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the bottom of the schedule would be pay-
ing $28 less in taxes for each exemption
claimed, while taxpayers at the high
rates would be paying $140 less for each
exemption. Thus the real result of the
allegedly progressive amendment on ex-
emptions is to give actual relief of per-
haps $112 to a low-income family of four
while providing $560 to an affluent fam-
ily of the same size. And because of the
varying number of exXemptions, the
amendment certainly shifts more of the
tax burden to smaller families and single
persons, while affording disproportion-
ate relief to larger families.

One of the more damaging aspects of
this proposal, which I do not believe has
been adequately examined, is the siz-
able reduction of the tax base it accom-
plishes. The committee bill had already
trimmed the national tax base by $22 bil-
lion to a total of $350 billion. The ill-
considered change in personal exemp-
tions would remove another $23 billion
from the base, reducing it to only $327
billion. If, as may well be necessary, fu-
ture tax increases are approved, relative-
ly higher levies must be placed on this
smaller base. Those still in the tax-
paying pool will have to pay still greater
sums to compensate for this drastic
curtailment in the country's taxable
income.

These are not easy points to grasp and
some people may be deceived into be-
lieving that their interest is being served
by this superficially attractive measure.

But the fact is that its benefits are il-
lusory and its potential harm to our com-
mon well-being, catastrophie.

Mr. President, the distressing thing to
me about many of the amendments of-
fered is that they were without question,
worthwhile. I would have liked to vote
for them. And under ordinary circum-
stances I would have been among the
first to support measures which would
lower taxes for individuals, and provide
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tax credits for investments which seek
to correct our intolerable economic im-
balances.

But these are not ordinary times. Our
consumer price index is up nearly 6
points over last year. Housewives are
paying nearly 12 percent more for meat;
prospective buyers find the price of
homes has risen 10.5 percent over the
last year; medical costs are nearly 9 per-
cent higher than they were just 1 year
ago. At this rate, how much will the indi-
vidual be helped by a $200 increase in
the personal exemption? How much will
the small company benefit from a reten-
tion of the T-percent investment tax
credit, if the cost of materials and labor
goes up 10 percent or 15 percent? These
meager benefits can easily be consumed
before they ever go into effect by the ris-
ing cost of living.

An increase in the personal exemp-
tion may look like a boon to the tax-
payer. In reality, however, it will put
more paper money into the pockets of
the consumers while at the same time
driving up the costs of the goods they
seek to buy.

During the last few days I have found
myself asking hard questions, questions
which I am sure every Member of this
body has been considering: Are the tax
reform provisions sufficiently construe-
tive to merit passage of the bill in its
present form even in view of its predict-
able inflationary effects? Is it fair of us
to rely on the conferees to delete pro-
visions which we find objectionable, to
“save us from ourselves,” in effect, and
to report back a reasonably clean bill?
Are we prepared to reject a conference
report which has too many dangerous
and inflationary aspects? Are we, in the
final analysis, prepared to put aside
parochial interests and to perform as
responsible national legislators, acting
in good faith in the best interests of the
country as a whole? Or will we, for the

37945

sake of short-term political advantage,
enact a measure which can, in the words
of the President, “reduce taxes for some
while raising prices for all?”

This is not a partisan issue, though
partisanship has been clearly in evidence
more often than not in this debate. This
is not a regional or sectional issue, nor
is it an issue even between conflicting pri-
vate and public interests. We are dealing
with an issue which clearly and deeply
affects us all. The question before us is
nothing less than the purchasing power
of the dollar in domestic and interna-
tional trade. It is a matter which affects
the single taxpayer, the workingman,
the welfare mother, the retired pensioner,
the small businessman, and the giant
corporation all at once.

Inflation may hurt some more than
others, but none of us remains un-
touched.

As much as I favor the tax reform pro-
visions of this bill and as urgent as I
consider its social security provisions and
related features, I cannot support the bill
in its present form. The price is simply
too high.

It is my profound hope that the con-
ference committee will preserve the pro-
gressive elements of this legislation and
produce a measure which Senators can
support wholeheartedly. But if the con-
ferees cannot remedy the central defects
of this legislation, I will be compelled to
vote “no” on the report.

RECESS TO 9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr, President, if there
be no further business to come before the
Senate, I move, in accordance with the
previous order, that the Senate stand in
recess until 9 a.m, tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o'clock and 56 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, December 10, 1969, at 9 a.m.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

May the Lord make you increase and
abound in love to one another and to all
men.—I Thessalonians 3: 12.

Almighty and eternal God, conscious
of our obligation to the historic past,
aware of the opportunities of the present,
and with faith in the beckoning future,
we humbly join our fathers in the af-
firmation—“glory be to Thee, O Lord
most high.”

