loan or capital grant
for the project.”

{c) Section
amended—

(1) by striking out “For"” and inserting in
leu thereof “Except as otherwise provided
in this subsection, for";

(2) by striking out “the second paragraph™
and inserting in lieu thereof “the first sen-
tence of the second paragraph"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “In connection with
any neighborhood development program for
which an application is filed not later than
the date of the enactment of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1969 and for
which no contract for financial assistance
under the program has been authorized by
the Secretary, the three-year and seven-year
periods referred to above shall be extended
to periods of four and eight years, respec-
tively, prior to authorization of (1) the first
contract for financial assistance under the
program which includes the urban renewal
area benefited by the public improvement
or facility (or the expenditures) for which
credit is claimed, or (2) a contract for a loan
or capital grant for an urban renewal proj-
ect authorized after the date of the enact-
ment of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1960 in an area which is benefited by
the public improvement or facility (or the
expenditures) for which credit is claimed
and which was included in the neighborhood
development program application.”

INCLUSION OF ENCLOSED PEDESTRIAN MALLS AS
ELIGIBLE URBAN RENEWAL ACTIVITIES

Sec. 204, (a) Section 110(c)(3) of the
Housing Act of 1949 is amended by insert-
ing after “playgrounds,” the following: “pe-
destrian malls and walkways (including in
the case of an enclosed mall or walkway any
necessary roofs, walls, columns, lighting, and
climate control facilities) ,".

(b) The first sentence of the second un-
numbered paragraph following paragraph
(10) of section 110(c) of such Act is amended
by inserting after “provided” the following:
“in paragraph (3) with respect to enclosed
pedestrian malls and walkways and as pro-
vided™.

such Act is

133(a) of such Act 1is

REHABILITATION GRANTS

Sec. 205. Section 115(c) of the Housing Act
of 1949 is amended by striking out “or (2)
$3,000" and inserting In lieu thereof “or
(2) $3,600".

LOCAL GRANTS-IN-AID CREDIT FOR CERTAIN FA=-
CILITIES BUILT ON BEHALF OF PUBLIC UNI-
VERSITIES
BEc. 206. Clause (A) (i1) of the second pro-

viso in section 110(d) of the Housing Act of

1849 is amended by striking out by a public

university" and inserting in lieu thereof “by

or on behalf of a public university."
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INCOME LIMITATION UNDER REHABILITATION
LOAN PROGRAM

SEc. 207. Section 312(a) of the Housing
Act of 1964 is amended by striking out the
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “In making loans with respect
to residential property under this sectlon,
priority shall be given to applications made
by persons whose annual income, as deter-
mined pursuant to criteria and procedures
established by the Secretary, is within the
limitations prescribed by the Secretary for
occupants of projects financed with below-
market interest rate mortgages insured (in
the area involved) under section 221(d) (3)
of the National Housing Act.”

SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS TO ENCOURAGE URBAN
RENEWAL LOANS FROM PRIVATE SOURCES

Sec. 208. The proviso in the first paragraph
of section 102(c) of the Housing Act of 1949
is amended—

(1) by striking out *, if"";

(2) by striking out “, the interest rate on
such a loan from a source other than the
Federal Government is greater than the rate
at which funds could be made avallable
under the Federal loan contract,”;

(3) by striking out “from such sources”
and inserting in lieu thereof “from a source
other than the Federal Government”; and

(4) by inserting “or a supplemental grant
in an amount which he determines is neces-
sary to enable a local public agency to obtain
funds from a source other than the Federal
Government” immediately after “contract
rate",

REVIEW OF RELOCATION PLANS UNDER URBAN

RENEWAL PROGEAM

SEec. 209. Section 106(c) of the Housing Act
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“(3) Within one year after the date of
the enactment of this paragraph, and every
two years thereafter, the Secretary shall re-
view each locality’s relocation plan under this
subsection and its effectiveness in carrying
out such plan.”

REPLACEMENT OF HOUSING UNITS WHERE FROJ-
ECT INVOLVES DEMOLITION OR REMOVAL OF
RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES

Sec. 210. Sectlon 105 of the Housing Act
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“{h) If any urban renewal project which
receives Federal recognition after the date of
the enactment of this subsection includes the
demolition or removal of any residential
structure or structures (whether or not it is
a project taken into account for purposes of
applying subsection (f)), there shall be pro-
vided in the area within which the local pub-
lic agency has jurisdiction (by construction
or rehabilitation) standard housing units
for occupancy by low and moderate income
families (including but not limited to units
provided under Federal- or State-assisted
housing programs and including units of low-
rent housing in private accommodations as-
sisted under section 23 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937) at least equal in num-
ber to the number of units occupied by such
familles prior to the demolition or removal of
such structure or structures: Provided, That
the Becretary shall have authority where he
deems it appropriate to take into account
suitable housing outside such area for pur-
poses of meeting the requirement of this
subsection. If the Secretary finds that the
percentage of vacancies for all existing hous-
ing units in the area within which the local
public agency has jurisdiction is 5 per centum
or greater, he may waive the requirements of
this subsection to the extent that he deter-
mines there are exlsting standard housing
units in such area which will be available
for occupancy by low and moderate income
families who are being displaced by the urban
renewal project."
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LOANS FOR FUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

Sec. 211, Section 9 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 is amended by striking
out the third sentence.

PUBLIC HOUSING ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS

8ec, 212, (a) The proviso in section 10(b)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended by inserting after “any contract”
the following: “, although not limited to debt
service requirements,”.

(b) The first sentence of section 10(e)
of such Act is amended by striking out
*'$150,000,000 on July 1 in each of the years
1969 and 1970" and inserting in lieu thereof
*'$225,000,000 on July 1, 1969, and $170,000,000
on July 1, 18707,

REDUCED RENTALS FOR VERY LOW INCOME
TENANTS OF PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

Sec, 213. (a) The second paragraph of sec-
tion 2(1) of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 is amended by inserting after “rents”
the following: “(which may not exceed one-
fourth of the family’s income, as defined by
the Secretary)”.

(b) The requirement in section 2(1) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 that the
rents fixed by public housing agencies may
not exceed one-fourth of a low-rent housing
tenant's income shall be effective not later
than ninety days following the date of the
enactment of this Act. The requirement shall
not apply in any case in which the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development de-
termines that limiting the rent of any tenant
or class of tenants, as provided by such sec-
tion 2(1), will result in a reduction in the
amount of welfare assistance which would
otherwise be provided to such tenant or class
of tenants by a public agency.

(c) The second sentence of section 14 of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended by inserting after “Government,”
the following: “or is necessary to insure the
low-rent character of the project involved,”.

NOTIFICATIONS TO APPLICANTS FOR ADMISSION
TO PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

SEC. 214. Section 10(g) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) by striking out “and"” at the end of
paragraph (2);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
“; and"; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (3) a new
paragraph as follows:

“(4) the public housing agency shall
promptly notify (i) any applicant deter-
mined to be ineligible for admission to the
project of the basis for such determination
and provide the applicant upon request,
within a reasonable time after the determi-
nation is made, with an opportunity for an
informal hearing on such determination, and
(ii) any applicant determined to be eligible
for admission to the project of the approxi-
mate date of oceupancy insofar as such date
can be reasonably determined.”

ROOM COST LIMITATIONS FOR PUBLIC HOUSING
PROJECTS

Sgc. 215. The first sentence of section 15(5)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended—

(1) by striking out “$2,400 per room
(3,500 per room"” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$2,800 per room (83,900 per room";

(2) by striking out “$3,500 per room and
$4,000 per room” and inserting in lieu thereof
“'$4,000 per room and $£4,500 per room"; and

(3) by striking out “8$750 per room" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "“$1,500 per room in
the case of accommodations designed specifi-
cally for elderly families, or $1,400 per room
in any other case,”.

MANAGEMENT AND SERVICES IN PUBLIC
HOUSING PROJECTS

Sec. 216. The last sentence of section 15(10)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
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amended by striking out “July 1, 1970” and
inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1971".

ELTMINATION OF WORKABLE PROGEAM RE-
QUIREMENT WITH RESPECT TO LOW-RENT
HOUSING IN PRIVATE ACCOMMODATIONS AND
OTHER LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING, AND WITH
RESPECT TO MORTGAGE INSURANCE UNDER SEC-
TION 221(d) (3) PROGRAM
Sec. 217. (a) Section 101(c) of the Housing

Act of 1949 is amended—

(1) by striking out "or for annual contri-
butions or capital grants pursuant to the
United States Housing Act of 1837, as
amended, for any project or projects not
constructed or covered by a contract for an-
nual contributions prior to August 1, 1956,”;

(2) by striking out “or section 221(d) (3)™;

(3) by striking out “(1)", and “or (ii) see-
tion 221(d) (3) of the National Housing Act
if payments with respect to the mortgaged
property are made or are to be made under
section 101 of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1065,”, in the first proviso;
and

(4) by striking out “or a contract for an-
nual contributions or capital grants was en-
tered into pursuant to the United States
Housing Act of 1937,".

{b) The second proviso in section 10(e) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended by striking out “no such new con-
tract” and all that follows down through
“Housing Act of 1949, and”

(c¢) Section 23(f) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 is amended by striking
out all that follows “this Act” where 1t first
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “shall
not apply to low-rent housing assisted or
to be assisted under this section.”

