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ADJOURNMENT TO 10 AM. MONDAY,
DECEMBER 1, 1969

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 48, as amended,
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until 10 a.m. on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2
o’clock and 30 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Monday, December 1,
1969, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate November 26, 1969:
IN THE NAVY

Having designated Rear Adm. Evan P.
Aurand, U.8. Navy, for commands and other
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duties determined by the President to be
within the contemplation of title 10, United
States Code, section 5231, I nominate him
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral
while so serving.

Lt. Comdr. Donald W. Stauffer, U.8. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of commander
while serving as leader of the U.S. Navy Band
in accordance with article II, section 2,
clause 2 of the Constitution.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate November 26, 1969:
AMBASSADOR

Lewis Hoffacker, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Flenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Federal Republic of Cameroon,
and to serve concurrently and without ad-
ditional compensation as Ambassador Ex-
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traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Equatorial Guinea.
U.N. TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL

Sam Harry Wright, of the District of
Columbia, to be the representative of the
United States of America on the Trusteeship
Council of the United Natlons.

U.S. ATTORNEY

Bert C. Hurn, of Missouri, to be U.S. attor-
ney for the western district of Missourl for
the term of 4 years.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

George M, Low, of Texas, to be Deputy Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

U.S. MARSHAL

William C. Black, of Texas, to be U.S. mar-
shal for the northern district of Texas for
the term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, November 26, 1969

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

It is good to give thanks unto the Lord,
to show forth Thy loving-kindness in the
morning and Thy faithfulness every
night.—Psalm 92: 1,2.

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father,
on this Thanksgiving eve we come to give
Thee the humble and hearty thanks of
our hearts for Thy loving-kindness to us
and to all men. Thy goodness has created
us, Thy providence has sustained us, Thy
patience has borne with us, and Thy
love has redeemed us. May we reveal our
gratitude to Thee and return Thy love by
giving ourselves in greater service to our
fellowmen, in deeper devotion to our be-
loved country, and by cheerfully cooper-
ating with Thee in all things.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following
titles:

H.R.9806. An act for the rellef of J. Bur-
dette Shaft and John 8. and Befty Gingas;
and

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

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a concurrent resolution of the
Senate of the following title:

8. Con. Res. 48. Concurrent resolution to
adjourn from November 26, 1969, until De-
cember 1, 1969,

The message also announced that the
Senafte agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 2276)
entitled “An act to extend for 1 year
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the authorization for research relating to
fuels and vehicles under the provisions of
the Clean Air Act.”

AUTHORITY FOR CLERK TO RE-
CEIVE MESSAGES FROM SEN-
ATE AND SPEAKER TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS DULY PASSED

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that, notwithstanding the
adjournment of the House until Mon-
day, December 1, 1969, the Clerk be au-
thorized to receive messages from the
Senate and that the Speaker be author-
ized to sign any enrolled bills and joint
resolutions duly passed by the two Houses
and found truly enrolled.

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

There was no objection.

BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

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

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I believe
most Americans, and indeed people
throughout the world, applaud President
Nixon's announcement yesterday that
the United States would never engage in
germ warfare. As the New York Times
pointed out in an editorial in today's
edition:

Unequivocal abandonment of bacterial
weapons is especially gratifylng, since this
particular concept of warfare is as senseless
as it is horrifying, disease germs being as
great a threat to the user as to the enemy.

In my view, the announcement by the
President, in which he also indicated
that this country would renounce all but
defensive uses of chemical warfare weap-
ons, is convincing evidence that this
country and its elected leaders clearly
are working for peace for this Nation
and for all men.

I agree with the distinguished minor-
ity leader that this action on the part of
the administration could have a very

beneficial effect on the strategic arms
lIimitation talks which are now under-
way.

Also, Mr. Speaker, I would like to con-
gratulate our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Mc-
CarTHY), who has taken the lead in the
Congress in bringing the dangers of bio-
logical warfare to the attention of the
Congress and the press, and the people
of our country.

BETHLEHEM STEEL CORP. AND THE
ECONOMY

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

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the New York Times in its
Sunday editions carried a report of an
interview with Mr, Edmund F. Martin,
chairman and chief executive officer of
Bethlehem Steel Corp., and Mr. Stew-
art S. Cort, the corporation president.

Obviously, problems confronting the
American steel industry represent prob-
lems of national importance and con-
cern. Steel’s problems are problems of
the Congress.

Because Mr. Martin and Mr. Cort have
outlined the extent of impaect of foreign
competition and imports on the Ameri-
can steel industry during the course of
this interview, and have cited, too, the
steel industry’s extensive involvement in
the conservation of our environment
through costly pollution control facili-
ties and equipment, I believe all of my
colleagues will be interested to review
their comments.

I include the New York Times article
in the REcorp at this point:

BETHLEHEM SEEs FEw Siens oF Drp

(NotE.—Despite predictions and some evi-
dence of a slowdown in the American econ-
omy,” the Bethlehem Steel Corporation, the
world’s second largest steel producer, is en-
joying a far better year than was expected
earlier. It foresees only a minor decline in
shipments for 1970.

(These observations were highlights of a
broad-ranging discussion last week of the
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outlook for the steel industry by Edmund F.
Martin, chairman and chief executive officer
of Bethlehem, and Stewart S. Cort, president.
With other Bethlehem officials, they accepted
an invitation to answer questions from Robert
Walker and other members of the financial-
news stafl of The New York Times. Excerpts
follow.)

Question. Mr, Martin and Mr. Cort, would
you tell us a little bit about what kind of a
year it has been for Bethlehem and what you
foresee for 1970.

Mr. MarTIN. I think it's a lot better than
we figured a year ago. We've had a lot more
business than anybody in the steel industry
figured.

Question. Why is that?

Mr. MarTIN. We've been trying to find out,
and I think I have the answer now. Better
than I had a month ago. We had an Inter-
national Iron and Steel Institute meeting in
Tokyo this year, After that, the president of
the American Iron and Steel Institute, Jack
[John P.] Roche, took a world tour. He went
to Australia; he went to Russia, to Sweden,
to Austria, to France, to Belglum, to Italy,
and he went to Spain.

And he found out a lot of things that a
steel man wouldn't find out. He's a lawyer,
originally, The thing that interested me more
than anything else was that the Russians
say they're going to make 123 million tons of
steel this year. And they have use for 150
million, They're trying to bulld up, and
they're buying—trying to buy in this short-
age. We knew that the Russians were buying
steel, but we didn't have any idea that they
were buying concrete bars and anything they
could get,

Question, Are they buying it from you?

Mr. MarTIiN, No. They're buying it from
anybody in Europe that they can get it from.
That's why we [the American industry as a
whole, not necessarily Bethlehem] are ship-
ping over there.

And that's why the Japanese are shipping
over there.

Question, Is any American steel being
shipped and finding its way into Russia?

Mr. Corr. I wouldn't doubt it. It's very
hard to keep track because most of our ship-
ments have been in slab form, and once
they're finished in the hot-rolled bands and
cold-rolled, you don't know where it goes.

Question, You say you have the answer,
maybe, for 1969, Can you tell us about 1970?

Mr. MarTIiN. All I know is that our com-
mercial fellows—it's their business to study
the market—think it will be almost as good
a year as this year.

Question. Why?

Mr, MarTIN, They just think that the big
customers that buy 85 per cent of the steel
production—automobiles, appliances, con-
tainers and machinery—aren't going to fall
off too much.

Mr. Cort. They're estimated to have pretty
good backlogs, and they tell us they have
very good prospects, and so our people esti-
mate that total consumption might fall off
4 million tons. Which is less than 4 per cent
of the 109 million tons we expect to ship [as
an industry] this year.

Question. What is the net import situa-
tion? You're doing some exporting and, I
presume, some steel is still coming in from
overseas, but on bhalance has this thing
shifted very sharply?

Mr. CorT. By the end of the year, the total
net imports ought to be around 9 million
tons. That's compared with 16 million last
year.

Mr. MarTiN. The thing that worrles us
most about this extra business now is shown
in another thing that Jack Roche learned
from all these [overseas] companies—what
their increased capacity is going to be. Ev-
erybody is increasing capacity. If Russia
stops [buying], there'll be a tremendous ex-
cess capaclty and then we’ll be in worse
shape than we are now. That's what scares
us more than anything else.
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Question, Is it not true that the dollar
value of imports is down a great deal less
than the tonnage?

Mr. CorT. Yes, the total dollar value, even
with the tonnage down, is almost the same,
if not higher.

Question. What would you advocate now?
What do you think should be proper United
States policy with respect to forelgn ship-
ments of steel to this country? What should
be done?

Mr. MarTiN. I don’'t think the United
States dares to let its steel industry go down.
Look at Japan, putting all her money into
steel, The Government works hand in glove
with the steel industry. I think it’s more
the Government than the steel industry
that's pushing it.

I don't think that, if the United States is
going to be a strong country, we dare let our
steel industry go. Some way, we've got to get
Government help, because we're a private
industry trying to fight foreign governments,
and the job is to get this sold to the country,
and that's what we're trying to do. We aren't
doing it, but we're trying.

Question. What, specifically, do you think
the help should be from Washington?

Mr. MarTIN. I think eventually you've got
to have a government-to-government line-
up.

I't“?.lu.estlcn:l. If there is no agreement on the
Government basis, what will happen? Do you
think that there’ll be such a flood of imports
of steel that you're going to be severely hurt?

Mr. MARTIN. Well, it’s gone up to 18 per cent
[of total American shipments] but next time
it will probably go to 25 or 30.

Question, To turn to high interest rates
and your company, what has the money mar-
ket done to your own operations?

Mr. MARTIN. We're not different from any
other company. You have to look twice at
how you spend money. And we're going to.
If you have to pay 8l per cent, you can't
approve things that you would have ap-
proved two years ago.

Question. You have not gone abroad for
money?

Mr. MarTIN. I don't know whether or not
I ought to talk about that. We've gotten
some. Not in any important amount.

Question. But you've not deeply involved in
foreign money markets? As maybe some other
steel companies are?

Mr., MARTIN, No,

Question. Have the tightness of money and
high interest rates prevented you from doing
some specific things that you wanted to do?

Mr. MARTIN. Yes, definitely. We would be
dolng a lot more things.

Question. How is the removal of the tax
credit for capital investment going to affect

ou?

Y Mr. MarTiN. Very materially. We're still
fighting that. We think it's a terrible mis-
take for the country. We've fought it—every
chance we've had. I talk to everybody. In
fact, I even told Mr. Nixon the last time
I got a chance—in a receiving line, when I
shouldn’'t have—that he wasn't as popular
as he was the last time I saw him, as far as
businessmen were concerned.

Mr. Cort. People overlook [the capital in-
vestment problems] when they say, “Well,
take your coats off. Go out there in the world
market and fight these people. You're in-
ventive and ingenious and so forth, and
you've always fended them off before.” They
overlook the difference in the capital struc-
tures of the rest of the world’s steel in-
dustry and the American steel industry. In
the United States, the capital structure is an
average of 25 per cent debt and 75 per cent
equity. And anywhere else in the world, you
find the reverse—75 or 80 per cent debt and
20 per cent equity. And people don't think
that that creates a rather unequal area to
compete in, but let me tell you.

The Japanese, in the steel industry, if
they make 214 per cent net profit on revenue
dollars, they're having a fine year, At twice
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that, we're having a terrible year. We can't
pay our equity holders a dividend. The Jap-
anese, at 2145 per cent, can pay a 10 per
cent cash dividend to the few stockholders
they have and the banks couldn't care less,
as long as the steel people cover the debt
service. So that if I were over there in Japan,
boy, anything over that debt service would
look like a good price—as far as setting your
price in your market is concerned.

Question. Regarding import controls, what
principally is the argument you have to meet
from people in Congress, or the academies,
who argue against you, that you can't take
steel out of context, that you have to look
at the whole world as one diplomatic and
economic problem?

Mr., MArRTIN (Laughing). Well, everybody
in Congress that we talk to—from states
where we have steel plants—is all in our
favor . . . Seriously, we debate among our-
selves what we should do. Should we go out
and spend money to try and educate some
of these people, Congressmen and Senators,
from places where they don’t have any steel
industry or mines, to the problem in the
United States? Or shouldn't we? And we just
don't have the dollars to do it.

I think we've got too many things to try
and sell. We have this under-depreciation,
which is so vital to all capital-intensive in-
dustries. We have this problem of world
competition, from people that have as much
as $40 per ton labor advantage over us. And
now we're really having the people move
in on us on the environment [pollution]
control area.

Question. Is this costly?

Mr. MarTIN., To illustrate, over the next
five years it's going to be 10 per cent of our
required capital outlay. During the last five
years, we've spent $105-milllon on environ-
ment control and we face $205-million over
the next five years, and the very bad part of
this is that for every dollar that you spend to
put in these facilities the operating cost is
a minus net revenue of 10 cents for every
dollar So, at the end of five years' spending,
this $205-million will have $20-million
charged just to operate this.

Question. Is there any return at all?

Answer. Absolutely not. It doesn't help
our quality or service, It's a permanently
built-in cost. Everybody sits around and
tightens up the rules and regulations and
nobody addresses himself to who's paying for
it. In the meantime, we're making a major
contribution. And it's about time people
recognize this. This is a total battle if you
want to clean up the air and water. It isn't
just the private sectors’ responsibility; it's
a part of everyone's responsibility.

Q. Question. Regarding Government eco-
nomie policy, do you feel at this point, with
inflatien coming at a 6 per cent rate and so
forth, should we have controls over wages,
prices, credit?

Mr. MarTIN. We've got to stop these wage
increases some way. The heck of it Is that
these construction pecple are really upset-
ting the applecart. They're just increasing 11,
12 even up to 15 per cent. ... General
Motors is going to have a negotiations next
year, and what are they going to end up at?
Are they golng to take the construction into
it and add onto it? I don't think we can keep
on increasing wages the way we are and have
a viable economy.

Question. Since we're again on a war foot-
ing in reality, would you at this time favor a
return to a wage-price program?

Mr. MARTIN. Not presently. You can't have
war and butter, and that's what we're trying
to do.

Question. Which means that you think
maybe we shouldn’t.

Mr. MarTIN, (After thoughtful pause) Well,
we've always done it before.

Mr. Cort. But it hasn't worked.

Question. Well, do we have two points of
view here?

Mr. Corr. It's been no solution in the past
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and if the present Administration will take
a statesmanlike enough attitude, and stand
firm, and slow this thing up until you've got
7 or 8 per cent unemployed—I'm not recom-
mending it, I'm just saying “if"—I think it
would be a more effective retardant action
than the other. But it's political suicide. The
crux of the problem now, I think, is the im-
pact of a given increase in the over-all unems-
ployment figure on the blacks.

This was not a problem that we had in the
Korean war or in World War II, or at least if
it was, nobody recognized it.

Question. Do you have any comment on
the Government's tough antitrust policy and
what the implications of this will be for
business?

Mr. MarTIN. In a general way, I can just
tell you that I think that the country would
have been better off if they'd let Bethlehem
merge with Youngstown Sheet and Tube, I
think the country would be better off if
they'd let Sharon [Steel] and Cyclops [Steel]
join up. Here’s two small companies that pos-
sibly could go out of business in the next 20
years, whereas, together, I think they would
have been good.