Thou hast been wonderfully good to
us and we are grateful. Thy spirit has led
us. Thy hand has supported us, and Thy
love has filled our hearts with good will.
Make us one with Thee, we pray, as we
face the duties of this day.

Standing as Americans together may
we lift high the banner of freedom,
strengthen the arm of justice, build
bridges between races, classes, and na-
tions, and keep ourselves ever mindful
of Thy presence and ready to do Thy will,

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
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The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday 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 a bill of the House of the following
title:

H.R. 13767. An act to authorize the ap-
propriation of funds for Fort Donelson Na-
tional Battlefield in the State of Tennessee,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.210. An act to eliminate requirements
for disclosure of construction details on pas-
senger vessels meeting prescribed safety
standards, and for other purposes; and

H.R.9163. An act to authorize the disposal
of certain real property in the Chickamauga
and Chattanooga National Military Park, Ga.,

under the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5.1232. An act to declare and determine
the policy of the Congress with respect to the
primary authority of the several States to
control, regulate, and manage fish and wild-
life within their territorial boundaries; to
confirm to the several States such primary
authority and responsibility with respect to
the management, regulation, and control of
fish and wildlife on lands owned by the
United States; and to specify the exceptions
applicable thereto; and to provide procedure
under which Federal agencies may otherwise
regulate the taking of fish and game on such
lands;

S5.2619. An act to amend section 5723(b)
of title 5, United States Code, relating to
length of service required by teachers in
Bureau of Indlan Affairs schools when travel
and transportation expenses are pald to first
post of duty; and

8. 2040. An act to amend the act of June
28, 1948, as amended, relating to the acquisi-
tion of property for the Independence Na-
tional Historical National Park.
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The message also announced that Sen-
ator GOLDWATER was excused as a con-
feree on the bill (HR. 14751), an act
making appropriations for military con-
struction for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for other purposes.

MASSACRE IN VIETNAM DEPRESS-
ING TO EVERY AMERICAN

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

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
the alleged massacre of civilians by U.S.
troops in Songmy, Vietnam, is deeply
depressing to every American.

Reactions to the incident point up the
deficiency in the training of our combat
troops on the proper treatment of ci-
vilians. One soldier walking through
Songmy afterward asked:

If you can shoot artlllery and bombs in
there every night, how can the people . . .
be worth s0 much?

A member of Charley Company said:

It just seemed like . . . the natural thing
to do ... My buddies had been getting
killed or wounded . . . It was just mostly
revenge.

Still another soldier apparently shot
himself to keep from participating in the
massacre.

Our soldiers have a tough job made
tougher by inadeguate training.

I have urged Secretary of Defense
Laird to upgrade combat preparation

by instructing every American soldier
on: First, U.S. policy on the treatment
of Vietnamese civilians in combat situ-

ations; second, how to respond to a
command which violates the policy to-
ward civilians; third, how to report an
illegal command or action without fear-
ing reprisal; and, fourth, how to insure
that unlawful acts will not be tolerated
or “hushed up.”

Finally, I have urged the Secretary to
establish procedures for reporting and
fully investigating charges of gross
misconduet.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 13763, LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH APFROPRIATIONS,
1970

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the managers on the part of the House
may have until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on the bill HR.
13763, making appropriations for the leg-
islative branch for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, and for other purposes.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

ConrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NoO. 91-727)

The Committee of Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
13763) “making appropriations for the legis-
lative branch for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970, and for other purposes,” having

met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 36, 38, 42, 43, 44, and 45, and agree
to the same,

Amendment numbered 35: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendmen® insert “$468,165";, and the Sen-
ate agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in
disagreement amendments numbered 1, 2,
3,4,6,6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 13, 13, 14, 15, 186, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 2T, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 37, 39, 40, and 41.

GEORGE ANDREWS,
Tom STEED,
MicHAEL J. Kmwaw,
SipNEY R. YATES,
Bos CaseY,
GEORGE MAHON,
MARK ANDREWS,
OpiN LANGEN,
Louis C. Wyman,
Franx T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House,
JoserpH M. MoNTOYA,
WiLLiAM PROXMIRE
(except on No. 37),
Rarr W. YARBOROUGH,
James B. PEARSON,
Norris COTTON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 13763) making ap-
propriations for the legislative branch for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon and recommended in the
accompanying conference report as to each
of such amendments, namely:

SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Amendments Nos. 1 through 34, under the
“Senate” heading, and Nos. 39, 40, and 41
under the “Architect of the Capitol™ head-
ing, relate solely to expenses of Senate op-
erations and activities.

Amendments Nos. 36 and 38, under the
“Architect of the Capitol” heading, deal with
Senate matters.

Amendment No. 37 relates to the West
Front of the Capitol.