AUTHORIZATION FOR HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY
OR HANDICAPPED

Sec. 218. Section 202(a) (4) of the Housing
Act of 1959 is amended to read as follows:

*(4) There is authorized to be appro-
priated for the purposes of this section not
to exceed $500,000,000, which amount shall
be increased by $150,000,000 on July 1, 1969.
Amounts so appropriated shall constitute a
revolving fund to be used by the Secretary
in carrying out this section.”

AUTHORIZATION FOR COLLEGE HOUSING DEBT
BERVICE GRANTS

SEc. 219. Section 401(f) (2) of the Housing
Act of 190560 is amended by striking out all
that follows “exceed” and inserting in lieu
thereof “£20,000,000, which amount shall be
increased by $4,200,000 on July 1, 1970.”

ASSISTANCE FOR HOUSING IN ALASKA

Sec. 220. Section 1004(a) of the Demonstra-
tion Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out
“$7,500" and inserting in leu thereof
“$10,875".

TITLE III—MODEL CITIES AND METRO-

POLITAN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
AUTHORIZATION FOR MODEL CITIES FROGRAM

Sec. 301. (a) Section 111(b) of the Dem-
onstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop-
ment Act of 1966 is amended—

(1) by striking out “and'’ the third time it
appears;

{2) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: *, and not to ex-
ceed £600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “Under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, 10 per centum of
the amounts appropriated pursuant to this
subsection for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970, and for any fiscal year thereafter
shall be used for assistance to city demon-
stration agencies in citles or countles having
a population (according to the most recent
decennial census) of less than 100,000, and
may be so used (to the extent specifically
provided in such regulations) without regard
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to the limitation set forth in the first sen-
tence of section 105(c).”

(b) Bection 111(ec) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out “1970" and Inserting in
lieu thereof “1971".

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING GRANTS

Sec. 302. The fifth sentence of section
701(b) of the Housing Act of 1954 is amend-
ed by striking out “and not to exceed $390,-
000,000 prior to July 1, 1970” and inserting
in lieu thereof “and not to exceed $390,-
000,000 prior to July 1, 1971".

AUTHORIZATION FOR OPEN SPACE, TURBAN
BEAUTIFICATION, AND HISTORIC PRESERVA~
TION GRANTS
Sec. 303. The first sentence of section

702(b) of the Housing Act of 1861 is amend-

ed by striking out “and not to exceed $460,-

000,000 prior to July 1, 1870” and inserting

in lieu thereof "“and not to exceed $460,-

000,000 prior to July 1, 1971",

AUTHORIZATION FOR NEW COMMUNITY
SUPPLEMENTARY ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Sec. 304, Section 412(d) of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968 1is
amended by striking out “July 1, 1870" and
inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1971".

COMMUNITY FACILITIES GRANTS

Sec. 305. (a) Section 702(c) of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out "“1968" in clause
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof “1870".

(b) Section 708(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “1970" and inserting in lieu
thereof “1971".

(¢) The second sentence of section T08(a)
of such Act is amended by inserting before
the period at the end thereof the follow-
ing: “, and not to exceed $100,000,000 for
the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1870",

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION

SEec. 306. (a) The first sentence of section
4(b) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964 is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” the second time
it appears; and

(2) by striking cut the period and insert-
ing in lieu thereof *; and $300,000,000 for
fiscal year 1971.”

(b) Section 5 of such Act is amended by
striking out “1970"” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1871".

TRAINING AND FELLOWSHIP PROGRAMS

Sec. 307. Title VIII of the Housing Act
of 1964 is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE VIII—TRAINING AND FELLOW-
SHIP PROGRAMS

“FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

“Sgc. 801. (a) The Congress finds that the
rapid expansion of the Nation's urban areas
and wurban population has caused severe
problems in urban and suburban develop-
ment and created a national need to (1)
provide special training in skills needed for
economic and efficlent community develop-
ment, and (2) support research in new or
improved methods of dealing with commu-
nity development problems.

“(b) It is the purpose of this title to pro-
vide fellowships for the graduate training
of professional city planning and urban and
housing technicians and specialists, and to
assist and encourage the States, in coopera-
tion with public or private universities and
colleges and urban centers and with business
firms and associations, labor unions, and
other interested associations and organiza-
tions, to (1) organize, initiate, develop, and
expand programs which will provide special
training in skills needed for economic and
efficlent community development to those
technical, professional, and other persons
with the capacity to master and employ such
skills who are, or are training to be, em-
ployed by a governmental or public body
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which has responsibility for community de-
velopment, or by a private nonprofit organi-
zation which Is conducting or has respon-
sibility for housing and community develop-
ment programs, and (2) support State and
local research that Is needed in connection
with housing programs and needs, public
improvement programing, code problems, ef-
ficient land use, urban fransportation, and
similar community development problems.

“FELLOWSHIPS FOR CITY PLANNING AND URBAN
STUDIES

“Sec. 802. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to provide fellowships for the graduate
training of professional city planning and
urban and housing technicians and spe-
cialists as herein provided. Persons shall
be selected for such fellowships solely on
the basis of ability and upon the recom-
mendation of the Urban Studies Fellowship
Advisory Board established pursuant to sub-
section (b). Fellowships shall be solely for
training in public and private nonprofit in-
stitutions of higher education having pro-
grams of graduate study in the field of city
planning or in related fields (including archi-
tecture, civil engineering, economics, munie-
ipal finance, public administration, and
sociology), which programs are oriented to
training for careers in city and regional
planning, housing, urban renewal, and com=-
munity development.

“{b) There is hereby established the Urban
Studies Fellowshlp Advisory Board (herein-
after referred to as the ‘Board’), which shall
consist of nine members to be appointed by
the Secretary as follows: Three from public
institutions of higher learning and three
from private nonprofit institutions of higher
education, who are the heads of departments
which provide academic courses appropri-
ately related to the fields referred to in sub-
section (a), and three from national organi-
zations which are directly concerned with
problems relating to urban, regional, and
community development. The Board shall
meet upon the request of the Secretary and
shall make recommendations to him with
respect to persons to be selected for fellow-
ships under this section. Members of the
Board shall be entitled to receive transporta-
tion expenses and a per diem in lleu of sub-
sistence as authorized for members of advi-
sory committees created pursuant to section
601 of the Housing Act of 1949,

“MATCHING GRANTS TO STATES

“Sec. 803. (a) Subject to the provisions of
this title and in accordance with regulations
prescribed by him, the Secretary may make
matching grants to States to assist In—

“(1) organizing, initlating, developing, or
expanding programs to provide special train-
ing in skills needed for economic and efficlent
community development to those technical,
professional, and other persons with the ca-
pacity to master and employ such skills who
are, or are training to be, employed by a gov-
ernmental or public body which has respon-
sibilities for community development, or by
a private nonprofit organization which is
conducting or has responsibility for housing
and community development programs; and

“(2) supporting State and local research
that is needed in connection with housing
programs and needs, public improvement
programing, code problems, efficlent land
use, urban transportation, and similar com-
munity development problems, and collect-
ing, collating, and publishing statistics and
information relating to such research.

“{b) No grants may be made to a State
under this section unless the Secretary has
approved a plan for the State which—

“(1) sets forth the proposed use of the
funds and the objectives to be accomplished;

“{2) explains the method by which the
required amounts from non-Federal sources
will be obtained;

“(3) provides such fiscal control and fund
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accounting procedures as may hbe reasonably
necessary to assure proper disbursement of,
and accounting for, Federal funds paid to
the State under this section;

“(4) designates an officer or agency of the
State government who has responsibility and
authority for the administration of a state-
wide research and training program as the
officer or agency with responsibility and au-
thority for the execution of the State’s pro-
gram under this section; and

“(b) provides that such officer or agency
will make such reports to the Secretary, in
such form, and contalning such information,
as may be reasonably necessary to enable
the Secretary to perform his duties under
this section.

“(c) No grant may be made under this
section for any use unless an amount at
least equal to such grant is made available
from non-Federal sources for the same pur-
pose and for concurrent use.

“STATE LIMIT

“SEec. 804. Not more than 10 per centum of
the total amount appropriated for the pur-
poses of this title may be used for making
grants to any one State.

“TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, STUDIES, AND FUBLICA-
TION OF INFORMATION

“8ec. B05. In order to carry out the pur-
pose of this title, the Secretary is authorized
to provide technical assistance to State and
local governmental or public bodies and to
undertake such sfudies and publish and dis-
tribute such information, either directly or
by contract, as he shall determine to be de-
sirable. Nothing contained in this title shall
limit any authority of the Secretary under
any other provision of law.

“APPROPRIATION

"Sec. BO6. There is authorized to be appro-
priated for the purpose of making grants
and providing fellowships under this title,

without fiscal year limitation, not to ex-
ceed £30,000,000. Any amounts app-opriated
under this section shall remain available un-
til expended.

YMISCELLANEOUS

“SEc. 807. (a) As used in this title the
term ‘State’ means any State of the United
Etates, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Amer-
ican Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pa-
cific Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and
the term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development.

“(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary for
administrative and other expenses in carry-
ing out this title.”