I think in the beginning it was good. Sure,
companies got too big. But here you take the
Japanese merging the two biggest steel com-
panies. Why are they doing it? They're doing
it so they can compete better with us,

Mr. Cort. I think one of the bad things
they're trying to do, or they are accomplish-
ing, is this: If you are in an industry of low
return, and it looks as though it's a chronic
situation, and you have capital to invest,
they won't let you diversify and try to im-
prove the equity for your shareholders. We
saw Cerro [a producer and fabricator of
copper] as a way to end our problem. We
went down and talked to [the Justice De-
partment] for four hours, just three days
before we got the adverse reading. And there
was absolutely no competition between steel
and copper, Even they couldn't find it after
a staff of eight lawyers worked for six
months on it.

And furthermore, copper Is a critical
shortage item in the United States .. . We
demonstrated to them that there was a
100,000-ton-a-year copper development that
was the first thing, if we merged with Cerro,
we were going to address out capital and en-
ergy to. That would have been 25 per cent
of the national shortage on a critical prod-
uct wiped out. And they ruled it out.

Question. Then how does Bethlehem be-
come & bigger and more progressive com-
pany? What can do it?

Mr. MARTIN, We think our ship building is
going to pick up. We're one of the most diver-
sified steel companies there Is now. We're
big in construction and we're pushing the
minerals field all over the world, In min-
erals, I think we're in more places than any
other steel company.

We were In Cuba. We lost that. We're in
Venezuela; we're in Mexico; we're in Brazil;
we're in Chile, in Liberia, in Gabon,

Question. How about buying into an auto
company in Italy or France or something like
that? Is that something that might be
done?

Mr. MarTIN. That's
home and mull over.

something to take

VIETNAM

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

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, the de-
pressing course of the conflict in Viet-
nam forces me to speak out on the sub-
ject. Up to now I have refrained from
publicly voicing my viewpoint because I
was hopeful that the natural course of
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events pursued by the past two admin-
istrations would cut out this cancer
which is endangering our Nation's health.

However, the war continues. At times
I feel as if little or no progress is being
made in ending this useless commitment
of American lives.

I have always been pessimistic about
the outcome of the conflict in Vietnam.
It has been and still is a bottomless pit
and the United States should start with-
drawal as soon as possible, I cannot im-
press upon my colleagues how strongly
I feel about this matter.

If they have been receiving the same
volume of mail as I have from the citizens
of their congressional districts, then they
will know what I mean when I say that
these letters indicate the American citi-
zens share my concern over the course of
the war.

The Nation is impatient. I want to see
this war over with. I want to see our
young men back home. Now is the time
to end the war.

Back in September, the Meadville
Tribune, a fine newspaper in my district,
said:

The administration should move more
swiftly and more vigorously toward with-
drawlng American forces and cloalng out this
ill-fated venture. . . . the cold fact is that
we have little to gain and much to lose by
pursuing what has proved to be a mistake.

I fully agree. The only problem is that
the administration has not moved “more
swiftly” since January. I see little evi-
dence that everything possible is being
done to terminate this fiasco.

Back in March of this year I joined
with several of my distinguished col-
leagues, of both parties, in sponsoring a
resolution, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 187—which would state it was the
sense of Congress that the United States
begin to reduce its military involvement
in Vietnam.

Some may say the administration has
started to do so. But I emphasize that not
enough has been done and more can be
done. There is no earthly and logical
reason to procrastinate any longer—let
us withdraw now.

COAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I am greatly disturbed by re-
ports that the coal mine health and
safety bill which passed this House is
being weakened in the conference com-
mittee as a result of the outside pressure
by coal operators. Nearly a week has now
passed since the conferees ostensibly
finished their work last Thursday eve-
ning. Since that time, there have been
several unexplained days of delay while
the final version of the bill is being writ-
ten up, and it is going through several
different drafts.

The past history of coal mine safety
legislation should warn the Congress that
when legislation is written behind closed
doors, the special interests always win.
Time after time in the past, the coal
operators have succeeded in weakening
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the protection of coal miners by cynically
writing in the loopholes which have crip-
pled the effective enforcement of the law.

Since last Thursday, what has been
happening to the report of the conference
committee? I have information that
copies of each day’s version of the re-
written bill and conference report are
being circulated to the coal operators,
and not to those most directly concerned
with protecting the coal miners. Mean-
while the National Coal Association is
using every inside contact in attempting
to persuade the staff to insert a little
phrase here, a weakening clause there,
designed to water down the effectiveness
of the bill. This is particularly being done
with respect to the coal dust standard,
which will mean so much in protecting
the health and safety of those who work
in the mines.

I hope this practice of slipping advance
copies of conference drafts to the lobby-
ists will stop, I trust that the conference
committee will reach a speedy conclusion
on this vital bill and send it to the
President for signature without further
delay.

BUDGET CUTS REMOVE HANDI-
CAPPED, RETARDED STUDENTS
FROM PAYROLL AT MALMSTROM
AR FORCE BASE IN GREAT
FALLS, MONT.

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

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have
been advised by the Air Force that due
to recent actions of Congress in appro-
priations for the military, they have
found that in order to make required
budget cuts it is necessary for them to
remove seven handicapped, retarded stu-
dents from their payroll at Malmstrom
Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont. The
Air Force expressed to me regrets that an
admittedly worthwhile program in coop-
eration with the Great Falls High School
in special education for these handi-
capped, retarded students must be ended.
They tell me that this action, and I am
quoting the Air Force “is in accordance
with Civil Service Commission and Air
Forece regulations pertaining to reduction
in force.” The Air Force cites chapter 351
of the Federal Personnel Manual and tells
me they have no alternative nor any dis~
cretion in this matter,

Mr. Speaker, the costs of this program
to the Air Force, the Department of De-
fense and U.S. Treasury was $1.60 an
hour for 16 hours a week, paid to each
of these handicapped, retarded students,
for which they performed worthwhile
work in a commendable manner. It is
necessary work that must be paid for out
of Federal funds regardless of whether it
is done under this program or by some
enlisted personnel or other civilian em-
ployees at the base.

I am assured by the Air Force that
this action is not their choosing but has
been dictated by the action of Congress.
They tell me that we left them no discre-
tion in the matter and while it is regret-
table and against their better judgment,
they are forced to discharge the work-
study students.
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Mr. Speaker, I find this hard to accept
and hard to believe, but since it is the
story that is being used to defend the
action at Malmstrom, and undoubtedly
in hundreds of other cases throughout
the country, I believe that there is a need
for congressional intent to be redefined.
Mr. Speaker, I called this matter to the
attention of this body October 20, 1969,
and stated then that I would try to find
a way to help the seven handicapped,
retarded students. I believe that my task
in representing the people of my con-
gressional district can only be accom-
plished by following the collective judg-
ment of the people who pay the bills
and perform all of the jobs necessary to
make this country thrive and progress. I
am sure the people of Montana and of
the Nation believe that Federal spend-
ing must be curtailed in a sensible man-
ner. But, in the enormous expenditures
of the Air Force, the amount of money
saved on these youngsters will never be
noticed. It costs more than this annual
saving every time one of the big SAC air-
planes coughs or belches. There are un-
doubtedly many enlisted personnel im-
patiently waiting for the end of their
term of duty, but kept on the rolls until
the very last day whether needed or not,
amounting to far more than this pro-
gram at Malmstrom.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for this House
as the constitutional body of appropria-
tion, to investigate the spending proce-
dures of the military and other Federal
agencies to make certain that legislative
intent is carried out; to make certain
that discretion and judgment prevails in
curtailing spending so that the worth-
while programs are not eliminated. Our
responsibility in the House of Repre-
sentatives in this area is clear cut. Fed-
eral agencies blame Congress for failure
to appropriate all of the money that they
have been used to spending. Often they
eliminate just such sensitive projects to
create opposition to budget cuts.

Mr. Speaker, I recommend a task
force to study and evaluate the proce-
dures of the agencies in making budget
cuts and to determine whether wastes in
detaining enlisted personnel unneces-
sarily, wastes in inventory, wastes in
travel expenditures and many, many
other places cannot be curtailed at least
enough to meet our budget directives,
rather than fire seven retarded, handi-
capped high school students who prob-
ably will have no other opportunity to
be equipped for useful places in our so-
ciety.

OPPOSING FOREIGN AID

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, following
the recent hearings by the House Foreign
Aid Subcommittee, it was brought out
that the United States during 1968 bor-
rowed money from 41 nations of the
world. In other words, the United States
is borrowing money from the American
people to pay for commodities that we
are giving free to foreign nations; thus,
allowing foreign nations to build up their
foreign exchange reserves and short-
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term dollar claims, As an example, after
giving Thailand billions of dollars in
grant aid, we are now borrowing money
from them. Last year, the United States
borrowed $100 million from Thailand to
be repaid in 415 years at 6 percent in-
terest. Thus, we will have to repay Thai-
land $127 million at the end of 45 years
to repay the $100 million we borrowed.

This is a graphic example of how this
Nation’s foreign aid effort has deterio-
rated into nothing more than a vast
giveaway program.,

Mr, Speaker, the American taxpayer is,
understandably, becoming impatient and
angry. On the one hand, he is asked to
foot the bill for critical domestic pro-
grams which run into billions of dollars,
while on the other, he sees his hard-
earned tax dollars doled out fo 99 dif-
ferent nations and five territories.

History has shown that our foreign aid
program has often been wasteful and
failed to solve the problems of those
countries we were trying to help. In 25
years, the American taxpayers have
given away $182.5 billion—including the
interest on money we have borrowed to
give away.

We cannot survive indefinitely as a
strong nation if we continue giving away
our wealth.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that more for-
eign aid spending at this time can only
contribute to our balance of payments
deficit and add to continuing inflation-
ary pressures.

It is my understanding that there are
approximately $18.8 billion in all cate-
gories of the foreign assistance pipeline—
loans, grants, and credits—which could
serve to carry out our foreign aid com-
mitments for 18 months.

I strongly favor the elimination of all
foreign aid appropriations for this fiscal
year and the phasing out of this coun-
try’s foreign aid program.

ECONOMIC PROBLEMS CONFRONT-
ING FLAT GLASS INDUSTRY

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, the
economic problems confronting Amer-
iea’s flat glass industry are fast reaching
critical proportions. The most recent
blow came in the announcement last
week that a major glass producer will
close its No. 2 tank in Okmulgee County
in my district.

The shutdown will result in 250 em-
ployees being out of work for an indefi-
nite period, and if this trend continues,
it will jeopardize the livelihoods of nearly
1,800 employees in this one county. The
announcement stated the No. 2 tank was
being closed because of low orders and
high inventory. There is no question but
what the flood of foreign glass imports
into our country is the major contribut-
ing factor in the economic crisis facing
the domestic glass industry.

It is of vital importance that both the
President and the Congress be aware of
the drastic need for restoring our flat
glass tariffs to higher levels.

The U.S. Tariff Commission has held
hearings on the effects of itnports upon
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the domestic glass industry, and is cur-
rently preparing recommendations for
tariff adjustment to the President. I sin-
cerely hope that the Commission goes
beyond simply recommending that cur-
rent tariff levels be retained, and recom-
mends an increase in flat glass tariffs. It
is essential for the survival of the do-
mestic industry.

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr., MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to welcome the gentleman to the
fraternity.

Mr, EDMONDSON. I thank the gentle-
man. I am sure it is a broad fraternity.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION: VICTIM
OF NEGLECT

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorb.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, the perform-
ance of the Nixon administration on vo-
cational education brings to mind Frank-
lin Roosevelt’s warning against “a Gov-
ernment frozen in the ice of its own in-
difference.”

Perhaps this is too generous. In light
of recent events, we can say that indif-
ference is being compounded by defiance.

President Nixon and his miserly min-
ions at the Bureau of the Budget have
announced that they will impound the
$209.5 million in extra funds voted by
the Congress to improve job training and
education programs in the Nation’s pub-
lic schools.

These fiscal dreadnaughts seem to care
more about cold ink in a ledger than
about youngsters being turned away
from industry payrolls because they lack
adequate job skills,

By a unanimous vote the House and
Senate passed the far-reaching Voca-
tional Education Amendments of 1968.
This bill authorized $812 million for the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1969,

But, President Nixon requested only
$279.2 million in his budget message.

By this generous plea for America's
youth and their anxious employers, the
so-called “new Nixon” repudiated the
“old Nixon.” Speaking in Portland, Oreg.,
on May 16, 1968, candidate Nixon said:

I believe that we should set a goal for
ourselves, that every youngster entering pub-
lic high school shall have the opportunity
to learn at least one marketable skill by the
time he graduates. For too many young men,

the end of education has meant the begin-
ning of unemployment.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, it sounds great, just
like what the Congress had in mind when
it passed the Vocational Education
Amendments of 1968. In that same
Portland speech, the “old Nixon" led us
to believe that his heart and mind occu-
pied the mainstream of educational
thinking when he declared:

Too many vocational training programs
are geared to Industries that are becoming
obsolete and to skills for which there is no
market.

It is partly because of this failing in edu-
catlon that teenagers lead the lists of the
unemployed. Their jobless rate (runs) at
triple the average rate. For Negro teenagers
the unemployment rate hovers at the ap-
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palling fraction of fully one-fourth of the
labor force.

That do-nothing budget request of
$279.2 million—scarcely above the fiscal
1969 level—made the President's real
attitude toward vocational education like
the title of the popular Broadway mus-
ical, “Promises, Promises.”

Congress, however, tried to live up to
the pledge it made last year., Through
the Joelsen and Cohelan amendments
to the Labor-HEW appropriations bill,
we pegged spending for vocational edu-
cation at $488.7 million. This is $209.5
million more than the *“new Nixon"
thought was necessary.

Instead of zero funds budgeted by the
“new Nixon” for work-study for dis-
advantaged youth, the Congress voted
$10 million.

Instead of zero funds budgeted by the
“new Nixon"” for vocational education for
students with special handicaps and
needs, Congress voted $40 million.

Instead of zero funds budgeted by
the “new Nixon” for research into im-
proving vocational education, the Con-
gress voted $34 million.

The facts speak for themselves. The
Nixon administration is defying the will
of the American people and the Congress
in the matter of strengthening and ex-
panding vocational education. Even so
puny a step as the national skills survey
promised by candidate Nixon in May
1968 has been forgotten along with the
other campaign rhetoric.

Mr. Nixon has now had 10 months to
demonstrate his intentions in domestic
affairs and to begin to live up to his lofty
campaign promises. The honeymoon is
clearly over in executive-legislative re-
lations, and it is high time to tell the
truth about what this administration is
doing to weaken basic American institu-
tions.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, this is one time
when I wish the “new Nixon" would heed
the advice of the *“old Nixon.”

AMERICAN BUSINESSMEN MUST BE
PROTECTED ON REVERSION OF
OKINAWA TO JAPANESE SOVER-
EIGNTY

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

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr, Speaker, with the
arrival of Prime Minister Sato in Wash-
ington last week, the United States and
Japan appear ready to conclude discus-
sions on a subject of vital importance to
both nations and to the future of our al-
liance: the reversion of Okinawa to Jap-
anese sovereignty. The imminent return
of Okinawa to Japan fulfills the promises
of all American Presidential administra-
tions since the signing of the Japanese
Peace Treaty. It will restore to Japan
what was once an integral part of that
nation; islands whose people share a
cultural, racial, and linguistic heritage
with the Japanese, and who themselves
overwhelmingly favor return to Japanese
rule.