Amendments Nos, 1 through 34, and Nos.
39, 40, and 41, relating to Senate operations,
are reported in technical disagreement. But
in accord with the long practice, under which
each body determines its own housekeeping
requirements and the other concurs therein
without intervention, the managers on the
part of the House will offer motions to re-
cede and concur in these amendments.

Amendments Nos. 36 and 38, under the
“Architect of the Capitol” heading, relate to
appropriations that are joint in nature, but
the amounts in conference relate to Senate
operations and thus fall in the same cate-
gory as the above bloc of amendments, The
House recedes and concurs in Amendments
Nos. 36 and 38.

JOINT ITEMS

Joint Economie Committiee
Amendment No. 356 adds $27,000 to the
amount in the House bill, instead of $35,000

proposed by the Senate.
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
West central front of the Capitol

Amendment No. 37, relating to the west
central front of the United States Capitol
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Building, is reported in technical disagree-
ment, The managers on the part of the House
will offer a motion incorporating a confer-
ence agreement in the nature of a substitute
for the House provision and the Senate pro-
vision.

The House bill provided $2,000,000 for
preparation of detailed plans and specifica-
tions for extending the west central front in
accord with extension Plan 2 approved by
the Commission for Extension of the United
States Capitol. The Senate bill, by floor
amendment, struck this provision and sub-
stituted an appropriation of $250,000 to be
transferred to the National Park Service of
the Department of the Interior for use In
conducting studies to determine the feasi-
bility and cost of restoring the west central
front.

The case for extension rather than restora-
tion was stated In some considerable detail
in House committee hearings held September
8; in House Report 91-487, of September 11,
at pages 19-26, and in House floor debate of
September 19. The case for restoration rather
than extension was stated variously in Senate
committee hearings on the 1970 appropria-
tion bill, in the Senate committee report on
the bill, but especially in Senate floor debate
of October 21 when the $2 milllon extension
funds were stricken and the $250 thousand
inserted for a restoration study.

The conference agreement

The conference agreement to be put in the
motion of the House managers will, as
stated, be a substitute for both the House
and Senate provisions. It will provide:

A. An appropriation of $2,275,000.

B. That the appropriation is to be expended
under the direction of the Commission for
Extension of the United States Capltol (now
composed of the Speaker as chairman, the
Vice President, the Majority and Minority
floor leaders of the two Houses, and the
Architect).

C. That such portion of the appropriation
as may be necessary shall be used for emer-
gency shoring and repairs and related work
on the west central front. (The Conferees
were, very recently, apprised of the results of
a periodiec but continuing engineering check
on the condition of the west front which
discloses the need for some emergency pro-
tective and maintenance measures.)

D. That not to exceed $250,000 shall be used
for the employment of independent nongov-
ernmental engineering and other services for
studylng and reporting (within 6 months
after date of the employment contract) on
the feasibility and cost of restoring the west
central front, under such terms and con-
ditions as the Commission may determine.

E. That pending completion and consider-
ation of the restoration study and report,
however, no further work toward extenslon
of the west central front shall be carried on.

F. That after consideration by the Com-
mission of the restoration study and report,
the Commission is to direct the preparation
of final plans for extending the west cen-
tral front in accord with extension Plan 2
already approved by the Commission, unless
such restoration study report establishes to
the satisfaction of the Commission:

(1) That through restoratlon, such west
central front can, without undue hazard to
safety of the structure and persons be made
safe, sound, durable, and beautiful for the
foreseeable future;

(2) That restoration can be accomplished
with no more vacation of west central front
space in the bullding proper (excluding the
terrace structure) than would be required
by the proposed extension Plan 2;

(3) That the method or methods of ac-
complishing restoration can be so described
or specified as to form the basis for perform-
ance of the restoration work by competitive,
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lumpsum, fixed price construction bid or
bids;

(4) That the cost of restoration would
not exceed $15,000,000; and

(5) That the time schedule for accom-
plishing the restoration work will not ex-
ceed that heretofore projected for accom-
plishing the Plan 2 extension work.

G. In other words, if the restoration study
report does not establish to the satisfaction
of the Commission that restoration (rather
than extension) treatment meets all five of
the conditions noted above, then the exten-
sion work is to proceed.

H. If, on the other hand, the Commission,
after consideration, concludes that the res-
toration study report meets all five of the
conditions noted above, the Commission is
then to make recommendations to the Con-
gress on whether to extend or restore the
west central front.