EXTENSION OF URBAN INFORMATION AND TECH=-
NICAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES AUTHORIZATION

SEec. 308. Section 906 of the Demonstration
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of
1966 is amended by striking out “July 1,
1970" and inserting in lleu thereof “July 1,
1971™,

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
FLEXIBLE INTEREST RATE AUTHORITY

Sec. 401, Section 3(a) of the Act entitled
“An act to amend chapter 37 of title 38 of
the United States Code with respect to the
veterans' home loan program, to amend the
National Housing Act with respect to interest
rates on Insured mortgages, and for other
purposes”, approved May 7, 1968, is amended
by striking out “January 1, 1970” and in-
serting in lleu thereof “October 1, 1970",
AUTHORIZATION FOR PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS IN

APPLYING ADVANCES IN TECHNOLOGY TO

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 402. The first sentence of section
1010(c) of the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 is
amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" after “authorized';
and
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(2) by Iinserting before the period a
comma and the following: “and (2) not-
withstanding any other provision of law, to
acquire, use and dispose of land and other
property as he deems necessary to carry out
the purposes of subsection (a)(1) of this
section™.

EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF LAW RE-
LATING TO HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
TO THE TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC IS-
LANDS

SeEc. 403. (a) Paragraph (12) of section 2
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended to read as follows:

“(12) The term ‘State’ includes the States
of the Union, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the ter-
ritories and possessions of the United
States."

(b) Section 206 of the Housing Amend-
ments of 1955 is amended by striking out
“and the Territories and possessions of the
United States” and inserting in lieu there-
of “the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
and the territories and possessions of the
United States.”

(e) (1) Section 201(d) of the Natlonal
Housing Act is amended by inserting “the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,” after
“Guam,”.

(2) Section 207(a)(7) of such Act is
amended by inserting “the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands,” after “Guam,".

(3) Section 9 of such Act is amended by
inserting “the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands,” after “Guam,”.

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOWER IN-
COME PERSONS IN CONNECTION WITH HUD-
ASSISTED PROJECTS

SEC. 404. Section 3 of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968 is amended
to read as follows:

“EMPLOYMENT OPFORTUNITIES FOR LOWER IN=-
COME PERSONS IN CONNECTION WITH ASSISTED
PROJECTS

“Sec. 3. In the administration by the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
of programs providing direct financial as-
sistance in aid of housing, urban planning,
development, redevelopment, or renewal,
public or community facilities, and new com-
munity development, the Secretary shall—

“(1) require, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Labor, that to the greatest extent
feasible opportunities for training and em-
ployment arising in connection with the
planning and carrying out of any project as-
sisted under any such program be given to
lower income persons residing in the area
of such project; and

“(2) require, in consultation with the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration, that to the greatest extent feasible
contracts for work to be performed in con-
nection with any such project be awarded
to business concerns, including but not lim-
ited to individuals or firms doing business in
the fleld of planning, consulting, design,
architecture, building construction, rehabili-
tation, maintenance, or repair, which are lo-
cated In or owned in substantial part by per-
sons residing in the area of such project.”

URBAN PROPERTY PROTECTION AND REINSUR-
ANCE—ENTRY INTO REINSURANCE CONTRACTS

Sec. 405. Section 1222(d) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out all
that follows “thereafter” the first time it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof a period.
URBAN PROPERTY FROTECTION AND REINSUR-

ANCE—STATE SHARE OF REINSURED LOSSES

Sec. 406. Section 1223(a) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out para-
graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“{1) in any State which has not, after the
close of the second full regular session of the
appropriate State legislative body following
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the date of the enactment of this title,
adopted appropriate legislation, retroactive to
the date of the enactment of this title, under
which the State, its political subdivisions, or
a governmental corporation or fund estab-
lished pursuant to State law, will reimburse
the Secretary for any reinsured losses in that
State in any reinsurance contract year, in an
amount up to 5 per centum of the aggregate
property insurance premiums earned in that
State during the calendar year immediately
preceding the end of the reinsurance contract
year on those lines of insurance reinsured by
the Secretary in that State during the con-
tract year, to the extent that reinsured losses
pald by the Secretary for such year exceed
the total of (A) reinsurance premiums earned
in that State during that reinsurance con-
tract year plus (B) the excess of (1) the total
premiums earned by the Secretary for rein-
surance in that State during a preceding pe-
riod measured from the end of the most
recent reinsurance contract year with respect
to which the Becretary was reimbursed for
losses under this title over (ii) any amounts
paid by the Secretary for reinsured losses
that were incurred during such period:”.

STUDY OF REINSURANCE AND OTHER PROGRAMS

Sec. 407. Section 1235(b) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out “one
year following the date of the enactment of
this title” and inserting in lieu thereof “June
30, 1970".

EMERGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM

SEc. 408. Part A of chapter II of title XIII
of the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1968 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“"EMERGENCY IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM

“BEc. 1336. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of this title, for the purpose of
providing flood insurance coverage at the
earliest possible time, the Secretary shall
carry out the flood insurance program au-
thorized under chapter I during the period
ending December 31, 1971, in accordance
with the provisions of this part and the other
provisions of this title insofar as they relate
to this part but subject to the modifications
made by or under subsection (b).

“{b) In carrying out the flood
program pursuant to subsection
BSecretary—

(1) shall provide insurance coverage
without regard to any estimated risk pre-
mium rates which would otherwise be de-
termined under section 1307; and

“(2) shall utilize the provisions and pro-
cedures contained in or prescribed by this
part (other than section 1334) and sections
1345 and 1346 to such extent and in such
manner as he may consider necessary or ap-
propriate to carry out the purpose of this
section.”

insurance
(a), the

EXTENSION OF FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM TO
COVER LOSSES FROM WATER-CAUSED MUD-
SLIDES
SEc. 409. (a) Bection 1302 of the Housing

and Urban Development Act of 1968 is

amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“{f) The Congress also finds that (1) the
damage and loss which results from mud-
slides is related in cause and similar in effect
to that which results directly from storms,
deluges, overflowing waters, and other forms
of flooding, and (2) the problems involved
In providing protection against this dam-
age and loss, and the possibilities for making
such protection available through a Federal
or federally sponsored program, are similar
to those which exist in connection with ef-
forts to provide protection against damage
and loss caused by such other forms of flood-
ing. It is therefore the further purpose of
this title to make available, by means of the
methods, procedures, and instrumentalities
which are otherwise established or avallable
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under this title for purposes of the flood
insurance program, protection against dam-
age and loss resulting from mudslides that
are caused by accumulations of water on or
under the ground.”

(b) Section 1370 of such Act is amended
by inserting “‘(a)" after “Sec. 1370.", and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(b) The term °‘flood’ shall also include
inundation from mudslides which are caused
by accumulations of water on or under the
ground; and all of the provisions of this
title shall apply with respect to such mud-
slides In the same manner and to the same
extent as with respect to floods described in
paragraph (1), subject to and In accordance
with such regulations, modifying the pro-
visions of this title (including the provi-
sions relating to land management and use)
to the extent necessary to insure that they
can be effectively so applied, as the Secre-
tary may prescribe to achieve (with respect
to such mudslides) the purposes of this title
and the objectives of the program.”

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FROGREAM—ADOF-
TION OF LOCAL FLOOD CONTROL MEASURES

SEec. 410. (a) - Section 13056(c) (2) of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
is amended by striking out “June 30, 1870,
permanent” and inserting in lieu thereof
“December 31, 1971, adequate™.

(b) Section 1315 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “June 30, 1870 and
inserting in lieu thereof “December 31, 1971";
and

(2) by striking out “permanent” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “adequate”.

(c) Sectlon 1361(c) of such Act Iis
amended by striking out “permanent” and
inserting in leu thereof “adequate”.

INTERSTATE LAND SALES

Sec. 411, Section 1403(a) (10) of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1968 is
amended to read as follows:

“(10) the sale or lease of real estate which
is free and clear of all liens, encumbrances,
and adverse claims If each and every pur-
chaser or his or her spouse has macde a per-
sonal on-the-lot inspection of the real estate
which he purchased and if the developer ex-
ecutes a written affirmation to that effect to
be made a matter of record in accordance
with rules and regulations of the Secretary.
As used in this subparagraph, the terms
‘liens’, ‘encumbrances’, and ‘adverse claims'
do not refer to property reservations which
land developers commonly convey or dedicate
to local bodies or public utilities for the pur-
pose of bringing public services to the land
being developed, nor to taxes and assess-
ments imposed by a State, by any other pub-
lic body having authority to assess and tax
property, or by & property owners' associa-
tlon, which, under applicable State or local
law, constitute liens on the property before
they are due and payable, nor to beneficial
property restrictions which would be en-
forceable by other lot owners or lessees in
the subdivision, if (A) the developer, prior to
the time the contract of sale or lease is en-
tered into, has furnished each purchaser or
lessee with a statement, the form and con-
tent of which has been approved by the Sec-
retary, setting forth in descriptive and con-
cise terms all such reservations, taxes, as-
sessments, and restrictlons which are appli-
cable to the lot to be purchased or leased, and
(B) receipt of such statement has been
acknowledged in writing by the purchaser or
lessee, and a copy of the acknowledged state-
ment is filled with the Secretary in accord-
ance with such rules and regulations as he
may require."

REPORTS

Sec. 412. (a) Section 1603 of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968 1is
amended by striking out “January 15,” and
inserting in lieu thereof “February 15,”,
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(b) The last sentence of section 235 (h) (2)
of the National Housing Act is amended by
striking out “annually” and inserting in lieu
thereof “semiannually”.

(¢) The last sentence of section 236(i) (2)
of the National Housing Act is amended by
striking out “annually” and inserting in lieu
thereof “semiannually’.

RURAL HOUSING

SecC. 413. (a) Sections 513, 515(b) (5), and
517(a) (1) of the Housing Act of 1949 are each
amended by striking out “January 1, 1970"
wherever it appears and inserting in leu
thereof “October 1, 1973".