There is, however, Mr. Speaker, one
condition which I feel must be agreed
to before this transfer is made. That is
the guaranteed protection of American
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businesses in Okinawa following the
reversion.

In the 20 years that the United States
has administered Okinawa, and the other
Ryukyu Islands, a substantial number of
American citizens and servicemen have
lived there to assist in the government
and defense of the island and of East
Asia itself. Millions of American Govern-
ment dollars have been invested in the
island to repair the damage wrought by
war; and millions of private American
dollars have followed with businesses to
serve the American and Okinawan citi-
zens of the island.

Today there are 107 private American
businesses in Okinawa, ranging from a
dairy company to oil refineries. Their to-
tal investment amounts to over $220 mil-
lion. Every one of these companies duly
applied for and was granted an operating
license by the Okinawan Government;
every one of them operates according to
the laws of Okinawa. However, these laws
are different, in many cases, from those
of Japan that will apply after reversion,
and therein lies the source of potential
harm to American companies if adequate
care is not taken.

The American Chamber of Commerce
in Okinawa has asked the President to
consider the dangers of a total and im-
mediate application of Japanese laws to
businesses that have operated under
Okinawan laws and within the dollar
economy that now exists there. Their re-
quests are reasonable: they ask that their
licenses and leases be recognized by
Japan, that they not be taxed retroac-
tively, that they be allowed to convert
their dollars into yen freely and without
penalty, and that an American com-
mercial attaché be assigned to Okinawa
to bring any problems to the attention of
both Governments.

These proposals are fair and should bhe
heeded. In the aftermath of the harmony
surrounding the announcement of rever-
sion, let us not find that fellow Americans
have been neglected for political reasons.

LET US NOT FORGET OUR
CZECHOSLOVAK BRETHREN

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

Mr. MONAGAN., Mr. Speaker, the
continuing developements in Czechoslo-
vakia which involved the removal of
Alexander Dubcek as Chairman of the
Federal Assembly and have constituted
a gradual tightening of Soviet control
are indeed sobering, for they are contin-
uing incidents in the political tragedy
that has been unfolding in that country
since the Communist coup in 1948,

Forced to live under the harsh and
oppressive regime of the Stalinist An-
tonin Novotny for almost 20 years, the
Czechoslovak people finally began to
enjoy a taste of freedom when Alexander
Dubcek replaced Novotny early in 1968.
For over 200 days, Dubecek attempted to
set a course for Czechoslovakia which
would have liberated the Czech people
from a life of fear and economic stagna-
tion. His government threatened no man
or nation, most certainly not the Soviet
Union, unless freedom can be considered
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a threat. But this freedom was not des-
tined to endure. On the night of August
20, 1968, Czechoslovakia was subjugated
and Soviet troops occupied that country
armed with guns and tanks.

Today, over 17 months later, the So-
viet occupation continues. There are over
70,000 Soviet troops stationed in that un-
happy country.

The Soviet occupation of Czechoslo-
vakia is illegal and unjustified. It is a
violation of international law and of the
Charter of the United Nations. It denies
the basic civil and human rights of the
Czech and Slovak people.

Mr. Speaker, I am today introducing
a resolution expressing the sense of the
Congress that the President of the
United States should inform the Gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union that the
occupation of Czechoslovakia is illegal
and unjustified, My resolution would
also request the President to put the
question of the occupation of Czecho-
slovakia on every agenda for all future
negotiations between the United States
and the Soviet Union.

We have been told that the Soviet
Union would like better relations with
the United States and they have in fact
entered into arms limitation talks; that
they desire increased contacts between
American and Soviet citizens and Gov-
ernment leaders and a recent U.S. par-
liamentary group of which I was a mem-
ber met with Soviet representatives in
Moscow.

In my opinion such talks have a po-
tential benefit for both countries. But
the Soviet Union must be impressed with
the fact that the United States cannot
and will not condone the Soviet disre-
gard for the sovereign rights of Czecho~
slovakia or any other nation, large or
small, weak or strong.

If the Soviet Union is sincere in its
desire for better relations, let it prove
it by withdrawing its troops from
Czechoslovakia. Let it prove it by turn-
ing over the affairs of Czechoslovakia to
the people of Czechoslovakia.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
my resolution.

POSTAL PROBLEMS MAY BE THE
FAULT OF MANAGEMENT

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

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, I again quote
from the recent statement by Postmaster
General Blount during his trip to the
Universal Postal Union in Japan:

Japanese letter sorters can work almost
as fast as U.S. machines because unlike
Americans, “the Japanese haven't forgotten
how to work,” Postmaster General Winton
M. Blount recently told a news conference
here.

Mr. Speaker, such a statement dis-
crediting the postal workers is regret-
table. But it is even more regrettable
that the Postmaster should compound
this ill-advised situation with further
derogatory remarks on his Department
in the current—November 28—issue of
Life magazine.

If the Post Office is “undermanaged
and mismanaged,” as the Life article
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states, I am beginning to wonder if the
crux of the postal system’s troubles does
not lie more at the feet of management
than with the 750,000 postal workers?

Since the early 1950’s, it has been evi-
dent to top postal management that
numerous corrective procedures were
needed.

The article states:

Soon after taking office in 1953, Postmas-
ter General Arthur Summerfield asked for
an operating statement for the previous

month; he was told it would be ready in 17
months,

Mr. Speaker, Postmaster Summerfield
had 8 years in which to correct the
reporting and accounting system of the
Post Office. Yet time and again during
those 8 years he vociferously defended,
in publie, and before committees on both
sides of Capitol Hill, the outmoded, un-
wieldy, tortuously slow cost ascertain-
ment system.

It was not until May 22 of this year
that top officials of the Post Office De-
partment admitted before a subcommit-
tee of this House that the cost ascertain-
ment system was derelict and would be
replaced by a new system.

I submit this was entirely an internal
postal management decision. I also sub-
mit that when it requires 16 long years
for postal management to make a deci-
sion on such a matter as providing an
efficient costing system, that many of the
postal problems developing in those 16
years can hardly be attributed to the
American postal worker “forgetting how
to work,” as Mr. Blount states in his
statement in Tokyo.

The article also snidely implies that
Postmaster Larry O'Brien, “once won-
dered aloud about the potential of the
carrier pigeon business.”

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to be selfish
and reserve all of my “accolades” for
members of one party. During the time
that Mr. O’Brien was putatively the Post-
master General, he most frequently
called me from his office in the White
House—and though he may have become
a bird watcher—especially where carrier
pigeons are concerned—I seriously doubt
if he ever maintained any close surveil-
lance over the problems that were de-
veloping and multiplying in the Post
Office.

Today the present administration
fumes and fusses over the dire need for
postal reform. But that same administra-
tion has given “marching orders” to
withhold technical and administrative
assistance from the House Post Office
Committee which has been meeting for
weeks now in an attempt to modernize
postal laws.

I am wondering if, like the 16 years
it took postal officials to abandon the
archaic accounting system, it will require
another 16 years before postal manage-
ment decides to work cooperatively with
the Congress in postal progress, rather
than defend a pie-in-the-sky corporation
structure.

Or, will the present administration
continue to sing the Summerfield re-
frains?

In his first appearance before the
House Post Office Committee, Mr. Sum-
merfield outlined his major goals. He
pontificated especially on his aim, “to
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reduce the overall deficit of the Postal
Establishment substantially through
economics and modern management
techniques.”

This could well be a quotation from
statements of the present Postmaster
General.

The facts are, that during the _Su{:n-
merfield regime, the postal deficit in-
creased from less than $400 million to
$600 million.

Mr. Speaker, I finally submit that be-
fore the Congress would be willing to
give postal managers a free hand, one
that would remove the Department from
the hegemony of the elected representa-
tives of the people, that same manage-
ment must present the Congress with
at least some inklings of its plans for
modern management techniques, a prac-
tical cost accounting system, rate in-
ereases that will do away with the shame-
ful subsidies to favored categories of
mail, a system of modernization through
planned plant facilities and mechaniza-
tion, and, most especially, firm guidelines
for the protection and promotion of
personnel.

DOT HAS A CARD-CARRYING
CONSERVATIONIST

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, in spite of
the sting in my recent telegram to Sec-
retary Volpe concerning the Everglades
National Park, I do not believe the cause
of conservation is forever lost in the
Department of Transportation. Proof of
this was brought home to me just yester-
day upon reading an interview with the
Honorable J. D, Braman, Assistant Sec-
retary of Transportation for Environ-
ment and Urban Systems, in the pages of
the Christian Science Monitor.

The article on Mr. Braman indicates
that he is a man of wide experience in
conservation matters as they affect pri-
marily the Nation’s urban areas and that
he has the political acumen to accurately
assess the uphill battle such a person
faces in a department not known for
much enthusiasm for environmental
concerns.

The Monitor article asks the rhetorical
question “is Mr. Braman a card-carrying
conservationist?” Based solely on the
article and the little I have learned of
his determination to fight the good fight
for the protection of the Nation's en-
vironment within DOT, I believe the
question can be answered affirmatively.
Moreover, we should thank our lucky
stars that the former mayor of Seattle
is in the Department; let us hope his
conservation influence will spread—both
up and down DOT’s ladder of decision-
makers.

A copy of the interview follows:

OPEN SpPACES VERSUS ROADS
(By Robert Cahn)

WasHINGTON.—Blg-city mayor comes to
Washington; takes a high-level job in the
Nixon administration; bucks the powers al-
ready established in his field of competence;
finds unwelcome mat; but after nine months
is still fighting the established powers, with
only limited success,
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This is the story, so far, of J. D. Braman,
who left his post as Mayor of Seattle to take
the newly created position of assistant sec-
retary of transportation for environment
and urban systems.

As a strong mayor and as chairman of
the transportation committee of the Na-
tional League of Cities, Mr. Braman had
significant impact in wurban affairs. Some
observers predicted, however, that he would
find himself without power to accomplish
anything in Washington and would soon
quit.

Though inexperienced in the rough-and-
tumble of federal departmental politics, Mr.
Braman is a scrappy fighter. In an inter-
view with The Christian Sclence Monitor, he
detailed what he considers some of his suc-
cesses and failures to date, especially his
difficulties with the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and the Bureau of Public
Roads.

INTERVIEW EXCERPTED

Question. You occupy the only office in
the Cabinet at assistant secretarial level
that's set up to handle environmental prob-
lems. Do you think this is an effective way
to deal with these problems?

Answer. Entirely apart from my interde-
partmental duties that emanate from Sec-
retary [John A.] Volpe's role in decisions of
the Cabinet Environmental Quality Couneil,
my job basically is intradepartmental. The
concerns that I am supposed to be looking
at as far as the environment is concerned
are those in which there is an impact, pre-
sumably an adverse impact, from some
transportation operation.

This boils down to the highway problem
and to the airport-location problem. As ur-
ban mass transportation gets to moving for-
ward, undoubtedly environmental problems
will develop involving location of corridors,
stations, surface facilities, and things of that
nature. Also, from time to time something
will arise in the Rallroad Administration in
which, again, a corridor might present some
environmental problems,

Concern reflected

I think that the purpose for which the
office was set up is certainly well warranted
and reflects the President’s concern for the
affairs of the cities and his concern for the
environment in its entirety, including trans-
portation and its effects.

Secretary Volpe was well aware when he
came in that inherently there was a lot of
controversy in sight, with many people feel-
ing that transportation facilities as they were
being constructed were unnecessarily damag-
ing the environment.

Therefore, he felt he needed a unit that
could operate for him independent of his ad-
ministration, independent of his other sec-
retarial offices, to be concerned with two
things—urban mass-transit systems and en-
vironmental impact.

Question. Have you been successful so far?

Answer. I don’t think I was under any
illusions when I came here, and I doubt that
the Secretary was, as to the ease with which
we would accomplish our objectives. It would
be quite apparent to anyone who had been
involved, as I was in Seattle, with, particu-
larly, highway environment problems, that
the Federal Highway Administration and the
Bureau of Public Roads were not going to
view us as a welcome addition to the depart-
ment.

Engineer’s approach cited

Quite apparently, we were going to disturb
the established, long-range approach they
had to these problems. I don't mean to imply
that they were totally blind to the environ-
mental problems—they were not. But they
were operating entirely with the engineer's
approach.

And it appeared to them, as I see it, that
the principal thing one needed to consider in
the environmental impact of a highway is
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to make the highway's actual physical struc-
ture attractive—embellish it, put some cos-
metics on it, perhaps do a little better job
of contouring and landscaping, perhaps do
something to improve the graceful sweep of
the concrete posts, girders, and so forth.

I don’t think they ever were very aware
that regardless of how well engineered and
how beautiful from a structural point of view
or monumental point of view a highway
structure can be made, it still doesn’t answer
the environmental problems that relate to
the tearing up of neighborhoods, the taking
of very valuable land, the contribution that
it makes to air pollution as you bring a mas-
sively congested highway into the center of a
big city. And to the highway people it seems
not only the best possibility, but—to their
point of view—inevitable, that parklands
should be utilized as vacant land.

Each case individually

Question. Do you feel that parkland should
never be taken for highways?

Answer. Each case has to be considered in-
dividually. I think there are people who are
80 blindly committed that they think you
have to preserve everything just to preserve
it, regardless of whether, in balance, it per-
forms enough function to be preserved. But
I'm very strongly oriented toward practical
conservation. On the value of urban open
spaces, I'm all conservationist.

But you have to recognize that some peo-
ple are in positions where they have to make
decisions that are based on practical con-
siderations. Then I think you have to back
away and compromise a little once in a while
at a reasonable level.

Question. Are you still hopeful that you
can make an impression on the forces you
are combating?

Answer. We have already made a profound
impression. But it's been more or less one
that has disturbed those who have been run-
ning things their own way. We certainly
gained something in New Orleans [where the
highway people were prevented from putting
an expressway through the historic Vieux
Carré]. We gained something even in the
Memphis compromise [when freeway build-
ers had to depress at least part of an express-
way going through Overton Park]. I think
we're going to gain something in San An-
tonio [where an expressway would go
through several park areas].

And I think that whatever we gain in these
places can't help but implant in the minds
of highway builders who are just now start-
ing projects the idea that there's a new ball
game being played. And that whether it's
just this little office alone, or whether it's is
a whole surge of concern by citizens, which
I think is coming, the highway builders are
going to have to reevalute their whole deck of
cards. They will have to realize that they
can no longer bamboozle everybody by simply
saying: “We've studied everything and this
is the best we can do, and this is what we
are going to do, so do you like it—and if
you don't like it, we're going to do it any-
way."”

Question. Do you think that all Cabinet
officers or agencies that have anything to
do with natural or human resources should
have environmental assistants?

Answers. I think they should, But the prob-
lem is that, if you go to any of them they'd
say they already have people advising on the
environment. The Federal Highway Admin-
istration, for instance, has people who are
concerned i ith the environment, But these
persons are not at policy level. The difference
is that in most of these places you are dealing
with lower-echelon career people who just
can't buck the system.