In recommending the language to be of-
fered in thc motion, the conferees of both
Houses are agreed that the nongovernmental
engineering and other necessary services en-
gaged by direction of the Commission to
study and report on the feasibility and cost
of restoration should be, in the Commis-
sion’s opinion, completely independent, with
no previous connection with proposals to
either extend or to restore the west central
front, including any expressed predisposition
for or against the extension or the restora-
tion of the west central front. The conferees
are especially anxious that the selection be
made from among highly reputable firms or
individuals generally noted or regarded for
their excellence of ability, to the end that
all Members may have confidence that what-
ever report is submitted is qualitative and
impartial in character and content,

LIERARY OF CONGRESS

Amendments Nos. 42, 43, and 44, make
reductions, as proposed by the Senate, in
Library appropriations proposed in the House
bill, as follows:

Library, salaries and expenses (No.

42)

Copyright Office, salaries and ex-

penses (No, 43)

Books for the blind and physically
handicapped, salaries and ex-

penses (No. 44) -3, 000

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

Amendment No. 45 reduces by $100,000, as
proposed by the Senate, the appropriation
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proposed in the House bill for the Office of
Superintendent of Documents.
GEORGE ANDREWS,
TomM STEED,
MicHAEL J. KIRWAN,
SmoNEY R. YATES,
Boe CaAsEY,
GEORGE MAHON,
MarRK ANDREWS,
OpIN LANGEN,
Louis C. WymManN,
Franxk T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON COMMERCE AND FINANCE,
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
WOREIGN COMMERCE, TO 8SIT
DURING GENERAL DEBATE TO-
DAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Commerce and Finance of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce may be permitted to sit dur-
ing general debate today.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 12964,
STATE AND JUSTICE DEPART-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 12964) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the judiciary,
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 8, 1969.)

Mr. ROONEY of New York (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the state-
ment of the managers on the part of the
House be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. RooNEY) is recognized.

{Mr. ROONEY of New York asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, this bill making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice,
and Commerce, the judiciary, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes
contains a total of $2,354,432,700 in new
obligational authority. It also contains
an additional $195,815,000 for liquida-
tion of contract authorizations.

This bill is $121,271,900 below the total
amount of the budget estimates.

It is $27,922,000 below the bill as it
passed the Senate.

It is $18,798,500 above the bill as orig-
inally passed by the House.

However, I must point out that this bill
is $299,759,800 above the appropriations
made for these purposes for fiscal year
1969. Practically all of this increase,
$262,587,000 in fact, is for the Depart-
ment of Justice. The total appropriations
for the Department of Justice for fiscal
vear 1969 was $545,582,000. The amount
provided in this bill for the Department
of Justice as agreed to in conference is
$808,169,000.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in
the ReEcoRD a table showing the actions of
the House-Senate conferees with regard
to the various departments and agencies
contained in the bill:

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES, 1970

Budget esti-
mates of new

New budget
igational)  (ob'i

New budget

Conference action compared with—

,N._e.* Iaydggl rl‘fe.w budget (obligational)

authority 7 led

authority,
Department or agency fiscal year 1969

(03] @

authority,
fiscal year 19 0

) authority

i New budget

Budget esti-

New budget
mates of new (obligational)

New budget

by cenference

in House bill in Senate bill action

@ )] (%)

Department of State___ $398, 091, 600
Department of Justice__ = 54
Department of Commerc - 767,563,
The judiciary 108, 944 800 -
American Battle Monuments

2, 362, 000

Commission
Arms Conlrol and Disarmament

Agency.. 9, 000, 000
Commission on Civil nghts 3 2, 650, 000
Offica of Education: Civil rights

education__ 10, 817, 000
Equal Employment Opponunity

Commission 9, 120, 000
Federal Maritime Commissio 3, 743, 000
Foreign Claims Settlement

Commission. —
National Commission on Fire

Prevention and Control
National Commission on Relmrn

of Federal Criminal Laws_.

Small Business Administration.._. 13, 414,

$408, 381, 000
8%5 976, 0013
125 024, BUU

2,639, 0C0

9, 500, 000
2,650, 000

20, 000, 000

15, 905, 000
3,715, 000

781, 000
500, 000 ...

$407, 174, 100
815, 909, 000
784,629, 000
121, 026, 200

2,639, 000

9, 500, 000
2,650, 000

$404, 122, 600
790, 048, 000

756, 450, 000
121, 026, 200

2,639, 000

9, 500, 000
2,650, 000

12, 000, 000

11, 500, 000
3,715, 000

$404, 132, 100
£08, 169, 000
778, 018, 000
121, 026, 200

2,639, 000

9, 500, 000

14, 000, 000

12, 500, 000
3,715, 000

300, 000
43,757, 000

auulhafity.
fiscal year 1969

(obligational)
authority,
fiscal year 1970

5u|ho£ir! Eulhnlili

,I..n Senate bill
(411)]

l'i'n House bill
() )

+-36, 040, 500 00

+262, 587, 000
+-10, 455, 000
+11, 081, 300
+277, 000

bl -+500, 000 __

-+3, 183, 000

-3, 380, 000
~28, 000

—141, 000

. 000
, 000 —6,611, 000
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DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES, 1970—Continued

Budget esti-
mates of new

New budget
foblisatinrl

New budget

Conference action compared with—

'New budget New budget (obligational)
bt o fobligatior 2f

authority

authority,

Department or agency fiscal year 1969

()]

Special representative! or trade

negotiations
Subversive Activities Control

i 344, 400

Tariff Commission.... 2 3, 850, 000
U.S. Information nge . 176, 668, 000
I.Imted States-Mexico Commission

for Border Deuh)prnent and

Friendship..