(b) SBection 517(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out all that follows “section”
and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

(c) Bection 517 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(k) Any sale by the Secretary of loans
individually or in blocks, pursuant to sub-
sections (c) and (g), shall be treated as a
sale of assets for the purposes of the Budget
and Accounting Act, 1921, notwithstanding
the fact that the Secretary, under an agree-
ment with the purchaser, holds the debt
instruments evidencing the loans and holds
or reinvests payments thereon as trustee and
custodian for the purchaser.”

(d) Section 517 of such Aet is further
amended by adding at the end thereof (after
subsection (k), as added by subsection (c)
of this section) the following new subsection:

“(1) The Secretary may also, upon the ap-
plication of lenders, bulilders, or sellers and
upon compliance with requirements specified
by him, make commitments upon such terms
and conditlons as he shall prescribe to make
or insure loans under this section to eligible
applicants.”

{e) (1) Section 517 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof (after
subsection (1), as added by subsection (d) of
this section) the following new subsection:

“{m) The assets and liabilities of, and au-
thorizations applicable to, the Rural Housing
Direct Loan Account are hereby transferred
to the Fund, and such Account is hereby
abolished. Such assets and their proceeds,
including loans made out of the Fund pur-
suant to this section, shall be subject to all
of the provisions of this section.”

(2) The first sentence of section 517(d)
of such Act is amended—

(A) by striking out “(a) and (b)" and in-
gerting in lieu thereof “(a), (b), and (m)";
and

(B) by inserting *“or otherwise acquired
by" after “loans made from".

(3) Section 518 of such Act is repealed.

(4) Section 519 of such Act is amended by
striking out “or the Rural Housing Direct
Loan Account” and “or Account”.

(f) (1) Title V of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new section as
follows:

“FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO NONPROFIT ORGA-
NIZATIONS TO PROVIDE SITES FOR RURAL HOUS-
ING FOR LOW- AND MODERATE-INCOME FAM-
ILIES

“8ec. 524. (a) The Secretary may make
loans, on such terms and conditions and in
such amounts as he deems necessary, to pub-
lic or private nonprofit organizations for the
acquisition and development of land as
bullding sites to be subdivided and sold to
families, nonprofit organizations, and co-
operatives eligible for assistance under sec-
tion 236 or 236 of the National Housing Act
or section 521 of this Act. Such a loan shall
bear interest at a rate nrescribed by the Sec-
retary taking into consideration a rate deter-
mined annually by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury as the current average market yield on
outstanding marketable obligations of the
United States with remaining periods to ma-
turity comparable to the average maturities
of such loans, adjusted to the nearest one-
eighth of 1 per centum, and shall be repaid
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within a period not to exceed two years from
the making of the loan or within such addi-
tional period as may be authorized by the
Secretary in any case as being necessary to
carry out the purposes of this section.

“{b) In determining whether to extend fi-
nancial assistance under this section, the
Secretary shall take into consideration,
among other factors, (1) the suitability of
the area to the types of dwellings which can
feasibly be provided, and (2) the extent to
which the assistance will (i) facilitate pro-
viding needed decent, safe, and sanitary
housing, (ii) be utilized efficiently and ex-
peditiously, and (iif) fulfill a need in the
area which is not otherwise being met
through other programs, including those be-
ing carried out by other Federal, State, or
local agencies."”

(2) Section 517(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out *“and 515" and inserting
“, 515", and by adding after “(b)(4)),” the
Tollowing; “and 524,”.

SALE OF LAND FOR HOUSING

Sec. 414, (a) Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949, any surplus real
property within the meaning of such Act
may in the discretion of the Administrator
of General Services be transferred to the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment at his request for sale or lease by him
at its fair value for use in the provision of
rental or cooperative housing to be occupied
by families or individuals of low or mod-
erate income. Any such sale or lease of sur-
plus land shall be made only to (1) a public
body which will use the land in connection
with the development of a low-rent hous-
ing project assisted under the United States
Housing Act of 1937, or under a State or
local program found by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to have the
same general purposes as the Federal pro-
gram under such Act, or (2) a purchaser or
lessee who will use the land in connection
with the development of housing (A) with
respect to which annual payments will be
made to the housing owner pursuant to sec-
tion 101 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1965, (B) financed with a mort-
gage which receives the benefits of the in-
terest rate provided for in the proviso in sec-
tion 221(d) (5) of the National Housing Act,
or (C) with respect to which interest reduc-
tion payments will be made under section
236 of the National Housing Act: Provided,
That prior to any such sale or lease to a pur-
chaser or lessee other than a public body,
the Secretary shall notify the governing
body of the locality where the land is lo-
cated of the proposed sale or lease and no
such sale or lease shall be made if the local
governing body, within ninety days of such
notification, formally advises the Secretary
that it objects to the proposed sale or lease.
If the United States paid valuable consider-
ation for any such land the Secretary shall
not sell it for less than its cost to the United
States at the tlme of acquisition. In addi-
tion, if such land contains improvements
constructed by the Federal Government
which have potential use in the provision of
housing for low- or moderate-income fami-
lies or individuals, the improvements shall
be separately appraised for such use and the
price for which such land is sold shall in-
clude an amount which is not less than the
value of such improvements as so appraised.

(b) As a condition to any sale or lease of
surplus land under this section to a pur-
chaser or lessee other than a public body, the
Secretary shall obtain such undertakings as
he may consider appropriate to assure that
the property will be used in the provision
of rental or cooperative housing to be occu-
pied by families or individuals of low or mod-
erate income for a period of not less than
forty years. If during such period the prop-
erty iIs used for any purpose other than the
purpose for which it was sold or leased it
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shall revert to the United States (or, in the
case of leased property, the lease shall termi-
nate) unless the Secretary, after the expira-
tion of the first twenty years of such period,
has approved the use of the property for such
other purpose. The Secretary shall notify the
Committees on Banking and Currency of the
Sesnate and House of Representatives when-
ever any surplus land is sold or leased by
him, or he approves a change in the use of
any surplus land theretofore sold or leased by
him, pursuant to the authority of this sec-
tion.

AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS
FROM GENERAL INSURANCE FUND TO SPECIAL
RISK INSURANCE FUND

Sec. 416. Sectlon 238(b) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out “the
sum of $5,000,000" in the first sentence and
inserting in leu thereof “, at such times and
in such amounts as he may determine to be
necessary, a total sum of $20,000,000",

SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

SEc. 416. (a) Section b of the Federal Home
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425) is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 5. No institution shall be admitted to
or retained in membership or granted the
privileges of nonmember borrowers, if the
combined total of the amounts paid to it for
interest, commission, bonus, discount, pre-
mium, and other similar charges, less a
proper deduction for all dividends, refunds,
and cash credits of all kinds, creates an
actual net cost to the home owner in excess
of the lawful contract rate of interest ap-
plicable to such transactions, or, in case there
is no lawful contract rate of Interest appli-
cable to such transactions, In excess of such
rates as may be prescribed in writing by the
Board acting in its discretion from time to
time. This section applies only to home
mortgage loans on single-family dwellings.”

(b) Section 5(c) of the Home Owners’ Loan
Act of 1933 (12 U.S.C. 1464(c)) 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“Without regard to any other provision of
this subsection, any such assoclation is au-
thorized to Invest in shares of stock issued
by a corporation authorized to be created
pursuant to title IX of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968, and is au-
thorized to invest in any partnership, limited
partnership, or joint venture formed pur-
suant to section 907(a) or 907(c) of that
Act.”

(e) (1) Section 404(d)(2)(B) of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1727(d) (2) (B))
is amended by striking out “1866" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "1965.

(2) Section 6(b) of the Act of September
21, 1968 (Public Law 90-505), is amended by
striking out “1968” and inserting in lieu
thereof “*1965".

EESTRAINTS AGAINST USE OF NEW AND
IMPROVED TECHNOLOGIES

Bec. 417. Bection 1010(a) of the Demon-
stration Cities and Metropolitan Develop-
ment Act of 1966 is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (2);

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (3) and inserting in lleu there-
of *; and”; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (3) a new
paragraph as follows:

*“{4) mssure, to the extent feasible, in con-
nection with the construction, major re-
habilitation, or maintenance of any housing
asslsted under this section, that there is no
restraint by contract, building code, zoning
ordinance, or practice against the employ-
ment of new or improved technologies, tech-
nigues, materials, and methods or of preas-
sembled products which may reduce the cost
or improve the guality of such construction,
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rehabilitation, and maintenance, and there-
fore stimulate expanded production of hous-
ing under this section, except where such
restraint is necessary to insure safe and
healthful working and living conditions.”

MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

Sec. 418, (a) Section 235(c) of the Na-
tional Housing Act is amended by inserting
immediately before the period at the end of
the first sentence the following: *: Provided
Jurther, That the Secretary is authorized to
continue making such assistance payments
where the mortgage has been assigned to the
Secretary™.

(b) Section 236(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “Provided, That” and insert-
ing In lien therof the following: "“Provided,
That the Secretary is authorized to continue
making such interest reduction payments
where the mortgage has been assigned to the
Secretary: Provided further, That”.

(c) Section 223(d) of such Act is amended
by inserting the following new sentence at
the end thereof: “A loan involving a project
covered by a mortgage insured under sec-
tlon 213 that is the obligation of the Co-
operative Management Housing Insurance
Fund shall be the obligation of such fund,
and loans involving projects covered by a
mortgage insured under section 236 or under
any section of this title pursuant to subsec-
tion (e) of this section shall be the obliga-
tion of the Special Risk Insurance Fund.”