POSTAL CORPORATION
PROPAGANDA

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, several
Members of the House have made refer-
ence to public opinion polls they have
conducted as evidence of what they call
widespread support for conversion of the
Post Office Department into a Govern-
ment-owned Corporation. For example,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)
has stated that the polls indicate “mas-
sive approval of the Postal Corporation
concept.”

This, of course, is not surprising, de-
pending upon the question or questions
asked. The American people want reform
in the Post Office Department. Through
many channels of communication they
have been fed a steady diet of propa-
ganda extolling the alleged “virtues” of
a Postal Corporation and giving the im-
pression that only by travelling this route
can there be meaningful reform.

If I were to conduct a poll in the
district I represent and ask citizens if
they supported a plan which would pro-
vide improved service at a savings in tax
revenue of $1 billion a year—as claimed
by proponents of a Postal Corporation—
there is no question of the results: the
response would be overwhelmingly
favorable.

The trouble is that such a question
would be totally misleading and unfair,
for a case simply has not been made to
support the claims of better service and
substantial savings in tax revenue, as
alleged by proponents of a Postal Corpo-
ration.

On the other hand, I can well imagine
the unfavorable response if I would pose
a question such as this:

“Do you favor conversion of the Post
Office Department into a Government-
owned Corporation; a plan under which
compulsory unionism would be possible,
which easily could result in a 100 per-
cent increase in the first-class letter rate,
and reductions in service?"

Why, it is fair to ask, have so many
people from the President of the United
States on down suddenly become obsessed
with the concept of a Corporation as a
cure-all for the postal service?

The idea, of course, is not new. What
gave it impetus was the report of the
so-called Kappel Commission—the Com-
mission on Postal Organization—cre-
ated by President Johnson in 1967 and
which made its report in June 1968.

As expected, that report came out four-
square in favor of a Postal Corporation,
and to many newspaper publishers
throughout the Nation, that was it—
a Corporation was the cure-all and the
voices of those.of us who happen to be-
lieve that there is a better route to fol-
low were drowned out by the propaganda
barrage in support of the corporate idea.

One knowledgeable objector, for ex-
ample, whose views have not been widely
disseminated is former Postmaster Gen-
eral J, Edward Day, even though he has
provided sound and telling arguments
against the corporation concept. As Mr.
Day stated in his testimony before the
House Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee:

To me, it is a remarkable fact that, in spite

of the many objections which can be made
to the corporation proposal, there has been
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very little published notice of these objec-
tions. On the contrary, there has been
a barrage of one-sided propaganda and
Chamber of Commerce slogans put forward
in support of the Kappel proposal, much of
it—I am afraid—by people who have limited
qualifications as experts on operation of large
organizations generally.

At another point in his testimony, Mr.
Day had this to say:

The members of the (Kappel) Commission
were, of course, all important men, However,
I think it a remarkable fact that not one of
them had any background in postal matters.
I doubt if the President of Campbell Soup
Co.—who was a member of the Commission—
would have been impressed by the results of
a critical survey of his company by a group
that did not include even one person with
the slightest experience in the food business.
The same can be said about the president of
General Electric, of the Bank of America, and
of Cummins Engine Co.—all members of the
Commission.

Mr. Speaker, in the weeks ahead it will
be my intention to offer further com-
ments in an effort to set the record
straight concerning the corporation con-
cept and to keep Members informed of
the progress which is being made in the
writing of a meaningful postal reform
bill by the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee.

I harbor no illusion that my views will
have the slightest effect on those in the
publishing business and the Nation's
giant corporations whose minds obviously
are closed to any other idea except a
postal corporation.

I can only hope that my colleagues
will keep an open mind, await the bill
which I hope our committee will report
at an early date and then view objec-
tively all of the facts—not just the one-
sided propaganda of those who, in many
instances, have little or no knowledge
of the operation of our Nation’s postal
system and the problems with which that
system is faced.

CHICKEN: AMERICAN STYLE

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

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker,
broilers are a major source of income to
thousands of people in the Third Con-
gressional District of Arkansas, which it
is my privilege to represent. Arkansas is
a very close second to Georgia, which
still stands as the No. 1 State in broiler
production. I am giving my colleagues
in the Congress from Georgia fair notice
in the spirit of friendly competition that
we will be on their heels and may well
surpass them in broiler production in the
not too distant future.

In 1964, the last year for which census
figures are available, Arkansas produced
267 million broilers. In 1968, statewide
production had risen to an estimated 369
million. Far more than half of those
broilers are grown in my Third Congres-
sional District. For example, of the 267
million birds produced statewide in 1964,
the Third District produced 222 million.
My longtime friend, Lex Killebrew, ex-
ecutive secretary of the Arkansas Poultry
Federation, tells me that that approxi-
mate ratio still exists today.
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I wish to refer to speeches given before
the recent conference of the National
Broiler Council in Washington, D.C.
There were especially noteworthy com-
ments on the modern broiler industry
by two distinguished Americans, Dr. Jean
Mayer, the President’s special consultant
on nutrition, and Under Secretary of
Agriculture, Phil Campbell.

Dr. Mayer said:

As a nutritionist, I always think that you
people are the sort of acme of the applica-
tion of nutritional science and nutritional
technology to everyday problems. There is
no one industry that has made more effec-
tive use of nutrition knowledge than the
broiler industry. There is no industry that
has managed to really quantitate or put into
effect the gquantitation of needs as well as
the broiler industry, nobody who has been
able to think of foods or feeds as a collec-
tion of nutrients in certain proportions with
the sources interchangeable but the result
being the optimum result in being the same
as has your industry. In many ways, if we
knew as much about human nutrition as we
know about chicken nutrition, we would all
be very much better off. So, I start by ex-
pressing my admiration for your past and
present and, I am sure, future efforts.

As somebody who is particularly interested
in public health nutrition, the effect on the
human system, I may add that you have
extraordinarily good food as well. We all
need protein, we need animal protein, we
enjoy eating it. At the same time we do
have problems in this technological, very
sedentary soclety, of both obesity and heart
disease, and you have the great advantage
of producing a source of excellent, very pal-
atable animal protein which is low in fat,
low in saturated fatty acids, low in caries,
and it seems to me that the thrust of present
research in human nutrition is very much
in your direction. If you can convince people
to broil the chickens or if they have to fry
them, fry them in light polyunsaturated oil,
then you are “in" as far as nutritionists
are concerned.

The Honorable Phil Campbell, Under
Secretary of Agriculture, said:

The thing about the broller industry is
that there 18 no more dramatic illustration to
me of the free enterprise capitalistic system
that has made this country so great than the
processes by which this industry came into
being, primarily since World War II, Of
course, we had broiler production before
World War II, but great strides and increases
and growth of this industry have taken place
since that time. This is an industry with
initiative and drive; it's an Industry attuned
to progress; it's an industry continually on
the lookout for new ways to increase its
efficiency.

To bring the broiler industry to its pres-
ent position of efficiency, many problems had
to be solved. Of course, I could say facetiously
that the biggest problem was your competi-
tor, but that's what the system is. Anyone
who doesn’'t believe that broiler producers
are efficlent ought to take a look at the
statistics. Take feeding efficiency, for ex-
ample. In the 1930s broilers reached 3 lbs.
in 14 weeks on 41 Ibs. of feed for each
pound of grain, Now 3-pound broilers are
produced in 8 weeks with 214 1bs. of feed
per pound of grain.

In the State of Arkansas and in my
Third Congressional District the broiler
industry is bringing millions of new
dollars to our economy, thousands of jobs
for people who need them and an ex-
panded tax base which is vital to satisfy
the service requirements of our State.
May I add that the industry does this by
producing and marketing a commodity
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that is tasty, nutritious, high in protein,
low in calories, and easy on the pocket-
book.

Mr. Speaker, I bring to my colleagues’
attention these facts about the broiler
industry today because the story of this
great industry has recently been drama-
tized in a film “Chicken: American
Style” produced by the National Broiler
Council. This film is a departure in
movies depicting facts about an industry.
In 28 fast-moving and fascinating
minutes this film simplifies the vertical-
ly integrated complex which brings to
the American dinner table a plentiful
supply of delicious chicken meat. The
movie shows that this result is achieved
through the free flow of cooperation be-
tween broiler grower and integrator
which characterizes broiler production
today. ‘“Chicken: American Style" high-
lights efficiencies in modern broiler pro-
duction undreamed of in the old and
happily forgotten days when raising
chickens was a part-time backyard ex-
ercise.

Most interesting to me was the subtle
technique used in the film which quietly
but clearly establishes the fact that the
great progress shown by the broiler
industry has been achieved within the
framework of—and, yes, largely because
of—the free enterprise system which al-
lows for progress. It is not by accident
that the film opens on a view of Monti-
cello, home of Thomas Jefferson, or that
the movie’s hero, a broiler producer, has
been chosen to impersonate Jefferson in
a Fourth of July parade. But I must not
give away the plot.

I want to point out, however, that Tom
Banks, broiler grower-movie hero, is a
family farmer whose family is obviously
happy and prospering. There is much
concern about the future of the family
farm. It occurs to me that the business
partnership between broiler grower and
integrator has been one of the most
helpful economic developments to have
appeared on the American agricultural
scene in recent years. This teamwork
between grower and integrator has re-
sulted in improved incomes and a better
way of life for thousands of farm
families.

The movie shows all this and much
more. It whets the appetite anew for
many refreshing ways in which choice
chicken can be prepared, and the mes-
sage of “Chicken: American Style” can
make your heart beat a little faster as it
illustrates the benefits of living under a
system of free enterprise: American
style.

It is a good movie, and I recommend
it to all without qualification.

INDIANA STUDENTS OPPOSE
IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL

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

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, there has
been much said about the student’s po-
sition on the Vietnam question. One of
the most interesting polls I have seen re-
cently was conducted on the campus of
Indiana University at Bloomington, Ind.
I would like to share the results of that
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poll with my colleagues. The following
article appeared November 20 in the In-
diana Daily Student:

STUDENTS VARY o War—MosT OPPOSE QUICK
WITHDRAWAL

(By Danlel C. Beggs and Henry A, Copeland)

More than six out of every 10 students
polled at IU, indicated that they would op-
pose an Immediate withdrawal from Viet-
nam.

This third In a series of collegian polls was
conducted the week of Nov. 10 as part of &
continuing program to provide readers with
a more objective account of student thought.

A randomly selected group of 270 students
were asked:

“Would you say that the U.S. should or
should not withdraw immediately from Viet-
nam?"

They replied:

Percent

30.0
S P

Should
Should not
No opinion

There was a significant relationship he-
tween sex and the manner in which this
question was answered. Forty per cent of all
females polled believed the U.S. should with-
draw immediately from Vietnam while just
under 22 per cent of the males expressed the
same feeling,

Concerning President Nixon and Vietnam,
the interviewers asked:

“Overall, would you say that you—do sup-
port, do not support, or are unfamiliar
with—Nixon’s policy for ending U.S. involve-
ment in the Vietnam War?”

Responses were:

Percent

42,2
e OO D
v 1458

Do support

Do not support
Unfamiliar with policy
No opinion

As in the previous question, the women
and men varied appreciably on their sup-
port for the Presldent’s policy toward Viet-
nam, While more than 55 per cent of the
males favored Nixon’s policy, his support
slipped to 28 per cent among the females
surveyed.

About the same percentage of students
who said that the U.S. should not withdraw
immediately from Vietnam indicated they
believed the security of the U.S. was at least
to a “fair extent"” affected by political devel-
opments in Southeast Asia.

“To what extent do you feel U.S. security
is affected by political developments in
Southeast Asia?”

Answers were:

Percent
A considerable extent
A fair extent.
A small extent
No extent

Concerning the U.S. relationship with its
allies, the respondents were asked:

“How important do you consider it that
the United States retain the confidence of its
allies?" They answered:

Highy important
Fairly important
Fairly unimportant.
Very unimportant

About the same margin of more than eight
out of 10 students believed an effective mili-
tary defense was important. When asked:

“How important do you consider it that
the United States maintain an effective mili-
tary defense?" The students replied:

Percent

Highy important
Falirly important
Fairly unimportant.__
Very unimportant

Last, when queried about the effect of pub-
lic demonstrations on peace negotiations
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slightly more students indicated that they
were harmful than those who did not.

“Do you or do you not feel that public
demonstrations make it more difficult to
negotiate peace in Vietnam?" Answers were:

Percent
Yes—they do.
No—they do not.
No opinion

COST-OF-LIVING ANNUITY
INCREASE

(Mr. HOGAN 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. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have to-
day introduced a bill designed to ease the
burden for some of the employees who
will be affected by the Department of De-
fense work force reductions.

This legislation will authorize a 5-per-
cent cost-of-living annuity increase for
those who retire after November 1, 1969,
and before April 2, 1970, and whose re-
tirement is based on involuntary sepa-
ration.

The immediate purpose of my bill is
to extend for a 6-month period a retiree’s
eligibility for the 5-percent increase.
This action is necessary because the Oc-
tober 29 Department of Defense an-
nouncement of civilian and military work
force reductions allowed only 2 days un-
der the present law for dismissed em-
ployees to make the decision to retire,

Many employees found that it was im-
possible to make a reasoned decision of
this importance in a 2-day period. I feel
very strongly that they should be given
this extension of time in order to benefit
from the increased annuities accruing to
involuntary retirement.

Because of the large number of Fed-
eral Government employees who reside
in my congressional distriet, I have many
constituents who will be affected by these
reductions. These include civilian em-
ployees at the Naval Ordnance Station
in Indian Head, Md.; Andrews Air Force
Base in Camp Springs, Md.; Naval Tech-
nical Research Ship Special Communi-
cations Facility in Cheltenham, Md.;
Naval Security Group Department of the
Naval Communications Station in Chel-
tenham, Md.; and the Naval Oceano-
graphic Office in Suitland, Md.

STEVE OWENS TO RECEIVE HEIS-
MAN TROPHY

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

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to take this time to congratulate Mr.
Steve Owens, a member of the Oklahoma
University football team on being chosen
to receive the Heisman Trophy for the
year 1969. Mr. Owens is a gentleman in
all senses, a team player, and a leader
among his colleagues. All Oklahomans
are proud of Steve Owens, and this mem-
ber of the Oklahoma delegation of Con-
gress is very happy to take this time to
commend Mr. Owens on his many ac-
complishments.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

will the
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Mr. CAMP. I yield to my colleague
from Oklahoma, Mr. STEED.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, one of the
most outstanding football players in the
history of the sport, Steve Owens of the
University of Oklahoma, has been named
as winner of the famed Heisman Trophy.
He also has been named to the UPI All-
American team.

This annual citation, made after bal-
loting by writers throughout the coun-
try, is the top individual honor of college
football.

Steve Owens has set a long list of rec-
ords in his 3 years as tailback at Okla-
homa. His selection for the trophy is all
the more impressive since it usually goes
to a member of one of the top-ranking
teams, and Oklahoma this year has a rec-
ord of only five and four.

Among the national marks he has es-
tablished to some of which he is still
adding are these:

Most touchdowns in a 3-year career—
54 thus far, with one game to go.

Most points in a 3-year career—324.

Most yards rushing in career—3,607.

Most career rushing carries.

Most rushing carries in one season—
357 in 1968.

Most consecutive games with 100 or
more yards rushing—17.