(obliga )
authority,
fiscal year 1970

625, 000

365, 000
3, 850, 000
177, 650, 000

auth Dl.ii!' authority  recommended

li:r‘;'SEr!ala bill
(&) ) (5)

in House biil action

New budget
(obligational)

aut
fiscal year 19'5‘3

Budget esti-
mates of new
(obligational)
tharity, authority,
fiscal year 1970

New budget
(obligationaty

New budget
fabligatianats

authm:iti: authority

Ii—r: Senate bill
) (n

rec
in House bill

482, 000

344, 400
3, 900, 000

173, 300, 000 i?-i 150, 000

—77, 000

50, 000
—2, 518, 000

Total, new budget (obliga-
tional) authority
Memoranda: Appropriations to
liquidate contract authorizations.

2,054,672, 900

2, 475,704, 600
(207,485,000) (1895, B15, 000)

2,335, 634, 200
(195,815, 000)

2, 382, 354, 700
(195, 815, 000)

Total appropriations, in-
cluding appropriations to
hquuism wntlact author-

2,354,432, 700  -4-299, 759, 800
(195,815,000 (—11,670,000)____________

—121,271,900 18,798, 500

thans- .. - _ - (2,262,157,900) (2,671,519,600) (2,531,449, 200) (2, 578, 168, 700) (2, 550, 247, 700) (--288, 089, 800) (—121,271,900) (--18,798, 500) (—27,922, 000)

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the conference report.
The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.
AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 21: On page 43
strike out section 404, as follows:

“None of the funds contained in this title
shall be available for the salaries and or ex-
penses of any deputy clerk in any District
court clerk’s office that does not accept ap-
plications for passports except in cities
where the State Department presently oper-
ates passport offices.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF
NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion. The Clerk
read as follows:

Mr. RooNEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 21 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: Restore the matter stricken, amended
to read as follows:

“SEc, 404. None of the funds contained in
this title shall be available for the salaries
or expenses of deputy clerks in any office that
has discontinued the taking of applications
for passports subsequent to October 31, 1968
and has not resumed such service on a
permanent basis.”

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the confer-
ence report and the motion was laid on
the table.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, today the House adopted the
Senate-House conference report grant-
ing appropriations for ship construction
under the Maritime Administration. The
conference report appropriates the
amount of $15,918,000 as proposed by the
Senate,

The authorization bill, H.R. 4152, ap-
proved by the President on October 10,
1969, authorizes $145 million for the pur-
pose of ship construction. I believe that
the authorization was an indication of
our concern for the merchant marine
and the deterioration of the merchant
marine fleet.

The House Committee on Appropria-

tions recognized that funds would have
to be made available in order to keep an
active merchant marine when they re-
ported H.R. 12964, appropriating $200
million for the purpose of ship construc-
tion. Unfortunately, the $200 million was
deleted from the bill due to a point of
order.

Congress is aware of the sad plight of
our merchant marine and is prepared to
do something about it. The conferees said
that they would be “receptive to a real-
istic substantial request in a supplemen-
tal budget for additional funds for ship
construction.”

The Federal Maritime Administrator
has recognized the problem. He estimated
“a loss of approximately two-thirds of
our entire merchant fleet in the next 4
yvears—a loss of some 500 to 600 ships.”
The President has said that “a strong
and profitable merchant fleet is vital to
America’s economic welfare and defense
capability.”

I concur with the Federal Maritime
Administrator's estimate. I agree with
the President in his remarks.

Now, I implore the President to take
the action necessary to help this flound-
ering, but essential, industry. The funds
have been authorized. The President, if
he intends to reverse the deteriorating
situation and to avert the impending
disaster of our merchant marine, should
request additional funds for ship con-
struction. The Congress has authorized
the money—all he has to do is ask for it.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 15149, FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 742
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 742

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution, notwithstanding any rule of the
House to the contrary, it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 15149) making appropriations

for Foreign Assistance and related programs
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes, and all points of order
against said bill are hereby walved.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 307]
Gallagher
Gettys
Gubser
Hanns