(d) Section 223(e) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“(e) Notwithstanding any of the provisions
of this Act except section 212, and without
regard to limitations upon eligibility con-
tained in any section of this title or title XI,
the Secretary is authorized, upon application
by the mortgagee, to insure under any section
of this title or title XI a mortgage executed
in connection with the repair, rehabilitation,
construction, or purchase of property located
in an older, declining urban area in which
the conditions are such that one or more of
the eligibility requirements applicable to the
section or title under which insurance is
sought could not be met, if the Secretary
finds that (1) the area is reasonably viable,
giving consideration to the need for provid-
ing adequate housing or group practice fa-
cilities for families of low and moderate in-
come in such area, and (2) the property is
an acceptable risk in view of such considera-
tion. The insurance of a mortgage pursuant
to this subsection shall be the obligation
of the Special Risk Insurance Fund.”

(e) Bectlon 214 of such Act is amended
by inserting in the first sentence after “con-
struct dwellings” the words “or mobile home
courts or parks™.

(f) Bection 1101(c)(2) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking out “value of the property
or project” and Inserting in lieu thereof “re-
placement cost of the property or project”;
and

(2) by striking out “The value” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “The replacement
cost™.

And the House agree to the same.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
WiLLiAm A. BARRETT,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN,
THOMAS L. ASHLEY,
WLiam B. WIDNALL,
FrorENcCE P. DWYER,
Garry Browmn,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JOHN SPAREMAN,
WiLLtaMm PROXMIRE,
Harrtsonw A, WirLiams, Jr.,
EomunD S, MUSKIE,
WaLrace F. BENNETT,
Jouw ToweR,
Eopwarp W. BROOKE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

December 10, 1969

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 2864) to amend and
extend laws relating to housing and urban
development, and for other purposes, submit
the following statement in explanation of
the effect of the action agreed upon by the
conferees and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report:

The House struck out all of the Senate
bill after the enacting clause and inserted
a substitute amendment. The committee of
conference has agreed to a substitute for
both the House amendment and the Senate
bill. Except for technical, clarifying, and
conforming changes, the following statement
explains the differences between the House
amendment and the substitute agreed to in
conference.

TITLE I—MORTGAGE CREDIT
FHA mortgage limits

The House amendment contained a pro-
vislon increasing all per unit and per room
dollar ceilings in FHA title II mortgage in-
surance programs by 10 percent., The Senate
bill provided that mortgage limits on FHA
single- and multi-family housing be changed
annually in accordance with the percentage
change in average sales price of new homes
since 1965; Increased all section 203(b) mort-
gage limits by $2,500; and increased section
221(d) (2) and 235 lUmits in high cost areas
up to 45 percent (existing law provides $2,500
increase in high cost areas over basic 15,000
and $17,500 mortgage limits).

The conference substitute (1) increases by
10 percent the dollar limits on section 203
(b), section 207 (except for mobile home
courts), section 213, section 220 (except sub-
section (h)), section 222, section 231, and
section 234 housing; (2) increases by 15
percent the dollar limits on section 221 and
section 236 multifamily bousing; and (3)
increases by 20 percent the dollar limits on
section 203(h), section 203(i), section 203
(k), section 203(m), section 220(h), section
221(d) (2), section 221(h), section 235 and
section 237 housing.

FHA mortgage insurance for mobile home
courts

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment increasing the
maximum loan amount of FHA insured
mortgages on mobile home courts from
$500,000 to §1 million. The conference sub-
stitute includes the Senate provision.

The House amendment contalned a pro-
vision not in the Senate bill lHmiting the
maximum maturity of FHA insured mort-
gages on mobile home courts to 20 years
(by administrative action, this term was in-
creased from 15 to 40 years earlier this year).
The conference substitute does not include
the House amendment, but the conferees feel
that this long-term insurance should not be
granted without careful attention to urban
planning considerations; therefore, the con-
ferees expect the Secretary to make a de-
termination, before granting insurance for
the maximum term, that the location of the
proposed court is not inconsistent with com-~
prehensive planning for the area where such
planning exists, or can reasonably be ex-
pected to be consistent with desirable growth
patterns in the foreseeable future.

Authorization for sections 235 and 236

interest subsidy programs

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment authorizing in-
creases of $170 million for fiscal year 1972
for each of the interest subsidy programs
under sections 235 and 236. The conference
substitute includes the Benate provision.

The conference substitute also extends to
October 1, 1971, the mortgage-insuring au-
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thority for these two sections (sections 235
and 236).
Rentals in rent supplement and section 236
projects

The House amendment provided that (a)
rent supplement payments shall not exceed
the difference between the fair market rent-
al of a dwelling unit and 20 percent (in-
stead of the present 25 percent) of a ten-
ant’s income; and (b) rentals in section 236
projects (in excess of basic rental charge)
shall be based on 20 percent (instead of the
present 25 percent) of a tenant’s income.
The Senate bill contalned no similar pro-
vision and none is contained in the confer-
ence substitute.

Section 236 projects for the eiderly and
handicapped

The House amendment provided that (a)
projects for the elderly or handicapped shall
be administered, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, under the same terms as section 202
program; (b) the requirement for computa-
tion of rents based on income shall not apply
to projects designed primarily for lower in-
come elderly or handicapped families; (c)
income verification for tenants in such proj-
ects shall be every 5 years (rather than 2
years); and (d) “Exception income limits”
for the elderly or handicapped shall be 5,500
for individuals and $6,000 for couples, in lieu
of 90 percent of 221(d) (3) BMIR limit other-
wise applicable. There was no comparable
provision in the Senate bill and none is con-
tained in the conference report.

Preferences in section 237 program

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment giving applicants
for section 235 assistance preference in re-
ceiving section 237 counseling services. The
conference substitute contains the Senate
provision.

Intermediate care facilities

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment expanding the FHA
section 232 nursing home program to include
intermediate care facilities for persons who
do not need full nursing home care, but do
need the aid of trained personnel. The con-
ference substitute contains the Senate pro-
vision.

GNMA (“Tandem’”) plan

The Managers for the House prevailed in
retaining the House version of section 114
which would authorize GNMA to purchase
certaln mortgages at par for subsequent re-
sale at the market price to FNMA and others.
This provision was amended on the House
floor to make it clear that it applied to low
and moderate income mortgages insured by
the Farmers Home Administration under
sectlon 517(a) of the Housing Act of 10949.
To assure that this action of the House is
not negated, the Managers wish to empha-
size that it is absolutely essential that the
Administration expand its proposed use of
this provision to all low and moderate in-
come mortgages insured by the Federal Hous-
ing Administration as well as these Farmers
Home Administration mortgages. It is the in-
tent of the Congress that this authority be
used to support cooperative and limited div-
idend mortgages, as well as nonprofit mort-
gages, under HUD’s 236 and rent supplement
programs. It is also Congress' intent that it
be used to support single-family home mort-
gages under section 517(a) and HUD's 235
program.
Rent supplements in section 236 projects

The Senate blll continued . provision not
in the House amendment authorizing the
Secretary of HUD to Increase where he deems
it desirable the maximum percentage of rent
supplement units in section 236 projects
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from 20 to 40 percent. The conference sub-
stitute contains the Senate provision,

TITLE II—URBAN RENEWAL AND HOUSING
ASSISTANT PROGRAMS

Urban renewal authorization

The Senate bill authorized additional ur-
ban renewal grant funds of $1.3 billion for
fiscal year 1971 and $1.7 billion for fiscal year
1972. The House amendment authorized an
increase of $2 billion for fiscal year 1971. The
conference substitute provides an increase
of $1.7 billion for fiscal year 1971.

The House amendment contained & provi-
sion not in the Senate bill reserving a mini-
mum of $400 million in fiscal year 1970 and
35 percent of the funds authorized for fiscal
year 1971 for neighborhood development pro-
grams, The conference substitute provides
that not less than 35 percent of the funds
available in each of the fiscal years 1970
and 1971 shall be used for financing neigh-
borhood development programs.

The House amendment required the Sec-
retary to give priority to urban renewal proj-
ects that are part of model city programs.
There was no similar provision in the Sen-
ate bill and none is contained in the con-
ference substitute.

Neighborhood development programs

The House amendment authorized neigh-
borhood development program projects to be
carried out on the basis of 2-year increments
instead of the l-year increment provided in
existing law, There was no comparable provi-
slon in the Senate bill and none is contained
in the conference substitute.

Eligibility for urban renewal

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment extending urban
renewal assistance to Indian tribes and the
Trust Territories of the Pacific. The confer-
ence substitute containg the Senate provi-
sion.

Residential redevelopment in urban
renewal

The House amendment contained a pro-
vision not In the Senate bill requiring that
(a) each urban renewal project involving
demolition of any residential structures in-
clude the provision of standard housing units
for low- and moderate-income families equal
in number to the number of such units
demolished or removed in the project area;
and (b) residential redevelopment for low-
and moderate-income families account for
35 percent of the total cost of redevelop-
ment, or the ratio between the total ap-
praised value of residential structures before
demolition and the appralsed value of all
structures in the urban renewal area be-
fore demolition, whichever is greater.

The conference substitute contains a pro-
vision which requires that any housing units
derholished by urban renewal projects which
receive Federal recognition after the date
of enactment of the bill must be replaced
in the area with standard housing units for
occupancy by lew- and moderate-income
familles on a one-for-one basis. This re-
quirement could be waived if the Secretary
finds that there is a vacancy rate in the lo-
cality of 5 percent or more.