Owens is 21 and married, a business
major. A graduate of Miami, Okla., high
school, he was president of the student
body there and won the Masonic award
as the outstanding student. He played
there for coaches Mac Buzzard and Bill
Watkins gn teams that amassed a 3-year
record of 22 wins, six losses and two ties.

At the University of Oklahoma he has
played under Coach “Chuck” Fairbanks
on teams with a 3-year record of 22 wins
and nine losses, including the Big Eight
championship in 1967 and cochampion-
ship in 1968.

Owens is the second Oklahoman to win
the Heisman Trophy, his only predeces-
sor being Billy Vessels in 1952.

Steve Owens combines modesty and
teamwork with unusual dedication, re-
liability, steadiness, and talent. All Okla-
homans are proud of his record.

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

Mr, CAMP. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend my colleague for call-
ing this to the attention of the House.

Steve Owens is a great constituent of
mine in the Second Distriet of Okla-
homa. I know his fine parents, Mr. and
Mrs. Olin F. Owens, and a host of their
friends and neighbors in Miami, Okla.,
share our pride in Steve because of his
many accomplishments.

Mr. Speaker, Members will be inter-
ested in a few examples of how Steve won
the Heisman Trophy. He earned it by
breaking the NCAA 3-year record for
total yards gained, 3,388; the NCAA rec-
ord for most times to carry the ball in a
season, 337; by gaining 100 yards or
more—and cften much more—in 17 con-
secutive games; and by breaking the
NCAA 3-year touchdown record, a record
that stood since Glenn Davis of Army
set it in 1946.

Steve also earned national honors by
being an outstanding gentleman and stu-
dent. He is truly the kind of football hero

November 26, 1969

we can be proud to have our young boys
look up to. I have been following Steve's
football achievements since he played for
Miami High School, and I have never
heard anything but praise for him on or
off the field.

Mr. Speaker, this week Steve plays his
final game for Oklahoma in Oklahoma’s
annual classic battle against Oklahoma
State University. I am certainly not going
to take sides on that one, but I will be
one of the many Oklahomans who will
be pulling for Steve Owens to score at
least one more touchdown and rush for
at least 147 yeards—achievements which
will give him the national titles in scor-
ing and rushing for this season.

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

Mr. CAMP. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I think
one of the really remarkable things
about Steve being chosen to get the Heis-
man award is the fact that he played
on a losing ball club. Oklahoma lost four
games this year and, yet, in spite of that
he got the most votes for “All Ameri-
ca.” He was given the Heisman Tro-
phy. As a general rule, receivers of the
Heisman Trophy play on winning ball
clubs. The reason for that is they feel if
a man is entitled to the Heisman Trophy,
his team should win its games. Steve
made such an outstanding record he
was chosen in spite of the fact that he
played on a losing ball club.

Of course, he has been a great ball
player ever since he entered the univer-
sity in his sophomore year. I have
watched his progress all the way
through, and I felt sure that in his sen-
ior year he was bound to get the Heis-
man Trophy.

Mr. CAMP. I thank my colleague.

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

Mr. CAMP. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleagues in congratulating a great
Oklahoman, Steve Owens, a young man
who is not only an outstanding athlete
but also a fine student and a leader of
men. Oklahoma is proud of him.

Mr. CAMP. I thank the gentleman.

WAS THE SEARCH-AND-DESTROY
POLICY IN VIETNAM RESPONSI-
BLE FOR A MASSACRE?

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks, and include extraneous ma-
terial.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday was a day of great fame for my
country and possibly great infamy. The
painful possible infamy comes from some
things that allegedly have happened in
Vietnam in March of 1968, when appar-
ently many innocent people were wan-
tonly murdered. This, if true, will cast
a reflection on America that is not good.
I read by the papers that this matter is
going to be investigated 20 months late.
We need to know why it is coming so
late. Hopefully, we will find out about
that.

I read with great interest, I have lis-
tened with great interest to many of the
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statements that have been made on this
question already, and I along with many
Americans feel, as articulated best, I
think, by our leader, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. GeraLp R. Forp), yester-
day, a certain sympathy for the people
involved. I have that sympathy, too, be-
cause I have a feeling that this came as
a result of a policy that was adopted by
somebody in control that did not have a
good effect either on the problem, the
resolution of the problem in Vietnam or
on the mental attitude of our soldiers.
That policy was of search and destroy.

Mr. Speaker, I know something about
that policy, for 2 years ago, with a group
of volunteers, 10 of them, American citi-
zens, who prepared themselves well be-
fore going, I went to Vietnam and spent
10 days there, and a portion of the team
longer. While there we divided into sub-
committees. We investigated, observed,
appraised, and made notes, and then we
made a report to the Congress. At that
time we recommended what has now be-
come the policy. We recommended that
the search-and-destroy policy be
changed to one we would call “clear and
hold.” That, I understand, is the recent
policy, and it makes a lot more sense.

Mr. Speaker, as the people who are
investigating this thing look at this mat-
ter, I hope they will investigate the en-
tire picture. Investigate, and let us find
out who it was who enunciated the
search-and-destroy policy, and this may
lay at the base of our trouble.

So I am saying let us get the full story.

In my prepared remarks—and I hope
Members of Congress will read them—
I will expand on this subject a little more
and make some observation that may be
worthy of the Members’ consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I repeat the reports of
the last week regarding the alleged
massacre at Mylai in South Vietnam is
cause for concern to us all.

It seems to me that we should look be-
yond the massacre itself and examine the
situation and atmosphere which I feel
not only allowed, but encouraged an
ineident such as occurred at Mylai.

In March of 1968 we still were pursuing
a policy of search and destroy. This
policy was typified by the large sweeps
through areas in South Vietnam where
the U.S. troops supposedly sought out
Vietcong and destroyed them. Too often,
however, we had the specter of entire
villages and hamlets being destroyed.
And now we have an example of not
only the physical buildings being elimi-
nated, but the men, women, and children
who lived in them as well.

While the actions of our young men
in Mylai cannot be excused, there is no
doubt in my mind that it was the policy
of search and destroy which must share
equal if not more blame. The Army
officials who continually sent young men
out on search-and-destroy missions knew
that an incident like this one at Mylai
was bound to occur. It was inevitable that
the atmosphere created and built up by
the search-and-destroy concept would
result in mass civilian killings.

So rather than placing all of the re-
sponsibility on the young men involved
in the incident just revealed, it seems
to me that we should also call to account
those who formulated and administered
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the policy which fostered the atmosphere
which led to the atrocity.

What now is equally disturbing is the
indication that the same high ranking
officers responsible for adopting the
search and destroy strategy apparently
have tried to cover up the results of that
strategy. The policy was terribly wrong.
The attempt to cover up is indefensible.

When I was in Vietnam in November
1967, we asked military officials how
many people were being killed as the re-
sult of “friendly action.” An incredibly
low number was cited. It is even more
incredible now. They stated that 374
South Vietnamese had been killed as the
result of friendly action from January
1 to November 1, 1967.

When I returned from Vietnam I
pointed to the utter failure of search
and destroy. It alienated the people in
South Vietnam we were supposedly fight-
ing for. It was causing widespread de-
struction and death of civilians. It was
killing a lot of American young men.

At that time I called for a change in
policy to what I referred to as clear
and hold. If this policy had been pur-
sued it is unlikely that the incident at
Mylai or others like it would not have
happened.

It is gratifying to note that President
Nixon has seen the mistake of search and
destroy and has in effect adopted the
strategy of clear and hold I recommended
2 years ago. It has reduced the level of
violence, encouraged and hightened by
search and destroy. It has minimized the
likelihood of any more Mylai’s because
of the change in attitude and atmos-
phere. It provides a much better basis
for eventual American withdrawal from
Vietnam.

The lesson of Mylai is not that young
men sometimes lack judgment or lose
their balance, but that a policy and order
such as were in effect in Mylai were
wrong. I will be keenly disappointed if
the investigation underway now does not
cover the entire situation and does not
examine the influence of the concept of
search and destroy on what happened.
I also will be disappointed if the investi-
gation does not include a careful analysis
of who gave what orders all the way
up to the top brass. And if there were, in
fact, an attempt to cover up, those re-
sponsible should be stripped immediately
of their positions and court martialed
along with the others.

In my opening statement I referred
to yesterday as a day of fame and pos-
sible infamy.

I call yesterday a day of fame because
the President issued a most significant
statement on the use of biological war-
fare. This has completely changed our
attitude, our position, and our posture.
All sane and thoughtful Americans will
applaud and the free world will begin
to renew their confidence in America.

Mr. Speaker, I repeat President
Nixon’s announcement that there will
be a dramatic change in our Govern-
ment's policy with regard to chemical
and biological weapons certainly is good
news.

The decision to submit the Geneva
Protocol of 1925, prohibiting use in war
of poison gas or bacteriological methods
of warfare establishes without doubt
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this Nation’s position on this important
issue.

In addition, the President unequiv-
ocally stated our Nation was renouncing
the use of lethal biological weapons.
Recognizing that these weapons could
produce global epidemics and impair
the health of future generations, the
President has ordered the disposal of
our existing stocks of bacteriological
weapons.

As the coauthor of a recent report
which called for the actions the Presi-
dent has taken, I am pleased our Nation
and our President has taken these forth-
right steps to eliminate these terrible
weapons from our arsenal,

As the President makes these hard
decisions, as he makes his pronounce-
ment and as he sets high goals, I com-
mend him and voice the hope that all
Americans will take heart and give
support to his farsighted programs.
PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION TO STUDY TRUCK

SAFETY

Mr. Speaker, a good deal of heat, and
not an awful lot of light has been gen-
erated by the proposed legislation to in-
crease the size and weight of trucks.
This is the second year the legislation
has been before the Congress. It would
appear to me, the most significant point
developed to date is the woeful lack of
accurate, unbiased data on the present
safety record of trucks, and the effect
of the proposed increase on highway
safety. It also appears that we lack in-
formation, or else that available infor-
mation has not been very well organized
and presented, on the questions of eco-
nomic benefits of this legislation, and
the corresponding increase in the costs
of our highway programs. With respect
to the latter area, it is my feeling that
sufficient data should be available
through the AASHO road study, the cost
allocation study, and other studies. The
major effort that is needed here is to cor-
relate the data and put it in more under-
standable form.

The principal area that needs further
original research is that of the effect of
this proposed legislation on highway
safety. I first recognized this need dur-
ing hearings on the truck bill in the
90th Congress. Despite efforts of pro-
ponents to ride roughshod over those
with legitimate questions about the bill,
it became clear we did not have sufficient,
reliable data on the questions of safety.
Hearings this year have clearly justified
the position which I took last year. Tes-
tifying before our committee in May of
this year, Dr. Robert Brenner, Acting
Director of the National Highway Safety
Bureau stated:

As to the specific of what the extra width
does or does not do in the safety picture, I
am not aware of any work specifically in
that regard.

I think we have to learn a great deal more
about the problem of truck stability.

There is an awful lot we do not know about
why some of these vehicles flip over and why
some of them do not.

Mr. Speaker, this testimony is espe-
cially significant in view of the fact that
Dr. Brenner would have to be classified
as the one person in the Federal Govern-
ment who would be most knowledgeable
on the safety question. When the Gov-
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ernment’s leading authority in the area
says that “there is an awful lot we do not
know,” it is high time we establish pro-
cedures to obtain sufficient information
so that we do know an awful lot before
we increase sizes and weights.

Even more incredible, but certainly in
accord with Dr. Brenner’s statement, is
the testimony given by Frank Turner, the
Federal Highway Administrator. Mr.
Turner stated:

Our review of the available data bearing on
highway safety considerations does not per-
mit the reaching of a definitive conclusion—
we do not have sufficiently reliable evidence
to make a clear case for or against the pro-
posal on safety grounds.

With the foregoing statements, the
need for the safety studies proposed by
the bill which I am introducing today
appears to be quite obvious.

Mr. Speaker, the whole truck issue was
highlighted by President Nixon's state-
ment during the campaign last fall. He
stated:

This proposal ralses serlous Iissues, in-
cluding the safety and convenience of the
motoring public. Questions remain about
the extent to which greater truck size and
welight would impose additional wear and
tear on a road network.

I believe these matters are so important
to so many of our people that I favor post-
ponement of action on the bill now before
the House.

As President, I would want this entire
matter most carefully reconsidered. I would
direct the BSecretary of Transportation to
take a hard look to make certain that the
interest of the traveling public and also the
life of our highways are fully protected as
we facilitate the vital movement of goods
in the Nation's commerce.

The bill which I am introducing would
fulfill the requirements for study of this
problem set forth by President Nixon in
his statement. I would hasten to add at
this point that no “hard look” such as
the one directed in the President's state~
ment has been taken. The Department of
Transportation belatedly undertoock a
“quicky 30-day study” after hear-
ings commenced, and after they were
reminded of the President’s statement.
I am certain President Nixon would
never let this “quicky study” pass as his
“hard look,” especially on the question
of safety.

The bill which I am introducing today
would create a 15-member Presidential
Commission to take this “hard lock” at
the safety and economic considerations
involved in the big truck legislation. The
Commission would be required to report
their findings within 3 years. Member-
ship in the Commission would be repre-
sentative of the many groups that have
a special interest in the outcome of the
legislation. The Commission would be
directed to study all ramifications of any
change in size and weight limits. This
would include, in addition to safety, eco-
nomic benefits to be realized, increased
costs which would be incurred for our
highway programs, and the Commission
would consider the equitability of the
costs of highway programs borne by
various classes of highway users.

With the exception of the safety ques-
tion, little new research will be required.
As indicated above, much data is avail-
able on economic aspects and cost allo-
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cation. The safety problems presented
will require a good deal of new research.
I am confident that with proper super-
vision it can be completed in the allotted
time.

e ——

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REecorbp.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the gross national product for the United
States in 1968 was $861 billion. This is
over one-half of the world total of $1,627
billion.

EVENTS IN SONGMY

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

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr., Speaker, it
would be inappropriate to celebrate the
holiday we call Thanksgiving without
saying something about the events in
Songmy.

“Inappropriate” is not the word; I am
not sure what the word is. We are deal-
ing with an unprecedented situation, a
situation no American ever believed he
would have to deal with, so no one is
really prepared to deal with it, to find
words for it. Maybe “unacceptable” is as
close as a word can come to describing
the situation—I think that is what Rob-
ert Kennedy would have called it—but
what does it mean to call a situation “un-
acceptable” that one must, in fact, learn
to accept?

In any case I cannot sit here silently,
knowing what we already know, and let it
appear that the predominant response
of America to the events in Songmy is a
greater indignation at those who are
finally telling us what happened there
than at those who are responsible for its
having happened.

One reason so many of us fell silent
after joining in the demand for a thor-
ough investigation is simply that words
are so utterly inadequate, so pointless. It
seemed almost necessary to wait in
silence, horrified, praying that somehow
it would turn out that these awful things
had not been done by our countrymen,
and praying for God’s mercy on this land
if it turned out that they had.

But faects pile up, and as they pile up
so does a strange cacophony—a defensive
ugly jumble of wrong noises and wrong
silences, of buck-passing and minimizing,
of impugning those who are reporting the
facts and finding justifications for “no
comments” that suggest a discreet con-
donation more than a wordless grief.