Hays

Hébert
Heckler, Mass,
Hosmer
Kirwan
Landrum
Lipscomb
McEwen
McKneally
Macdonald,

Mass.
Mailliard
Miller, Calif,
Flowers Morse Wydler
Fulton, Tenn. Morton Young

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

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

Abbitt
Anderson, I11.
Blatnik
Bolling
Cahill

Clay

Cowger
Cramer
Cunningham
Dawson
Diggs
Downing
Dwyer
Edmondson
Eilberg

Esch

Fascell

Myers
Nichols
Pepper
Pike
Powell
Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Riegle
ERuppe
Scheuer
Bisk

Taft
Teague, Tex,
Tunney

Vander Jagt
Whalley

AMENDMENTS TO THE ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY ACT

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

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I oppose the
proposed amendments which would
transfer the responsibilities of OEO to
the States. I think we should look at the
question in proper perspective. OEO is
only a part of the Nation’s program for
ending poverty. By far the largest pro-
gram of assistance to the poor—the wel-
fare system—is already administered by
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the States. Recognizing this, the Presi-
dent has proposed changes in the welfare
system to aid the States in carrying the
heavy financial burden of welfare. In
addition, his proposed family assistance
plan, including aid to the working poor,
job training, and work incentives, will
greatly expand the role of the States in
combating poverty.

In addition, OEQO as it is being re-
directed is not a “line” agency, but an
agency designed to innovate, coordinate,
and evaluate a limited range of experi-
mental programs. When programs have
been tried and tested, they may be spun
off to other Federal departments or to
the States. The Job Corps, Headstart,
and Upward Bound have already gradu-
ated from the trial stage and are being
administered by other Federal depart-
ments.

This accent on innovation and evalua-
tion is the role the President and the
Director conceive for the agency and I
think it should be given a chance, If OEO
under its new leadership fails to involve
the States as Congress has already di-
rected, there will be time to make the
sweeping change proposed in the amend-
ment.

I fear, too, that the administrative
task of creating a new level of bureauc-
racy would bring the process of testing
new programs to a standstill. The flexi-
bility needed in administering small pilot
programs would be sacrificed. A large
portion of OEO funds would be diverted
away from the program and into admin-
istration. From the standpoint of efii-
ciency and economy, we cannot afford a
huge antipoverty establishment.

Finally, I think that the administra-
tion of the program by the States would
retard innovation by making every OEO
project a political football. Many of us
oppose the Murphy amendment because
we realize that there will be strong pres-
sures on our Governors to veto legal serv-
ices projects which may cost the State
money. The proposed amendment would
have substantially the same effect on the
legal services program as the Murphy
amendment, and risks injecting lethal
doses of local politics into every phase of
this needed experimental program,

In short, I think it is too soon to dele-
gate OEQO's responsibilities to the States.
We simply cannot expect continued de-
velopment of an effective poverty pro-
gram if we hand it over wholesale to
State agencies which do not even exist
and will have to weather severe political
storms like this one as soon as they are
formed.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND WEL~
FARE, COMMITTEE ON INTER-
STATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
TO SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE
TODAY

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommiy-
tee on Public Health and Welfare of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce may be permitted to sit dur-
ing general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?
There was no objection.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1970

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEiLL) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LarTA), pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 742
provides that during the consideration
of HR. 15149, Foreign Assistance Act
appropriations for fiscal year 1970, all
points of order against the bill are
waived.

Due to the fact that some of the au-
thorizations covered by HR. 15149,
though they have passed the House, have
not been enacted into law, the waiver of
points of order was granted in order to
expedite consideration of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 742 in order that H.R.
15149 may be considered.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I should like
to point out to the House that the pas-
sage of this resolution is an absolute
necessity. As all Members know, the au-
thorization bill has not yet passed the
other body and been signed into law.
This makes it absolutely necessary to
waive all points of order on this legis-
lation.

I should also like to point out to the
House that the commitiee could have
reduced the administration’s bill just a
little more.

In title I, the committee did an ex-
tremely good job, in my humble opinion,
by reducing the $2,710,000,000 requested
in the budget to $1,599,000,000, which is
a reduction of $1,110,000,000. There has
been no reduction in title II; a slight
reduction in title III of $10,904,000; no
reduction at all in title IV; for a total
reduction of $1,121,544,000, making the
total amount recommended in this bill
$2,558,020,000 as opposed to the admin-
istration’s request of $3,679,564,000.

I feel this is the year this legislation
could have been completely omitted.

Mr. Speaker, if the Members will turn
to page 5 of the report they will find that
there is now in the “pipeline” a total of
$18,708,016,000.