The term ‘‘area” means the city, county,
or other political subdivision within which
the local public authority has jurisdiction,
with the further provision that the Secre-
tary of HUD has authority to take into ac-
count housing beyond those limits in cases
where he deems such housing to be appro-
priate to carry out the reguirement of this
section.

Additional aid for very low-income tenants

The Senate bill contained a provision not in
the House amendment adding a new section
24 to the U.S. Housing Act of 1937 author-
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izing up to $75 million per year in contracts
for annual rental assistance payments to
public housing agencies to cover the amount
by which rental charges allocated to a unit
exceed 25 percent of the tenant's income and
to provide improved operating and main-
tenance services,

Both the Senate (sec. 206(a)) and House
(sec. 210(a)) bills also contained a provi-
sion making it clear that the Secretary of
HUD has authority to fix the amount of
annual contributions in excess of debt serv-
ice requirements of the project so long as
the fixed contribution does not exceed the
statutory annual maximum.

The conference substitute retains the
basic concept of section 211 of the Senate
bill by generally limiting rents that may be
charged public housing tenants to no more
than 25 percent of their income. It provides
Federal funds to cover the amount by which
the appropriate rental charges exceed 25
percent of the income of the tenant and to
cover the cost of adequate operating and
maintenance services.

The conferees were concerned, however,
that In a number of jurisdictions the bene-
fits of limiting the rent which may be
charged a tenant of public housing would
not inure to those tenants receiving public
welfare assistance, but would be captured
by the public agencies administering the
programs of assistance to these families,

The conferees realize the impracticality
of attempting to provide through additional
public housing subsidies the funding needed
to make adequate the welfare payments pro-
vided by the varlous States. The conferees,
therefore, have made clear that the require-
ments that the rents fixed by public housing
agencies may not exceed one-fourth of a
tenant's income shall not apply in any case
in which the Secretary of HUD determines
that limiting the rent of any tenant, or class
of tenants, will result in a reduction in the
amount of welfare assistance which would
otherwise be provided to such tenant, or
class of tenants, by the public agency.

The conferees are disturbed by the grow-
ing practice of stretching an inadequate wel-
fare budget by placing in public housing
increasing numbers of families who cannot
pay even the operating costs of the unit they
occupy. The conferees are hopeful that with-
in the context of the welfare program, some
means can be found to provide as much
support for a welfare family in public hous-
ing as would be provided for that family in
private housing. Accordingly, the Secretaries
of HEW and HUD are requested to study the
feasibility of developing a uniform policy
concerning the rents which shall be paid in
public housing for families whose rents come
from public assistance.

The conference substitute deletes the pro-
visions in section 211 of the Senate bill which
authorized $75 million in contracts for rental
assistance payments under a new section 24,
on the basis that assistance for this purpose
can be provided within the existing annual
contributions framework as clarified by the
bill, and transfers the $76 million to the au-
thorization for annual contributions con-
tracts provided under section 10(e) of the
U.S. Housing Act of 1837.

The conferees intend that the Secretary's
authority to make annual contributions in
excess of debt service requirements may be
used, to the extent that the statutory annual
maximum permits, for (1) payments to cover
existing operating deficits of public housing
agencies and enable them to maintain ade-
quate operating and maintenance services
and reserve funds, and (2) additional pay-
ments to make up the amount by which
the proportionate share of operating and
maintenance expenses attributable to a pub-
lic housing tenant’s dwelling unit exceeds
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25 percent of the tenant's income. The addi-
tional payments which are contemplated in
clause (2) above may not be made with re-
spect to a dwelling unit unless the rent paid
for the unit is one-fourth of the tenant’s
income and such payments shall not be pro-
vided to make up any reduction in the
amount of welfare assistance which is pro-
vided to a tenant.

The committee is deeply concerned over
cases of lax management in many public
housing projects which have led to high
operating costs, deterioration of property,
and an intolerable environment for the fam-
ilies who live there. Among the reasons given
to the committee to demonstrate the need
for additional subsidies for existing housing
projects, a sharp increase In vandalism was
frequently mentioned together with a sharp
increase in crime which has driven many oc-
cupants out of these projects. Much of the
blame for these conditions lles with project
managers and local government officials, Too
frequently Individual projects have filled up
with problem familles to the exclusion of
others with resulting vacancy rates which
have caused local budget deficits.

The low-rent public housing program has
a fundamental role to play in meeting the
needs of low Income families and a special
importance in making possible urban renewal
and other programs which result in displace-
ment, It would be disastrous if the small
but growing number of cases of mismanage-
ment undercut the program by giving rise to
public reaction against them and by driving
out responsible families of low income. HUD
should undertake promptly a review of its
own local management guides with a view
toward tightening them where necessary. At
the same time it should make its own inspec-
tlon and review of local practices to assure
that project managers know the standards
expected of them and fully enforce their own
regulations. Project managers who do not
enforce these standards are not doing the
Jjob expected of them by Congress.

The conferees wish to make it clear that
the benefits of subsidized public housing, in-
cluding those provided by this section, can-
not be achieved without tenant responsibil-
ity, including responsibility for the protec-
tion and care of property. Irresponsible ten-
ant behavior jeopardizes the future of this
program and cannot be tolerated.

The conferees do not intend that all ten-
ants in public housing should pay 25% of
income for rent, Prior to the enactment of
the Housing Act of 1959 giving local authori-
ties autonomy over this and other tenant
relationships, Federal law set as a rule that
rents in public housing should be no more
than 1; of income. Regrettably, upward pres-
sures on local authority costs have forced
cities to raise rents. The Congress has on sev-
eral occasions provided special additional
payments to maintain the low income char-
acter of public housing projects to meet the
basic financial needs of local authorities
through provisions such as the supplemen-
tary $10 per month provided for the elderly
and handicapped and for families of very low
income and for large families. The conferees
wish to make it clear that nothing in this or
any other section of this bill is intended as a
substitute for such existing authorized con-
tributions. The additlonal $756 million au-
thorized by section 211 of the Senate bill is
being provided as additional annual con-
tributions contract authorization specifically
for the payments contemplated above.

Notification to applicants for admission

to public housing

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment requiring that local
housing authorities (a) give prompt notice
to applicants of any decision on eligibilty;
(b) provide an opportunity for a hearing for
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those found ineligible; and (c) give eligible
applicants the approximate date of occu-
pancy. The conference substitute contains
the Senate provision, with a clarifying
amendment assuring that such hearings will
be provided upon request and will be infor-
mal in nature,

Room cost limits in public housing

The Senate bill increased room econstruec-
tion cost limits in high-cost areas up to 45
percent (in place of the present $750 allow-
ance) and authorized HUD to change their
basic room cost limits (now $2,400) annually
by the change in construction costs since
1965. The House amendment would have in-
creased both the basic and high-cost area
statutory room cost limits by 10 percent. The
conference report provides for the increases
shown below:

PER ROOM COST CEILINGS IN PUBLIC HOUSING

Regular area High-cost area

Basic program:
Present law
Conference report
Eiderly persons:
Present law___ -
Conference report__

52, 400 $3, 150
2, 800 4,200

3,500 4, 250
4, 000 5, 500

Note: Comparable increases are applied to the special limita-
tions applicable to Alaska.

Housing for the elderly and handicapped

The Senate bill increased the authoriza-
tion for direct loans under section 202 of the
Housing Act of 1959 by $80 million in each of
the fiscal years 1970, 1971, and 1972. The
House amendment increased the authoriza-
tion by #£150 million upon enactment. The
conference substitute contains the House pro-
vision.

The conferees want to emphasize their
strong support for this valuable program.
The Committees on Banking and Currency
in both the House and Senate heard extensive
testimony on problems which sponsors of
housing for the elderly projects are con-
fronted with in changing their applications
from the 3-percent loan program to the new
section 236 interest subsidy program, The
conferees wish to emphasize their under-
standing that conversion to section 236 was
intended to be voluntary on the part of the
sponsor and that there was no intention that
sponsors be required by administrative regu-
lation to convert their project.

Housing in Alaska

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment increasing the
maximum amount per dwelling unit under
the remote area loan program from $7,600 to
$10,875. The conference substitute contains
the Senate provision.

TITLE III-—MODEL CITIES AND METROPOLITAN

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
Model cities authorization
The Senate bill authorized $287.5 million
for model city grants for fiscal year 1971 and
§1.5 billion for fiscal year 1972; and made
all authorized but unappropriated funds
available through fiscal year 1972. The House
amendment would have extended the avail-
abllity of existing authorization for one year
and authorized an additional 8750 million
for fiscal year 1971, The conference substitute
extends the avallability of existing authori-
zation and authorizes an additional $600
million through fiscal year 1971.
Model cities in smaller communities

The House amendment contained a pro-
vision not in the Senate bill authorizing the
use of 10 percent of the funds appropriated
in fiscal year 1970 and thereafter in smaller
communities without regard to the require-
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ment that supplementary grants cannot ex-
ceed 80 percent of the local share of the cost
of other federally aided programs involved
in the locality's model cities program. The
conference substitute retains the House pro-
vision with an amendment defining smaller
areas to mean clties and counties of less than
100,000 population.