So, more of us must now speak out to
be sure it is clear that millions of Ameri-
cans feel more deeply grieved and shamed
about the killings in Songmy than we
would have thought it possible to be
grieved or shamed by any action com-
mitted by men wearing the uniform of
America.

Let it be clear, too, that the national
shame will grow, as indeed it should,
until this whole terrible story and any
other stories like it are known; and until
all those responsible, of whatever rank,
are brought to justice. Further, all of
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us will continue to share the guilt for
the enormous and continuing tragedy
that is our intervention in Vietnam until
that intervention has been stopped.

What little there is that might ease
the enormity of the horror of Songmy
will be lost if these things do not happen
soon. We are not, after all, Nazis. We
are not Communists. We are not butch-
ers. Lidice is not the way we wage war,
nor the Katyn Forest, nor Hue, nor
Guernica.

I include in the REecorp at this point
an editorial from the Washington Post
and articles by two of America’s greatest
columnists. I hope every Member of the
Congress will take the time to read them.
They follow:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 26, 1969]
MyLATI 4

“You have to have been there to know how
it is,”" said an Army rifleman who was there
at Mylai 4 hamlet in South Vietnam when
it happened—when an undetermined num-
ber of civilians, old men, women, infants,
perhaps as many as three or four hundred,
were apparently shot to death by American
troops in March of 1968. We who were not
there can only absorb slowly, and perhaps
partially, the full horror of it, let alone com-
prehend how this could happen. Our guess
is that Peter Braestrup, who was also not at
Mylal, but who has been there in Vietnam,
covering the war the hard way, close up,
for this newspaper, probably has it about
;ight In a story in last Sunday's Washington

'ost:

“The tentative picture . . ., that emerges
indicates that under stress, in a particularly
viclous corner of the war, the officers of a
tired, understrength rifle company, at the
very least, allegedly failed to prevent many
of their men from slaughtering hostile but
unarmed peasants in revenge for the deaths
of some of their comrades.”

Stress? Particularly viclous corner of the
war? Tired? Understrength? Revenge? Can
these words, put together, explain the horror
of American soldiers shooting helpless civil-
ians, point-blank? The appalling account of-
fered by Infantryman Paul Meadlo, one who
was there, in an interview with Mike Wal-
lace of CBS, suggests that, in a certain sense
they can, that decent men can crack under
the strain and the frustration of a brutal
and brutalizing war. The Captain was there,
Mr. Meadlo said. “Why didn't he put a stop
to it, he knew what was going . . . he was
right there . . . at the time I felt like I was
doing the right thing . . . I lost buddies . . .
I lost a damn good buddy Bobby Wilson and
it was on my conseclence . . ."

Perhaps it can happen; perhaps it happens
more than we know, though probably not on
the scale of Mylal. It is hard to say because
there is still so much we do not know, What
seems clear, however, Is that it will never
be enough to understand Mylal if one ever
can, for this is not simply a matter of a
court-martial of one lieutenant, or of what-
ever number of men in his command who
may be under investigation now. This Is not
Just something to do with Company C, 1st
Battalion, 20th Infantry, 11th Brigade,
American Division. This, in the most extreme
form, is the story of the Vietnam war, and
it seems safe to say that when we know as
much as we can know of this event the Amer-
ican publie’s perception of the war rightly
or wrongly, will never be the same again.

For the questions that are going to have
to be answered merely begin with Lt. William
L. Calley Jr.’s gullt or innocence. There are
more terrible questions that have to do with
a system and a state of mind that can allow
nearly 20 months to elapse before so mon-
strous an event is even brought to light, let
alone to trial. We need to know how, in a
system which positively thrives on operations
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reports and progress reports, no honest re-
port of this “incident,” as the Army calls
it, apparently ever reached the high com-
mand. And how, according to reports in this
newspaper, the regimental commander could
develop strong suspicions that something
had gone wrong and then make only the
most cursory investigation. The suspicion
arises that the Army really didn't want to
know, that somehow an atmosphere has
developed in which the unthinkable atrocity
is of no great matter—until some conscience-
stricken enlisted man talks and 1t comes
time to find a scapegoat well down the chain
of command. This is what we need to know
more about—the system and the state of
mind. For Mylai even at best, cannot be writ-
ten off as an exception that proves the rule,
as some isolated aberration. For all its hor-
ror, in a certain sense it is part and parcel
of the war, removed only in degree from
what is known to be commonplace: the in-
discriminate killing of South Vietnamese
civilians by American saturation bombing,
by American artillery fire, by isolated in-
fantry skirmishing. So there is no way that
it can be ignored, even without the world-
wide uproar it has produced. We can per-
haps weather that. What remains to be seen
is whether we can withstand the outery at
home, for the massacre at Mylai 4 can only
make more anguishing the central gquestion
of our capacity in good conscience to wage
this war.

THE KILLERS
(By Pete Hamill)

And so it appears, as we move into the
Seventies, that we have learned something
about ourselves that is large and dark and
final. We, all of us, sitting here in our small
comforts, worrying about inflation and
schools and the coming of winter, preparing
for a night at the theater or a short passage
with the Knicks, getting our cars repaired,
swapping small talk at lunch, making Christ-
mas lists, marrying and divorcing, wrapped
In ourselves and our banalities, all of us
must sleep tonight in the knowledge that
we share In mass murder.

Can we look deep into those photographs
by Ronald Haeberle of The Cleveland Plain
Dealer and deny what they tell us? That
girl with straight clipped bangs: she is
about 10, and terrified, hiding behind a
shrunken woman. In a moment, she is to be
liberated forever by the guns of Americans.
We don’t know her name; we don't know the
names of those in the other photographs,
piled in a field like cordwood; and we'll never
know. They were “slopeheads™; therefore we
can kill them.

One justification for the destruction of
Song My is that the villages there were “un-
friendly"” and had been in the control of the
Viet Cong or the Viet Minh since the 1940s.
But we must remember several things: the
Viet Cong were the only government that
many of those places had had since the
Japanese left after the Second World War.
And more Importantly, the Viet Cong are
Vietnamese, before anything else. If the U.S.
were to break into ecivil war, and 6,000,000
Chinese troops arrived to fight for one side
(using the same ratio as that of American
troops to South Vietnamese citizens) we
would be unlikely to be friendly, especially
if they seemed to spend much of their time
bombing, shelling, mortaring, shooting and
burning. You cannot expect peaple to believe
your noble intentions when you shoot 10-
year-old girls to death.

Ah, but “these things happen in war.” Yes,
and when a stickup man shoots a grocer in
the belly we could say that those things hap-
pen in armed robberies. A guy blows his wife’s
head off with a shotgun; those things hap-
pen in domestic quarrels. A girl is raped and
strangled; those things happen in an urban
socliety. Lidice was one of those things that
happened in a war and we hung people for
it.
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The Army will court-martial a number of
people over what happened that March day at
Song My. The defense will be the old one;
they were acting under orders. But there will
be other issues involved in that trial. Would
they have killed those people so easily if
they had been in Sweden? If you continually
call a man a “gook’ or “Charlie” or “slope-
head,” he is on his way to becoming an object
and not a subject. He experiences no terror,
no exaltation, no love; he doesn't sweat, feel
hunger, suffer remorse; he doesn't care about
seasons, or children, or home. He is an ob-
ject who lives in a “hooch™: he is a “kike,”
a “mick,” a “guinea,” a “polack,” a “sple":
but he isn’t human, and you are free to ob-
literate him.

There is another issue. Can a man le-
gitimately defend himself by saylng he was
“under orders” if the entire action—in this
case the war itself—is illegitimate? We seem
to forget that the war in Vietnam was never
declared, and is clearly illegal. We have
something in this country called the Con-
stitution which reserves to Congress the right
to declare war. Our contract with the Presi-
dent uses the Constitution as its basis; every
day in Vietnam, the terms of that contract
are being violated.

But even worse, the contract we have with
each other is being violated when something
like Song My happens and we do not rise in
outrage. This country was supposed to have
a kind of fundamental decency at its heart;
but we seem to have become at least as cal-
loused as the Germans did. It is easier to for-
get it all, or blame David Brinkley for in-
venting it, or claim that “the liberal Com-
munists” (to borrow the phrase of the wife
of our Attorney General) were behind its
exposure, or simply follow the example of
the President and sit down and watch a
football game.

But I hope that after this 1s over, we can
remember some of the words of Sgt. Michael
Bernhardt, who was at Song My. “We met
no resistance,” he said, “and I only saw
three captured weapons. We had no casual-
ties. It was just like any other Vietnamese
village—old papasans, women and kids. As
a matter of fact, I don't remember seeing
one military-age male in the entire place,
dead or alive. The only prisoner I saw was
in his 50s.” Were the dead members of the
Viet Cong? “Some of the people were not
old enough to walk yet, so I couldn't see
how they could be Viet Cong.”

But the government shouldn’t get away
with sentencing a handful of men, and let-
ting the others escape. The others are not
those baffled young men who were con-
scripted and sent to Asla. The others include
everybody who had anything to do with
sending them there: Lyndon Johnson, Hu-
bert Humphrey, Walt Rostow, the Bundys,
and all the rest. Democrats and Republicans,
from three different Administrations, and
seven Congresses, Throw in the people who
make napalm, M-168s, and the other instru-
ments of liberation, and we might have a
trial that is logical and goes after the real
villains. I know just the place to hold it. It’s
a town called Nuremberg.

WHERE OUR CONSCIENCE DIED
(By Mary McGrory)

Song My has revealed the full devastation
of the war. Song My has told us not only
what Americans have done to Vietnam but
what Vietnam has done to Americans. The
country’s conscience, apparently, died in that
Asian village with the old men, the women
and the children.

The reaction to the reports of mass mur-
der by American soldlers have been not horror
at what happened, but rage at the messen-
gers who are bringing the news.

The South Vietnamese government, anx-
ious to save the American presence, says it
never happened. The American government,
anxious to save the war, says nothing.

An administration which fulminated at
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length against even the prospect of violence
on Pennsylvania Avenue during the recent
peace march, has no comment about
slaughter in Song My.

The one expression from an administra-
tion official was given behind closed doors.
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, testi-
fying in secret session before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, said he was
“shocked and sick” at the allegations, long
suppressed by the Army. The White House
press secretary says the President has not
been involved in any discussions or decisions
about the matter.

In the Senate, two members rose up, one
to inveigh against the Army for bringing
charges against an officer for “a mistake in
judgment . . . under pressure of combat';
the other to condemn the CBS television net-
work for bringing to the home screen a
young ex-GI who said he thought he had
shot 15 or 20 people under orders from his
lieutenant.

The interviewer, Mike Wallace, was inun-
dated by abusive phone calls. Of 110, all but
two berated him for “giving that boy a hard
time.” The network received many messages,
a typical one saying, “Agnew was right. Wal-
lace is pimping for the protesters.”

Americans, who once united to protest
against the Nazis, do not want to hear about
atrocities committed by Americans, who like
themselves, have become moral casualties of
the war,

The war first was presented to them by a
previous administration as necessary to
avert another Munich, by this one as a
struggle for survival. The country has suf-
fered three assassinations, countless riots.
And now, it seems the moral standards of a
small, fanatical, underdeveloped country
have been adopted as our own.

After all, it is said, look what the Com-
munists did at Hue. They destroyed 3,000
"“Oriental human beings,” to borrow from
the terms of the indictment of Lt. Calley.
The death toll at Song My is not known, but
surely less and the blame reduced propor-
tionately. The quantitative standard is al-
most certain to prevail in a war where the
only known measure for progress, and oft-
proclaimed, imminent success was the body
count. They were “gooks" to the young sol-
dier who helped shoot them, and Communist
gooks besides, even the babies, presumably.

The President understands that Americans
do not want to hear bad things about other
Americans who are helping to save a gallant
little nation from a savage invader. The
day after the shame of Song My was pro-
claimed by the court-martial announcement,
President Nixon held a levee for the press.
America was abandoning germ warfare and
would never strike first with lethal chemical
weapons.

He not only told Americans what he had
done but what they should think about it.
“By the examples we set today, we hope to
contribute to an atmosphere of peace and
understanding between nations and among
men,"” he said.

The image of a high-minded humanitarian
nation was thus restored, by an action de-
layed 44 years, which the White House says
is in no way related to the sick story of
Song My.

Once before the administration overcame a
report that laid bare the brutalization of
Americans by the war. In September it was
revealed that Marines had been tortured in
the brig of Camp Pendleton, & Marine base
that abuts the summer White House in
San Clemente.

Four days later, Henry Cabot Lodge stood
up and made a 49-minute speech about
the inhumane treatment accorded American
prisoners by their North Vietnamese cap-
tors, blanketing a simultaneous admission
by the commandant of Pendleton that there
had been mistreatment.

Since then, Americans have been condi-
tioned to equate support of the war with
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patriotism and protest with president-break-
ing.

Song My cannot be so easily bypassed. It
is here to stay, a reminder to America that
it is really not different from any other
country.

A distraught young Wilmington, Del,
church worker called this newspaper to
say that, after reading the transcript of the
GI interview, he thought the only way he
could register his revulsion, guilt, and frus-
tration was to renounce his citizenship.

“I read this sign on cars that say ‘America,
love it or leave it." How can I love it when
it does these things?"

EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

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

Mr., PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, since my
early years in the Senate I have sup-
ported the so-called equal rights
amendment assuring equal rights for
women under the Constitution of the
United States. I believe this to be a very
meritorious measure.

Mrs. Adele T. Weaver, president-elect
of the National Association of Women
Lawyers, and legislation chairman of the
Florida Federation of Business and Pro-
fessional Women's Clubs, Inc., has sub-
mitted to the Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
chairman of the Judiciary Committee of
the House of Representatives, a very able
memorandum in support of the equal
rights amendment. I commend the ex-
cellent statement of president elect
Weaver to my colleagues and to my fel-
low countrymen and include it in the

Recorp immediately following these
remarks:

EquaL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

The Equal Rights Amendment Bill has been
sponsored by at least 154 members of the
House of Representatives in the 91st Con-
gress. The National Federation of Business
and Professional Women’s Clubs has been
urging the adoption of an Equal Rights
Amendment for many, many years, and the
National Association of Women's Lawyers
has consistently favored and supported the
adoption of such an Amendment.

However, the Equal Rights Amendment has
been opposed by those who take the position
that such an Amendment would deprive
women of existing “protective” legislation.
This may have been a valid position in the
days when the Fair Labor Standards Act was
first enacted, when women and children
worked ten to twelve or more hours a day
in sweat shops and factories under atrocious
conditions.

Times have changed, however; no one is
now working under the labor conditions that
prevailed in the “twenties” and early “thir-
ties”, and women are no longer in need of
legislation limiting their hours of labor,
requiring that seats be furnished to them,
limiting their welght-lifting activities, etc.,
etc. What women need now is the oppor-
tunity to earn a livelihood in exactly the
same manner and for the same remunera-
tion as all their other fellow human beings.
Today, more and more women support fam-
ililes or at least themselves, exactly as do
men. These women should have the same
job opportunities for the same compensa-
tion as do men.