It seems to me that with this amount
of money remaining in the pipeline and
unexpended from prior years appropria-
tions that this new appropriation is really
not needed at this time. However, the
passage of the resolution waiving points
of order reported by the Committee on
Rules is necessary in order to consider
the bill and, therefore, I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr, Speaker, I have no further requests
for time and reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. ZaBLOCKTI) .
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Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time not to criticize the Committee
on Rules, However, I do want to point
out to the House that H.R. 15149, an
appropriation bill of some 22 pages, one-
half of it is authorizing legislation in an
appropriation bill.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is high time
that this body operate under the rules
of the House. I submit authorizing leg-
islation should remain within the juris-
diction of authorizing committees. The
Committee on Appropriations, and cer-
tainly the authorizing committees should
stay within their jurisdiction. If the
House Foreign Affairs Committee dared
put an appropriation in an authorizing
bill the Committee on Rules would have
to grant the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs a rule waiving points of order. The
Foreign Affairs Committee has refrained
from doing so.

Therefore, I think it is high time that
the Appropriations Committee report a
bill dealing only with appropriations, For
years we have been trying to correct this
situation.

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I too would like to express my regret that
it should be necessary to waive all points
of order, especially since there is legis-
lation of a substantial character con-
tained in this bill. While I am on the
subject of this bill, it also seems to me
most unfortunate—and I eannot con-
sider it necessary—that we should have
to consider this bill on the very same
day that the report and the bill itself
become available to the Members.

There really is no way we can evaluate
the very substantial reductions in a vari-
ety of programs that have been proposed
to this bill, and there is no opportunity
to develop amendments to restore some
of these funds. What we are doing is just
what we did last year. We are debating
the bill without the opportunity to con-
sider it adequately.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, after
perusing the bill and the report, I find
that there are provisions in certain cases
adding additional money. Further there
are proposals that the Committee on For-
eign Affairs did not have an opportunity
to study for which funding is included in
the appropriation bill. When the House
considered the foreign aid bill 2 weeks
ago these proposals could have been
brought to our attention through amend-
ments offered on the floor so we could
have discussed them.

So, there is in this appropriation bill
legislation, Mr. Speaker, if you please,
that should have been considered by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI, I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I thank my genial
friend from Wisconsin for yielding to
me.

I would like to say also that I am ap-
preciative of the position that the gentle~
man takes. I appreciate further the fact
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that he said he did not intend to chas-
tise the Rules Committee or words to
that effect.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Nor criticize.

Mr. COLMER. But the fact remains
that that is exactly what is happening.
I want to point out to my friend—both
of my friends who have spoken on this
matter—that I do not like this type of
legislating any more than they do. But
where is the fault? Whose fault is it?
Certainly it is not the fault of the Com-
mittee on Rules and I am not sure that
it is the fault of the Committee on
Appropriations.

The fact remains that the gentleman’s
committee only recently, after some ten
and a half months, or some such mat-
ter, has reported its authorizational bill
out. The House of Representatives and
the Congress are being criticized all over
the country, even by the President of the
United States, because these appropria-
tion bills are not being enacted. I do not
like it. I do not want any part of it. I do
not like to waive points of order, but if
we are going to get these bills enacted
into law then we are going to have to
take some drastic action. I just hope
that those who are affected adversely by
this—and I know there are, and my sense
of propriety is outraged by doing these
things—but let us take a cue from this
and in the next year try to get these bills
in a little earlier.

I thank my friend for yielding.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 additional minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
ZABLOCKI) .

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this addi-
tional time.

Might I say that I stated to the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules, when
appearing before that august committee,
that the reason the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee was reporting the bill at such a
late date was because the Committee on
Foreign Affairs did not receive the for-
eign aid message from the executive
branch until the latter part of May.
Hearings began immediately after the
Memorial Day holiday. A very contro-
versial point in the bill—the overseas
private investment corporation pro-
posal—necessitated lengthy hearings. It
was necessary that we study that pro-
posal in depth, The authorizing Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs had intended
and did give every member of the com-
mittee an opportunity to present amend-
ments. The Foreign Affairs Committee
extended every opportunity to interested
Members and private individuals to be
heard on amendments and principles
contained in the bill,

If there were Members of this Con-
gress who had amendments to the for-
eign affairs bill we welcomed their pro-
posals. The Foreign Affairs Committee
requested a rule as soon as we possibly
could. For the purpose of emphasis I
shall insert the committee action as
listed in the report accompanying the
aid bill, H.R. 14580:

COMMITTEE ACTION

On May 28, 1969, the President sent to the

Congress a message transmitting proposals
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to redirect our efforts in foreign aid (H. Doec.
91-122), which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

On June 2, 1969, the Congress received
a letter from the Acting Secretary of State,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
“to promote the foreign policy, security, and
general welfare of the United States by assist-
ing peoples of the world to achieve economic
development within a framework of demo-
cratic, economie, social, and political insti-
tutions” (Executive Communication 818,
which was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs).