Use of private planners in section 701
comprehensive planning program

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment requiring that any
funds granted for comprehensive planning be
used in a manner consistent with the Fed-
eral Government's policy of relying on the
private enterprise system to provide those
services which are reasomably and expedi-
tiously available through ordinary business
channels. The conference committee deleted
this provision. Present law contains language
encouraging assisted governments to engage
private consultants where their professional
services are deemed appropriate. Although
the Senate provision was deleted, the con-
ferees wish to make clear that local assisted
governments should have freedom to deter-
mine for themselves whether to use the serv-
ices. of private planning consultants or
whether to use local, state, or regional plan-
ning facilities. The conferees expect the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
to assure that this option is fully available
to all assisted governments,

Small communities—Urban information and
technical assisteance program

The Senate blll extended the availability
of existing authorization for the urban in-
formation and technical assistance program
for small cities through fiscal year 1872, The
House amendment consolidated this program
with the section 701 comprehensive planning
grant program, using section 701 funds, The
conference substitute contains the Senate
provision,

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
FHA-VA interest rates

The Senate bill extended to April 1, 1970,
the authority of the Becretary of HUD to
set maximum interest rates on FHA and VA
mortgage loans. The House amendment ex-
tended to October 1, 1971, the authority of
the Secretary of HUD to set the FHA interest
rate and authorized the Veterans’ Admin-
istration Administrator to set Interest rates
on VA loans until October 1, 1971. The con-
ference substitute extends to October 1, 1070,
the authority of the Secretary of HUD to set
maximum interest rates on FHA and VA
mortgage loans,

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment extending to Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands eligibility for
FHA mortgage insurance and property im-
provement loans, public housing, and the
public facility loan program. The conference
substitute contains the Senate provision.

Interstate land sales

The Senate blll contained a provision (1)
adding to the existing exemption from reg-
istration requirements (for property which
is free and clear of liens, encumbrances, and
adverse claims if the purchaser has person-
ally inspected his lot) property subject to
(a) taxes and assessments imposed by prop-
erty owners’ associations (State and local
taxes and assessments are now exempt); and
(b) covenants, conditions and restrictions
imposed to control future use of property and
types of structures to be built; and (2) mak-
ing existing and new exemptions available
only if the purchaser receives a statement
by the developer describing all applicable re-
strictions, taxes, and assessments.

The House amendment contained a pro-
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vision (1) adding to the existing exemption
property subject to restrictions on future
use, if restrictions are beneficial to pur-
chaser and enforceable by other lot own-
ers; and (2) making existing and new ex-
emptions available only if (a) there is per-
sonal “‘on-the-lot” inspection of property
by purchaser, and (b) purchaser receives
statement by developer, approved by HUD
as to form and content, describing restric-
tions, taxes, and assessments.

The conference substitute contains the
House provision with an amendment pro-
viding for an exemption from registration re-
quirements for property subject to taxes
and assessments by property owners’ assocl-
ations.

HUD reports on sections 235 and 236
assistance programs

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment requiring the Sec-
retary of HUD to report semiannually rather
than annually on the income levels of fami-
lies assisted under section 235 (home own-
ership assistance) and section 236 (rental
assistance). The conference substitute con-
tains the Senate provision.

Eztension of rural housing programs

The Senate bill extended for 4 years (to
Oct, 1, 1973) the farm housing programs
authorized by title V of the Housing Act of
1949, The House amendment extended these
programs for 1 year (to Oet. 1, 1870). The
conference substitute contains the Senate
provision.

Funding of rural housing programs

The Senate bill increased the maximum
amount of outstanding loans under title V of
the Housing Act of 1949 that can be held at
any one time in the Rural Houslng Insur-
ance FPund from $100 million to $350 million.
The House amendment removed the $100
million limitation but in additlon discon-
tinued the Rural Housing Direct Loan Ac-
count and transferred all of its assets, lia-
bilities, and authorizations to the Rural
Housing Insurance Fund.

The conference substitute contains the
House amendment. The conferees want to
make it clear that by transferring the un-
committed funds from the Rural Housing
Direct Loan Account to the Rural Housing
Insurance Fund there is no intention of dis-
continuing or curtailing the use of the exist-
ing rural housing direct loan authorizations.

Land acquisition loans for rural housing

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment authorizing finan-
cial assistance to public or private nonprofit
organizations for acquisition and develop-
ment of building sites for low and moderate
income families. The conference substitute
retains the Senate provision.

Population limitation on areas eligible for
rural housing programs

The House amendment contained a provi-
sion not in the Senate bill removing the
5,600 population limit on areas eligible for
Farmers Home Administration programs. The
conference substitute deletes this provision,
However, the conferees recognize that a dis-
tinct gap does exist in those parts of rural
America which have populations of more
than 5,600 and which are not adequately
served by either the housing programs ad-
ministered by the Development of Housing
and Urban Development or the Department
of Agriculture. It was agreed that the two
Departments should conduct a joint study
of this problem with the viegw toward achiev-
ing greater coordination and cooperation in
fllling the housing needs of these areas, and
report back to the Congress as soon as pos-
sible next year,

Sale of surplus Federal land for housing

The Senate bill contained a provision not
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in the House amendment authorizing the
sale or lease of excess Federal land at its fair
value for use for low- and moderate-income
housing. The conference substitute retains
the Senate provisions with amendments (1)
requiring the land to be “surplus’, rather
than “excess”, and (2) authorizing the Sec-
retary of HUD to assure that the property
will be used for low- and moderate-income
housing for not less than 40 years, but per-
mitting a changed use after the initial 20
years upon approval of the Secretary. The
conferees do not Intend that a special pri-
ority be given to the use of surplus land for
low- and moderate-income housing.
Federal home loan banks

The House amendment contained a provi-
slon permitting a Federal Home Loan Bank,
subject to Board regulation, to acquire, hold,
or dispose of FHA-insured low- and moderate-
income housing loans. There was no com-
parable provision in the Senate bill and none
is contained in the conference substitute.

Safety standards for medicine cabinets

The House amendment included a provi-
sion requiring HUD and VA to establish
safety standards for latches on medicine cab-
inets in all federally assisted housing pro-
grams. There was no comparable provision
in the Senate bill and none is included in the
conference substitute. However, the conferees
agree that the objective of this provision was
desirable, but could be adequately accom-
plished administratively and that HUD and
VA should take such appropriate regulatory
action, promptly and fully.

Group medical practice facilities

The Senate bill contained a provision not
in the House amendment authorizing FHA
insurance of group medical practice facilities
in declining areas under the special risk fund
under section 223(e). The conference sub-
stitute contains the Senate provision.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
‘WM. A. BARRETT,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN,
TaOoMAS L. ASHLEY,
WinLiam B, WIDNALL,
FLoRENCE P. DWYER,
GarrYy Brown,

Managers on the Part of the House.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Emserc (at the request of Mr.
St. OnceE) for today on account of ill-
ness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SToKES) ; to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. RooNey of Pennsylvania, for 60
minutes, today.

Mr, GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HaLPerN (at the request of ™r.
Mesk1irL), for 10 minutes, today; to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consenf, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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All Members (at the request of Mr.
FinpLEY) to extend their remarks dur-
ing his special order today and to include
extraneous matter.

Mr. Awnprews of Alabama during
consideration of the conference report
on H.R. 13763 and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. CeLLER during his remarks in the
Committee of the Whole on H.R. 4249,

Mr. GeraLp R. Forp during his remarks
in the Committee of the Whole on H.R.
4249 and to include a letter from the
President of the Unite¢ States and a copy
of H.R. 12695.

Mr. MizeLrl immediately prior to the
Committee rising today.

Mr. Vanik and to include extraneous
material.

Mr. AwpersoN of California immedi-
gtely prior to the Committee rising to-

ay.

Mr. RIecLE (at the request of Mr.
McCrosgey) following the remarks of
Mr. GeEraLp R. Forp in the Committee of
the Whole today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MeskiLL) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. HaLL.

Mr. WymMmaN in two instances.

Mr. RHODES.

Mr. BRown of Ohio.

Mr. CRAMER.

Mr. THoMsoN of Wisconsin.

Mr. MORSE.

Mr. KUYKENDALL.

Mr, BUSH.

Mr. KLEPPE.

Mr. CoLrins in four instances.

Mr, O’KONSKI,

Mr. ASHEROOK.

Mr, WIDNALL.

Mr, MIZELL.

Mr. LIPSCOMB.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Stokes) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. HEBERT.

Mr. OTTINGER.

Mrs, CHISHOLM.

Mr. RARICK in three instances.

Mr, FrASER in three instances.

Mr. Burton of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. Ropino in two instances.

Mr. MATSUNAGA.

Mr. BOGGS.

Mr. CHAPPELL in two instances.

Mr. GriFFin in two instances.

Mr. SCHEUER in two instances.

Mr. Dorx in three instances.

Mr. HATHAWAY.

Mr, GonzaLez in two instances.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1646. An act to create an additional ju-
dicial district in the State of Loulsiana, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S. 2624. A act to improve the judicial ma-
chinery in customs courts by amending the
statutory provisions relating to judicial ac-
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tions and administrative proceedings in cus-
toms matters, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R, 2238. An act to provide for the relief
of certain civilian employees paid by the Air
Force at Tachikawa Air Base, Japan;

HR. 4744. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Ezra L. Cross; and

H.R, 12785. An act to declare that the
United States holds in trust for the Southern
Ute Tribe approximately 214.37 acres of land.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, bills of the
House of the following titles:

HR. 4744. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Ezra L. Cross; and

HR. 12785. An act to declare that the
United States holds in trust for the Southern
Ute Tribe s.pproximately 21437 acres of land.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly

(at 6 o'clock and 28 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until tomorrow, Thursday, December 11,
1969, at 10 o’clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1403. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the examination of financial state-
ments of the Student Loan Insurance Fund,
fiscal year 1968, Office of Education, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
(H. Doc. No. 91-203); to the Committee on
Government Operations and ordered to be
printed.