It goes without saying that women are
not generally going to apply for jobs that
require great physical strength and prowess.
Moreover, it is a known fact that frequently
women must and do exert a good deal of
physical energy, many of them lifting thirty-
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five and fifty pound children without the
prohibition of any “protective” legislation.
If weight-lifting, for example is a bona fide
job requirement, then women as a sex should
not be eliminated from qualifying for the
particular job, but their individual capabili-
ties should be taken into consideration in
exactly the same manner as would the phys-
ical capabilities of any man applying for
that position. Moreover, any “protective”
legislation that exists should apply equally
to men and women. The various restrictive
State Laws that now exist only serve to de-
prive women of their right to employment
in certain occupations for which they might
otherwise be fully qualified.

An Equal Rights Amendment would, of
course, make women eligible for jury service
on the same basis as men. We have already
enacted such a statute in Florida as have
other states. Naturally, a woman with little
children could be excused the same as are
men for various other reasons,

With regard to military service, Congress
already has the power to include women in
any conscription, if it so sees fit. While an
Equal Rights Amendment would make
women eligible for selection on the same
basis as men, there is no reason why healthy
young women should not be required to serve
their government in a capacity sulted to
their physical and mental abilities.

The family relationship would not be
altered by an Equal Rights Amendment:
While women do not now have the legal
responsibility for supporting their children,
they do have such a moral responsibility and
they do in fact assume the responsibility of
support where it is not forthcoming from the
father. As far as child custody is concerned,
an Equal Rights Amendment will not change
the basis for the judicial determination of
what is best for the welfare of the child, the
criterion that is now universally recognized
by American courts. As to alilmony or support
of one spouse by the other after divorce or
separation, where based on actual economic
dependency or relative ability or inability to
provide family support, it would not be pro-
hibited by the Amendment since the criterion
would not be sex, but economic need.

While women should be entitled to “equal
protection” under the 14th Amendment and
“due process” under the 5th Amendment to
the United States Constitution, no Supreme
Court decision has ever been rendered hold-
ing that laws classifying persons on the basis
of sex are unreasonable and unconstitutional.
A constitutional amendment is needed,
therefore, to insure comparable treatment of
the sexes before the law.

LETTER TO DADDY

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the city
council of Tampa has brought to my at-
tention a very inspiring letter written by
Miss Betsy Bryant. I think it would be
proper for all Members of Congress to
read this letter, particularly in these
days of stress, and when so much is said
concerning the alleged lack of patriotism
and respect of family of our younger
generation.

Mr. Speaker, Col. Charles Bryant died
over a year ago while on duty with the
U.S. Air Force. This letter by his daugh-
ter Belsy is an appropriate tribute to her
fine father and also to her country. I
know Betsy and I know the deep feeling
she and the rest of her family had for
Colonel Bryant. This letter was written
for Veterans Day in connection with an
observance of this day by Betsy’s school.
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I am sure that the reading of it will
mean a great deal to all of the Members
of the House of Representatives. The
letter follows:

NoveEMBER 11, 1969.

Dear Dappy: Today is Veteran's Day, and
though you aren’t here physically to honor
this day, I know that your thoughts are with
us all. This day has never before meant as
much to me as it has todey. I guess that's be-
cause before I never realized what America
and what we're fighting for really stood for.
Today at school we had a morning assembly
to honor the living and dead veterans of all
the wars. I've never been as proud of my
country or my school as I was today. Watch-
ing all of the students standing silently as
the flag was raised to halfmast, I felt truly
touched and I could feel my heart swelling
with pride. I think I might even have felt
some of the pride you had carried through-
out your life, here on earth. You would have
been proud of me today, Dad, and of our
school, It was like all of the students could
have overcome anything under the unity we
stood under today. When they played “Taps”
tears filled my eyes, but they weren't tears of
sadness, they were tears of gratitude to a
country and a heritage that I'm proud of and
that I'd fight for if the case should ever arise.
No, perhaps they were sad in a sense, but
only sad because of the evils of war and fight-
ing and the high price you had to pay for
liberty and the freedom to live. And too, they
were sad for you. In my own selfish way, I
prayed for your presence to be with me this
morning. I've never before been so proud,
Dad, never. And most of all, I was proud of
you. Proud for what you've done to help this
whole country in their pursuit for a com-
pletely free world. Even though what you did
in a life time is only part of this big world
and the life we live, it will never be forgotten
in days and years to come.

I know it’s crazy to write to you since
you've been gone for over a year, but I know
that you can see and understand this from
where you are. Today we honor you and 38
million other veterans of the wars and pray
that peace will someday reign over hate and
fighting. Help us win that war we fight in
Viet Nam, Dad, and pray for us all down
here. Put in a good word for the United
States of America with your “C.0." up there,
and stick by home today. Even though your
presence won't be felt physically, your spirit-
ual presence will be. You can feel pride and
patriotism no matter what, and I know no
matter what, you haven't lost yours.

We all miss you.

Lovingly,
BETSY.

(NoTe.—This is a copy of a letter written
by an American teenager to her father who
died while serving the Nation in the United
States Air Force. Betsy Bryant wrote this
letter more than a year after the death of
her father, Col. Charles S. Bryant.)

MAJOR ROWE, VIETNAM VETERAN

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

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, last week I
had the opportunity to have a long, per-
sonal discussion with Maj. James N.
Rowe. I want to take this opportunity
to express my appreciation for having
this young man made available to me
and my colleagues. Certainly it is bene-
ficial to talk witn someone who has had
the experiences Major Rowe has and I
feel that I have benefited from having
talked with the major.

It is hoped that it will be possible for
Major Rowe to return to Washington so
that more Members of Congress will have
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the opportunity to talk with him. I con-
sider it most important, especially at
this time, for those in the position of
making policy and those in the position
of carrying out policy, to have an aware-
ness of all the aspects involved in Viet-
nam. Major Rowe has presented us with
an opportunity to have access to an area
before unavailable to us.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR WEEK
OF DECEMBER 1

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD,. Mr. Speaker,
I take this time to ask the distinguished
majority leader the program for next
week.

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

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

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the inguiry of the distinguished
minority leader, we will, of course, ad-
journ under the resolution heretofore
agreed to until Monday, upon termina-
tion of business today.

Monday is Consent Calendar Day, and
there is one suspension, H.R. 14517, Joint
Funding Simplification Act of 1969.

We have programed for Monday and
Tuesday—Tuesday being Private Cal-
endar Day also—the House joint reso-
lution making continuing appropriations
for fiscal year 1970, and House Resolu-
tion 613, toward peace with justice in
Vietnam. We expect to begin considera-
tion of the latter resolution on Monday
and probably will finish it on Tuesday.

For Wednesday and the balance of the
week, we will have H.R. 12321, Economic
Opportunity Act Amendments of 1969,
subject to a rule being granted. I under-
stand the Committee on Rules will con-
sider that bill on Tuesday, and we expect
the bill to take 3 full days.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
as I gather from the remarks of the
gentleman from Oklahoma, we will dis-
pose of the rule on House Resolution 613
on Monday and at least part of the
debate, and undoubtedly vote on final
passage on Tuesday sometime.

Mr. ALBERT. It appears that is the
way we will do it.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yvielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am surprised to find a
closed rule has been granted on House
Resolution 613. I supported this resolu-
tion in the Foreign Affairs Committee
and expect to support it on the floor of
the House, but I can see no reason why,
on a resolution involving policy as vital
as this resolution deals, it should be
brought into the House floor under a
closed rule.

We had the opportunity in the House
Foreign Affairs Committee to work our
will on the resolution, including the op-
portunity to offer amendments. That
right ought to be accorded all Members
of the House.
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I, for one, will vote against ordering
the previous question in order to permit
the House to work its will upon this
highly important resolution.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me respond, if I may. I believe all
Members of the House on both sides of
the aisle did get the communication from
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT)
pointing out that historically within the
last 5 to 10 years, we have had other
comparable resolutions brought from the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

In each Instance it was brought to the
floor of the House under a closed rule.
I believe the precedents are on the side
of such a rule. I personally support the
action of the Committee on Rules.

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

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

Mr. WALDIE, May I say I thoroughly
concur with the gentleman from Iowa in
his criticism of the rule that brings this
measure to the floor.

May I say also it does seem to me if the
purpose of the resolution is to indicate
to the President and to those in Paris
on the other side that the country is
behind the President’s policy in resolving
this conflict, then to deny this legisla-
tive body the opportunity to examine
into and vote upon the differences, the
agreements and disagreements on that
resolution, seems to me to be acting en-
tirely contrary to the purpose of the
resolution, and it would seem to me it
would be interpreted by the other side
as an attempt to stifle dissent in this
legislative body, not an attempt to mold
unity in the country.

I could not agree more with the gen-
tleman from Iowa .

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

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I should like to make the point, in
addition to concurring with the gentle-
man from Iowa in his comments on the
closed rule, that our research indicated
any previous Foreign Affairs Committee
resolutions which were considered under
a closed rule were such that the com-
mittee invariably had hearings on those
resolutions so that the sponsors of the
resolutions could be questioned as to their
intent, and so witnesses could be called
before the Committee on Foreign Affairs
to testify on those resolutions.

In this case no such hearings were
held by the Foreign Affairs Committee in
spite of the efforts of some of the mem-
bers of that committee, including my-
self, to see that hearings would be held.

I believe the precedents the gentle-
man from Michigan cited are not apt. I
certainly will join with the gentleman
from Iowa in opposing the closed rule on
Monday.

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

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

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I would simply
support what the distinguished gentle-
man from Iowa has said about the pro-
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posed closed rule. In this situation, as in
so many others, this House is indebted
to him for his courage and independence
for his basic commitment to fair pro-
cedures and his willingness to fight for
them.

As my distinguished colleague from
New York has pointed out, there have
been no hearings on the proposed resolu-
tion. There is, to say it gently, a certain
confusion about what its language means.

Perhaps this confusion is uninten-
tional. Perhaps it has its purposes. If it
has purposes, perhaps one of them could
be to get as much support as possible by
leaving a certain vagueness about the
meaning and intent of the resolution.
That would ease the mystery of no hear-
ings and closed rules. It would not make
them less objectionable.

If we do not have the opportunity for
adequate debate and to consider amend-
ments on this of all resolutions, we will
simply subject these proceedings to
further ridicule. Members not permitted
to speak here will not thereby be silenced.
They will be angered. Members who can-
not propose amendments will not be
“unified” by steamroller. They will be
more inclined to vote against the steam-
roller. Nor will all this add even to a
facade of national unity.

This is the most pressing question the
American people have faced in a long
time. We mock democracy when we treat
it as if it were a footnote to a bill about
fishing rights on Mars. We demean the
House of Representatives.

I wonder what possible objection the
leadership can have to defeating the pre-
vious question so we can debate and
amend as the elected representatives of a
free people should. That kind of respect
for democratic practice might even im-
prove the prospects for some kind of
genuine national rapprochement at least
on the question of how a free people
should decide policy when they are deeply
divided about what policy to follow.

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. I can only
speak for myself, and let me say there
will be an hour of debate on the rule,
during which time the views expressed
by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr,
Gross), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LowENSTEIN), the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BincHAM), and others
can be developed, if they differ with the
recommendation of the Committee on
Rules. Then the House will have an op-
portunity to work its will on a vote on
the previous question.

If the previous question is defeated,
then of course it would be an open rule.
If it is not, there will still be 4 hours of
general debate, where the pros and cons
of the resolution can be discussed in de-
tail.

I believe the House will have an op-
portunity on Monday and Tuesday to
work its will, and individual Members
will have an opportunity to express
themselves.

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am one of those
who signed that letter. I support the
President’s November 3 speech. I sup-
port the program that he has brought
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before the country. I believe it is the only
meaningful way we can find a disen-
gagement from this war.

I would say to my colleague, whom I
respect very highly, and to the leader-
ship, that we would make a great mis-
take if we tried to bring this resolution
in under a closed rule. We ought to take
our chances on this floor. I have full
confidence in the membership of this
House in working its will.

Mr. Speaker, it would be my hope that
we would not on such a crucial issue fore-
close those who feel that they would
want to offer amendments.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule on Wednesday next may be dis-
pensed with,

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, so I may finish what
I was saying when the time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. GERALD R.
Forp) expired, I say it would be a great
mistake if you tried to close off debate on
that resolution.

I know this House will work its will.
I intend to support the President and I
have reason to believe that the majority
will support the President as have the
300 who signed that letter. But I do not
want to give anyone the opportunity to
say that somehow or other we foreclosed
the opportunity to amend that resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I would
like to associate myself with the views
of those who oppose a closed rule on this
momentous question that we face next
week. A great many Members of the
House are very anxious to support their
President in an effort to find a just solu-
tion to this war. I think some of them
have some pretty good ideas as to how to
do it, and I think they should have an
opportunity to express those ideas.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

There was no objection.

THE PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT ON
BACTERIOLOGICAL WARFARE

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend the President on his statement
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of yesterday on the subject of bacterio-
logical warfare. It was a statesmanlike
thing to do.

I also take pleasure in paying tribute
at this time to our colleague, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. McCarRTHY),
who has played such a major role in
bringing this development to pass. He
has taken the lead from the beginning,
acting with great courage and vigor. Al-
though he has had the active support of
many other Members of this body, he is
entitled to the lion’s share of the credit
for what happened yesterday.

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to note that
Mr. McCARTHY'S role was explicitly noted
in the New York Times and in the Wash-
ington Post of today in the editorials
which follow:

[From the New York Times]
GeErM WARRIORS RETIRED

The Administration’s unilateral renuncia-
tion of germ warfare and its reaffirmation
that the United States will never be the first
to use lethal gases is a welcome move that
should raise President Nixon's prestige at
home and American prestige abroad. The
unequivocal abandonment of bacterial weap-
ons is especially gratifying, since this par-
ticular concept of warfare is as senseless as
it is horrifying, disease germs being as great
a threat to the user as to the enemy. Since
even in peacetime it poses a threat of acci-
dental epidemics, it is particularly reassur-
ing to have the President's pledge to destroy
the army’'s entire stockpile of germ missiles.

As for chemicals, Mr. Nixon is asking only
for ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol,
which prohibits first use. Unofficially this has
been national policy all along—with certain
exceptions. Those exceptions, now in evi-
dence in Vietnam, are tear gas and various
defoliant chemicals. We regret that the Pres-
ident failed specifically to include these as
coming within the scope of the Geneva dec-
laration. The next best hope is that the Sen-
ate will express its understanding of their
inclusion if and when it ratifies that 44-year-
old agreement, as Majority Leader Mansfield
seems confident it will.

The tear gas in use today, CS-2, is really a
lung gas, far more painful than the simple
chemical used when the Geneva Protocol was
drawn up—and it has been used in Vietnam
to flush enemy soldlers out of hiding places
so they can be shot down. The defoliants are
triply reprehensible in that they destroy
food supply far into the future, upset the
ecology and threaten future generations with
deformity.

Nevertheless, the President’s action is a
major step forward and a credit to the Ad-
ministration. When credits on this score are
being distributed, incidentally, it would be
grossly unfair to omit the name of Repre-
sentative Richard D. McCarthy, Democrat, of
New York. More than any other man, the
Buffalo Congressman took the initiative in
revealing the dangers and follies of chemical
and biological warfare, exposed the extent
of the stockpiling, and fought, sometimes
singlehanded, for the renunciation that is
now official policy.

[From the Washington Post]

A Historic DEcisioN To RENOUNCE GERM
WARFARE

For decades the United States has been
mindlessly and massively preparing itself
to use disease as a weapon of war, despite
all the horror summoned up by bacterio-
logical devastation, all the threats it poses to
user as well as target, all the irresponsibility
involved in tampering with the health of
the human race. Now President Nixon has
declared that the United States will re-
nounce blological warfare, cut back its BW
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research to “defensive measures such as im-
munization and safety,” and undertake to
dispose of its BW stocks.

The decision is a historic one. In making
it, the President took hold of an enterprise
that had been abandoned years ago to its
practitioners in the military bureaucracy.
He examined it systematically, and—like
other students of the matter—discovered
that BW posed great dangers to the general
health and no advantages to the national
security. Then, defying the established be-
havior patterns of Washington, Mr. Nixon
acted swiftly and decisively on his findings:
he abolished the American BW programs.
Such a performance is as refreshing as it is
rare. Every American can take pride that his
government intends to stop its part in what
Congressman Richard MeCarthy calls, in the
title of his new book on the matter (pub-
lished today), “The Ultimate Folly."

Of quite another order is Mr. Nixon's de-
cislon to ask the Senate to ratify the Geneva
Protocol of 1925. The principal instrument of
international restraint on biological and
chemical attack, the protocol prohibits the
first use in war of “asphyxiating, poisonous
or other gases and of bacteriological methods
of warfare.,” The United States has suf-
fered serious diplomatic and moral embar-
rassment from its failure to approve the pro-
tocol until now.

Mr. Nixon damages his initiative somewhat
by reserving the right to employ the tear
gases and chemical defoliants widely used in
Vietnam, Many Americans, and most coun-
tries which have accepted the Geneva Pro-
tocol, believe that those items should not be
excluded from protocol coverage. They will
surely argue against unilateral interpreta-
tion which has the effect of legitimizing
practices they question. The pressure on the
White House to submit the Geneva Protocol
for ratification has been great. But the im-
portant point is not ratification; it is the
practices the protocol regulates. If Mr, Nixon
feels that the exigencies of the Vietnam war
require continued use there of tear gas and
herbicides, then he might do better to go
slow on the protocol until the international
community comes near to a consensus on
on its application. His pledge to renounce
not only “lethal” but “incapacitating” chem-
ical weapons suggests the pitfalls: a herbi-
cide which destroys one's foods has aspects
of the “lethal’” and the “incapacitating,” as
does a tear gas which drives one out of a
bunker into the range of an iron bomb,

While a President is responsible for his
own decisions, the role of Congressman Me-
Carthy in those on CBW is too great to be
ignored. From a layman’'s shock at his first
glance at CBW, Mr. McCarthy proceeded to
inform himself thoroughly about it, to
break through much of the military’s thick
shrouds of secrecy, and to rouse the public
to many of the implications and perlls. While
a combination of circumstances and acci-
dents help him in his task, his own clar-
ity of conscience and soberness of method
underlay his success. The country owes Rich-
ard McCarthy an immense debt.

THE EVENTS AT PINKVILLE

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, there
is a great deal of discussion and debate
all over the world and in our country
today about the massacre that occurred
at Pinkville. The wanton destruction of
civilians was abhorrent and no one can
ever justify that kind of conduct, How-
ever, I hope what happened at Pinkville
will not overshadow the atrocities com-
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mitted by the Communists over the years
in South Vietnam, highlighted, perhaps,
by the monstrous massacre committed
by the Communists at Hue which I re-
cently compared to the massacre at
Katyn Forest also committed by the
Communists.

Mr. Speaker, I am not about to defend
the conduct which occurred at Pinkville,
but I think those who have been trying
to try this case ought to be mindful of
the fact that the Nuremberg trials estab-
lished a principle that it is no longer
a defense to such crimes simply because
you were carrying out military orders.

I think we ought to realize that a lot
of young Americans may be seriously
jeopardizing themselves by the manner
in which they discuss these events and
are subjecting themselves to prosecution
under the doctrine of Nuremberg.

I believe the Defense Department has
taken the right action in calling for a
full-scale investigation into the facts of
the massacre at Pinkville. I believe that
if there are charges to be brought
against those responsible they should be
brought, and they should be tried, but
I would suggest some of our colleagues
to be mindful of the fact that the whole
Pinkville affair may have far-reaching
consequences, I hope those who are ful-
minating on this are mindful of those
consequences.

A SALUTE TO THE APOLLO 12
ASTRONAUTS

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the

House for 1 minute, and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, in contrast with all of the re-
marks that have been made in decrying
war, and the costs of war, I would like
to present a happier note, and announce
to the House that which is already
known, but so to make it part of the
Recorp, that Apollo 12 has returned to
earth. The astronauts are getting along
very fine; they are still confined, and
will be throughout the period during
which they will be quarantined.

The preliminary indications of some
of the data that they have acquired or
initiated are of great interest to the
scientific community and to the world.

I am sure that all Members join with
me in congratulating these fine men, and
in congratulating NASA for another
well-done job.

PESTICIDE CONTAMINATION—
TIME FOR ACTION

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MonaGaN) is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, it is time
to give the Secretary of HEW the legal
authority to ban or limit the use of pes-
ticides whenever the use of such sub-
stance is hazardous to public health. The
Secretary of Interior should have greater
statutory authority to participate in de-
cisions regarding pesticide compounds
which constitute a danger to fish and
wildlife and contaminate the environ-
ment.
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The more that I learn about DDT and
other persistent pesticides, the more eco-
logically dangerous to man and other
forms of life they seem to be.

I strongly endorse Secretary Finch's
acceptance of the Mrak—Secretary’s
Commission on Pesticides and their Re-
lationship to Environmental Health—
Commission’s recommendation “to elim-
inate within 2 years all uses of DDT and
DDD in the United States, excepting
those uses essential to the preservation
of human health or welfare.” I am also
in agreement with the Commission's rec-
ommendation to “restrict the usage of
certain persistent pesticides in the United
States to specific essential uses which cre-
ate no known hazard to human health or
to the quality of the environment and
which are unanimously approved by the
Secretaries of the Departments of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Agriculture and
Interior.” The Commission found the
pesticides, aldrin, dieldrin, endrin, hepta-
chlor, chlordane, benzene hexachloride,
lindane and compounds containing arse-
nie, lead, or mercury to be persistent, to
cause contamination of the environment
and to cause damage to various life
forms.

The Commission further recommended
that human exposure to those pesticides
considered a potential health hazard to
man be minimized. The Commission
found that in recent screening studies in
animals several pesticide compounds
were judged to be “positive” for tumor
induction. In similar screening studies
other pesticide compounds were judged
to be teratogenic—cause fetal deformities
as in the case of the drug, thalidomide.
As a result the Commission believed a
need existed to reexamine the registered
uses of the materials and other relevant
data in order to take prudent action. The
pesticide compounds so indicted were
Aldrin; Amitrol; Aramite; Aradex: Bis
(2-chloroethyl) ether; Chlorobenzilate;
p, p’-DDT; Dieldrin; Heptachlor
(epoxide) ; Mirex; N-(2-hydroxyethyl)
hydrazine; Strobane; Captan; Carbaryl;
the butyl, isopropyl and isooctyl esters
of 2,4,-D; Folpet; mercurials; PCNB and
2,4,5-T. It is very possible that many of
these pesticide compounds may be found
as residues on our food crops. Considera-
tion and thought should be given as to
the benefit versus risk on the use of
2,4,5-T; 24,-D esters; and cacodylic
acid as defoliants.

Although Secretary Finch endorsed the
recommendations of the Commission he
claims he has no authority to ban or
limit the use, or to effect the labeling
and registration of, these compounds.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare now holds that the Delaney
clause of the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act—which provides that no
additive shall be deemed to be safe if it
is found to induce cancer when ingested
by man or animal—does not apply to
pesticide residues despite the—ami-
notriazole—cranberry flap where it was
invoked. HEW will act to seize food with
high pesticide residue levels. This does
not affect the use of the pesticides but
merely permits removal of food products
after they have been contaminated with
a pesticide compound.

The authority to permit the marketing
of a pesticide rests in the Secretary of
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Agriculture under the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. The
Agriculture Department has consistently
ignored the potential public health haz-
ards and freely allowed the use of pesti-
cide compounds dangerous to human
health and other forms of life in its ad-
ministration of the FIFRA Act.

This act provides that before pesti-
cides can be sold in interstate commerce
a manufacturer must register his prod-
uct with the Department of Agriculture
and attest to its safety and efficacy. The
act gives the Department authority to en-
force, revoke or limit such registration.
Presently more than 60,000 pesticide
formulations, inveolving more than 900
individual chemical compounds have
been registered.

In 1963 the report of the President’s
Science Advisory Committee urged that
greater authority be given to the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
in controlling the use of pesticides. As a
result, an interdepartmental agreement
was entered into by the Departments of
Health, Education, and Welfare; In-
terior; and Agriculture. Under the agree-
ment, data supplied by the manufac-
turers was supposed to be evaluated by
the three departments prior to registra-
tion. Interior was to assess the effects of
pesticides on wild birds, mammals and
fish, and their habitat. HEW was to as-
sess the effects the pesticides may have
on the health of man. Agriculture had
the responsibility of assessing the safety
and effectiveness of the pesticides when
used as directed on the label and regis-
tration. Did this agreement work—the
answer is “No.”

The House Government Operations
Committee of which I am a member
issued a report on November 17, 1969,
entitled, “Deficiencies in Administration
of Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act."” The report pointed out
the lack of interagency cooperation.
HEW had objected to a total of 1,663
proposed registrations or reregistrations
during a 5-year period from July 1, 1964,
through June 30, 1969, but not one of the
1,663 HEW objections was referred to the
Secretary of Agriculture in accordance
with provisions of the interdepartmental
agreement. Annual meetings required by
the agreement were not held. HEW offi-
cials had concluded that Agriculture had
no intention of complying with the terms
of the interdepartmental agreement. In-
terdepartmental meetings when held
broke down on differences. Thus the com~
mittee concluded from hearings and in-
quiry:

The Department of Agriculture failed com-
pletely to carry out its responsibility to en-
force provisions of the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act intended to
protect the public from hazardous and in-
effective pesticide products being marketed
in violation of the act.

Numerous pesticide products have been
approved for registration over objections
of HEW as to their safety without com-
pliance with required procedures for re-
solving such safety questions.

The Department of Agriculture ap-
proved pesticide products for uses which
it knew, or should have known, were
practically certain to result in illegal
adulteration of food.

The Pesticides Regulation Division,
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Department of Agriculture, failed to take
adequate precautions to insure that
pesticide product labels approved for reg-
istration clearly warn users against pos-
sible hazards associated with such
products.

Information available to Federal agen-
cies concerning pesticide poisonings is in-
adequate and incomplete. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture failed to make effec-
tive use of even the Ilimited data
available.

The Department of Agriculture did not
take prompt or effective cancellation ac-
tion in cases when it had reason to be-
lieve a registered pesticide product might
be ineffective or potentially hazardous.

The Department of Agriculture con-
sistently failed to take action to remove
potentially hazardous products from
marketing channels after cancellation of
a pesticide registration or through sus-
pension of a registration.

The Department of Agriculture has no
procedures for warning purchasers of po-
tentially hazardous pesticide products.

The Department of Agriculture failed
to take appropriate precautions against
appointment of consultants to positions
in the pesticide area in which their duties
might conflict with the financial in-
terests of their private employer.

Accordingly, the House Government
Operations Committee recommended
drastic review and shakeup of the De-
partment of Agriculture’'s pesticide op-
erations. The Mrak Commission based on
its own inquiry and fact gathering con-
cluded that existing interagency agree-
ment to be inoperable by advocating a
new interagency agreement. Further, the
Mrak Commission pointed out that the
present Department of Agriculture prac-
tice under the Interagency Agreement re-
quires the Secretaries of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare and
the Department of the Interior to pro-
duce scientific evidence clearly demon-
strating a present hazard to health or to
the environment in order to remove from
registered use or prevent the registration
of any specific pesticides. The Commis-
sion concluded that the burden of proof
should rest upon the manufacturer to
demonstrate to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare that appropriate
tests do not produce untoward effects
upon two or more species of mammals
which might indicate a hazard to health.
The Commission felt the imposition of
this duty was the intent of the act which
it appears had been ignored by the De-
partment of Agriculture. The Mrak Com-
mission further stated:

If the objective of providing to the Sec-
retary of DHEW the authority to meet his
responsibility for control of health hazards
of pesticides cannot be attained by a new
Interagency Agreement, it will be necessary
to amend the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).

Will a new interagency agreement
work? If past experience is any guide,
the probability is that it will not, espe-
cially if there is no legal authority in the
Secretaries of Health, Education, and
Welfare and Interior and all the author-
ity is vested in the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. Under such circumstances any in-
teragency agreement is useless since
Agriculture may ignore it at will. In the
past, for example, Health, Education, and
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Welfare objected to registering a product
that was a proven carcinogen—cancer
producer—for laboratory animals but
the Department of Agriculture told FDA,
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare that until FDA could pro-
duce evidence that this produet produced
cancers in human beings from skin con-
tact, Agriculture would continue to reg-
ister the product.

I submit that the prime priority in the
registration or re-registration of the use
of pesticide compounds should be the
potential hazard to health rather than
the benefit to food and fiber. There must
be a balancing of benefits versus the
risks, but the potential hazard to health
cannot be totally ignored as the Depart-
ment of Agriculture consistently has
done.

The President’s Environmental Coun-
cil recently announced several steps to
remedy some of the defects that I men-
tioned together with other constructive
steps such as the banning of the use of
DDT for all household and ecommunity
uses, except in emergency cases and when
no other alternative is available. The
Environmental Quality Council has no
statutory authority. The Secretary of
Agriculture ordered the above ban on
DDT and also a ban on all other DDT
uses by December 21, 1970, except for
emergency control of diseases and mas-
sive crop pest infestations. Further, that
beginning in March 1970 the same ac-
tion being applied to DDT also will be
taken as to the other persistent pesti-
cides.

I applaud the action whenever the end
result is to protect the public health.
I would urge the continued use of either
DDT or those other persistent pesticides
effective against termites or such uses
where the benefit would not appear to
create a potential risk on the environ-
ment or on human health. The Environ-
ment Quality Council release declared
that an agreement had been reached with
the Department of Interior and Health,
Education, and Welfare on joint respon-
sibility for assessing the public health as-
pects of pesticides and further the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare was delegated the power by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to veto the use of
pesticides that might affect public
health.

I favor such action if it is for real.

However, the same steps could have
been taken under the past agreement.
Whenever the Department of Agriculture
chose to ignore the past agreement, it
did so. There is no assurance that it
might not do so again as the sole legis-
lative authority still is vested in the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

Therefore, I intend to introduce legis-
lation which will assure that this will
not occur by granting to the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare great-
er authority to participate in decisions
regarding initial or continuing registra-
tion of pesticide ccmpounds which pre-
sent a potential health hazard.

CRACKING DOWN ON THE STOLEN
CREDIT CARD RACEKET

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
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York (Mr. HALPERN) is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
asking Congress to crack down on the
organized credit card racket which costs
$100 million a year. I think it should 