1404. A letter from the Chairmen, National
Endowment for the Arts, National Endow-
ment for the Humanities, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
National Foundation for the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965, as amended; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

1405. A letter from the Secretary, Export-
Import Bank of the United States, transmit-
ting a report on the amount of Export-Im-
port Bank loans, insurance, and guarantees
issued In October 1969 in connection with
U.8. exports to Yugoslavia, pursuant to the
provisions of the Export-Import Bank Act
of 1945, as amended; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

1406. A letter from the Postmaster Gen-
eral, transmitting a report of claims paid
during fiscal year 1969, pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Military Personnel and Civil-
ian Employees' Claims Act of 1964; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. Customs control over petroleum
imports (13th report) (Rept. No. 91-729).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 6971. A bill to re-
quire a radiotelephone on certain vessels
while navigating upon specified waters of
the United States; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 81-730) . Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. 8. 1108. An act to walve the
acreage limitations of section 1(b) of the act
of June 14, 1926, as amended, with respect to
conveyance of lands to the State of Nevada
for inclusion in the Valley of Fire State Park
(Rept. No. 91-731) . Refererd to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. DENT: Committee on House Adminis-
tration, H.R. 8366. A bill to change the liml-
tation on the number of apprentices au-
thorized to be employees of the Government
Printing Office, and for other purposes; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 91-733). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DENT: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. HR. 14300. A bill to amend title 44,
United States Code, to facllitate the disposal
of Government records without sufficient
value to warrant thelr continued preserva-
tion, to abolish the Joint Committee on the
Disposition of Executive Papers, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 91—
734) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union,

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. HR. 14086. A bill to
amend the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act to extend the program of assistance
under that act for community mental health
centers and facilities for the treatment of
alcoholies and narcotic addicts, and for other
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. No. 91—
T735) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 13816. A bill to
Improve and clarify certain laws affecting
the Coast Guard; with amendments (Rept.
No. 91-736). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Pisheries. HR. 13716. A bill to
improve and clarify certain laws affecting
the Coast Guard Reserve; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 91-737). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. HR. 15165. A bill to establish a
Commission on Population Growth and the
American Future; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 91-738). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. ZABLOCKI: Committee on Foreign
Affairs. House Concurrent Resolution 454.
Concurrent resolution calling for the hu-
mane treaiment and release of American
prisoners of war held by North Vietnam and
the National Liberation Front; with an
amendment (Rept, No. 91-739). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. PATMAN: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on S. 2864 (Rept. No, 91-
740). Ordered to be printed.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 1497. A bill to
permit the vessel Marpole to be documented
for use in the coastwise trade; without
amendment (Rept. No. 91-732). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama:

H.R. 15178. A bill to prohibit public officials
from operating dual school systems, and
from requiring racial balance in school sys-
tems, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 15179, A bill to prohibit the use
of the name of any of certain deceased serv-
icemen unless consent to so use the name
is given by the next of kin of the service-
man; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CHAFPPELL:

H.R. 15180. A bill to provide additional
penalties for the use of firearms in the com-
mission of certain crimes of violence; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 15181. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Securlty Act to provide that an indi-
vidual may qualify for disability insurance
benefits and the disability freeze if he has
40 quarters of coverage, regardless of when
such quarters were earned; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EDMONDSON :

HR, 15182. A bill to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay judg-
ments In favor of the Miami Tribe of Okla-
homa and the Miami Indians of Indiana in
Indlan Claims Commission dockets No. 255,
256, 124-C, D, E, and F, and of funds ap-
propriated to pay a judgment in favor of
the Miaml Tribe of Indians in the Commis-
sion’s docket No. 251-A, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs,

By Mr, JACOBS:

H.R. 15183, A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an income tax
deduction for expenses of trash and gar-
bage collection; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MCENEALLY:

H.R. 15184. A bill to provide for an addi-
tional payment of #$165,000 (plus contin-
gencies) to the village of Highland Falls,
N.Y., toward the cost of the water filtration
plant constructed by such village; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MARSH:

H.R. 15185. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide for the disposition of
certain moneys due the estate of a deceased
beneficiary, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MINSHALL:

H.R. 15186. A bill providing for the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, after
consultation with the Surgeon General, to
report annually to the Congress concerning
the health consequences of using marithuana;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. REID of New York (for him-
self, Mr. HorTtON, Mr. WYDLER, Mr.
Vamper Jact, Mr, Gupe, Mr. Mec-
CLosKEY, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. STEIGER
of Arizona, and Mr. MYERS) :
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H.R. 15187. A bill to establish a Commis-
silon on Population Growth and the Ameri-
can Puture; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself and Mr.
OBEY) :

H.R.15188. A bill to amend the Fish and
Wildlife Act of 1956 to provide a criminal
penalty for shooting at certain birds, fish,
and other animals from an alrcraft; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mr. WHALEN (for himself, Mr.
AsHLEY, Mr, BineHaMm, Mr. BoLAND,
Mr. Burton of California, Mr. Con-
YERS, Mr. Diccs, Mr,. Epwagps of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. LOWENSTEIN,
Mr., Mixva, Mr. Mosaer, Mr. Moss,
Mr. OrriNcER, Mr. PuciNskl, Mr.
Rees, Mr. RosENTHAL, Mr. ST GER-
MAIN, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr, STAFFORD,
Mr. StoxEs, Mr, TaFr, Mr. CHARLES H,
WiLson, and Mr. YaTES) @

H.R.15189. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, in order to improve the judicial
machinery of military courts-martial by re-
moving defense counsel and jury selection
from the control of a military commander
who convenes a court-martial and by creat-
ing an independent trial command for the
purpose of preventing command influence or
the appearance of commad influece from ad-
versely affecting the fairness of military ju-
dicial proceedings; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
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By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON:

H.R. 15190. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to restrict the mailing of unso-
licited credit cards; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DAWSON (for himself, Mr. GARr-
maTZ, Mr. Moss, Mr. FascerLn, Mr.
Reuss, Mr. MonacaN, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mr. WriGHT, and Mr. HICKS) :

H.R.15191. A bill to establish a Commis-
sion on Population Growth and the Ameri-
can Future; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio:

H.R.15192. A bpill to amend the Clean Air
Act to authorize appropriations to carry out
such act through fiscal year 1973; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WINN:

H.R. 15193. A bill to establish the Inter-
agency Committee on Mexican-American
Affairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. JACOES:

H.J. Res. 1029. 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. MOSS:

H.J. Res. 1030. Joint resolution to repeal
legislation relating to the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States in certain areas
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outside the United States and to express the
sense of the Congress on certain matters re-
lating to the war in Vietnam, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign AIl-
fairs.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON:

H.J. Res, 1031. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; 10 the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CHAPPELL:

H. Con. Res. 466. Concurrent resclution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the elimination of the Castro-Com-
munist regime in Cuba; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. DADDARIO:

H, Con. Res. 467. Concurrent resolution
terminating the joint resolution of August
10, 1964, relating to the maintenance of in-
ternational peace and security in Southeast
Asia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. GILBERT introduced a bill (HR.
15194) for the relief of Nicola Augelletta, his
wife, Ida Augelletta, and their children Rosa
Augelletta, Maria Carmela Augelletta, and
Susanna Augelletta, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE—Wednesday, December

(Legislative day of Tuesday, December 9, 1969)

The Senate met at 9 o’clock am., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by Hon. QUENTIN N. BUR-
pICK, & Senator from the State of North
Dakota.

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

O Lord, who hast promised that “they
that wait upon the Lord shall renew their
strength,” come upon Thy servants here
with renewing power. When the days
are long, the labor strenuous, and the
hours tedious, spare them from giving
up or giving in until the best has been
accomplished for all the people.
Strengthen them in weakness, fortify
them in fatigue, help them to surmount
discouragement, and give them the as-
surance that underneath are the ever-
lasting arms. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read a communication to the Senate.
The assistant legislative clerl: read the
following letter:
U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., December 10, 1969.

To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. QuENTIN N. BURDICK, & Sena-
tor from the State of North Dakota, to per-
form the duties of the Chair during my
absence,

RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro t pore.

Mr. BURDICK thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal cf
the proceedings of Tuesday, December 9,
1969, be approved.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider the
nominations on the Executive Calendar,
beginning with “New Reports.”

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated, as requested by
the Senator from Montana.

U.S. CIRCUIT COURT

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Henry L. Brooks, of Een-
tucky, to be U.S. circuit judge for the
sixth circuit.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.
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U.S. DISTRICT JUDGES

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read sundry nominations of
U.S. dictrict judges.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nomina-
tions be considered en bloe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
gilons are considered and confirmed en

oc.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Robert W. Rust, of Flor-
ida, to be U.S. attorney for the southern
district of Florida, and Harry Connolly,
of Oklahoma, to be U.8. marshal for the
northern district of Oklahoma.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions are considered and confirmed en
bloe.

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Clarence M. Coster,
of Minnesota, to be an Associate Ad-
ministrator of Law Enforcement Assist-
ance.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

U.S. PATENT OFFICE

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of John Henry Schneider, of
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