On that same date, the Honorable Thomas
E. Morgan, chalrman, Committee on For-
eign Affairs, introduced the bill HR. 11792,
which was referred to the committee.

Hearings on H.R. 11792 began on June 9,
1969, and continued through August 1,
1969.

The committee met in executive session
during August, September, and October to
mark up the bill, and on October 30, 1969, a
clean bill, HR. 14580, was ordered favorably
reported by a vote of 28 ayes, 8 noes and 2
answering present.

The gentleman from Wisconsin is not
blaming the Committee on Rules at all,
but I do not believe that the Committee
on Appropriations should be permitted
under a rule waiving points of order to
include legislation in an appropriation
bill. This practice must stop. Concerned
Members of the House were told it would
stop in the last Congress, and in Con-
gresses before. Unless the Committee on
Rules denies rules waiving points of or-
der, the Appropriations Committees will
continue in their past habits.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I again
will say, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther to me, that I have great sympathy
for his position. I know of but one thing
we can do under the circumstances, and
that is what I propose to do. I am going
to vote against the bill.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I am tempted to do
likewise.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr, Speaker, with regard to the rule,
there are two things that it does: When
an appropriation committee reports a bill
that is supposed to lay over 3 days, and
we have waived points of order on that.
The second thing is that we are waiving
points of order because the bill has not
passed the Senate.

In all fairmess to the Committee on
Rules, we are only trying to expedite
matters around here. The gentleman
from Wisconsin, or any other member
of his committee, had the right to come
before the Committee on Rules yesterday
when this rule was presented to us, and
make his presentation and his objections
at that time.

If criticism is going to be leveled
around here then their committee ought
to take a great part of the criticism.

Why did they take so long to submit a
bill to the floor? Why is it almost the
eve of Christmas when we are taking
action on this matter, when we should
have acted on it a long time ago? It is
because the committee members them-
selves were lagging. Do not put all the
criticism on the Committee on Rules.

Further, in that regard, if there are
cuts in this budget in which they are not
satisfied, there is going to be a time when
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the bill is authorized by the Senate, and
there will be a conference committee.
They can work out and agree on the dif-
ferences. There will be the opportunity
at a later date to go before the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. PassMaAN) and ask
for a supplemental budget.

But I do not think because this com-
mittee took so long that the Committee
on Rules should take the brunt of this,
or that this House should be in session
this long without the committees acting,

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I hope
that the rule is adopted.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Massachusetts yield to
me since he mentioned my name?

Mr. O’NEILL of Massachusetts, Yes, I
will be happy to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to point out to the gentleman from
Massachusetts that tle bill, HR. 15149,
was introduced yesterday, December 8,
1969. The report accompanying it was
issued on the same date. The rule was
granted on the same date.

How could the members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs or the distin-
guished chairman of that committee, the
Honorable TrHomAs MORGAN, appear be-
fore the Committee on Rules in protest of
some of the provisions in the appropria-
tion bill? If the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, I am not solely concerned about the
cuts in funding amounts. I am primarily
referring to the nine or 11 pages of legis-
lation contained in the bill. Members of
the Foreign Affairs Committee did not
appear because we were not aware of the
legislative provisions in the bill.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, in reply, all I can say is when
I left the Congress last Friday to return
to my home in Boston, I knew at that
time that the Committee on Rules was
going to meet on Monday morning and
I knew that this bill was going to be be-
fore the committee.

It seems to me that the Committee on
Foreign Affairs should have taken cog-
nizance of the fact that the Committee
on Rules was going to have a hearing
and, therefore, they should have had a
Member or a member of the staff there
present to see what happened and what
was transpiring.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 15149) making appro-
priations for Foreign Assistance and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes;
and pending that motion, Mr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that general
debate on the bill be limited to not to
exceed 3 hours, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. SHRIVER) and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?
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There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 15149, with
Mr. Price of Illinois in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. PassmMan) will be
recognized for 114 hours and the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SErIvER) will be
recognized for 1'% hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. PASSMAN).

Mr. PASSMAN, Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself whatever time I may use.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset I think
we should set the record straight.

There is no legislation in this bill other
than legislative provisions that we have
carried in the bill in previous years. We
have added several new limitations this
year which we will discuss later. There
are only two exceptions. One is the for-
elgn military credit sales program, which
has not been authorized yet, and the
committee added $650,000 for a hospital
and home for the aged in Israel, which
was not in the House-passed authoriza-
tion bill.

I do not want to have the Committee
on Appropriations assume the blame for
consideration of this bill by the House at
this late date. We are only 16 days away
from Christmas. I know the Members
want to go home. I have been cooling my
heels around here for some months wait-
ing for an authorization bill. I spent 300
hours on my subcommittee hearings and
I concluded them so long ago that I had
to go back just recently and read the
hearings to realize that this bill is for the
fiscal year in which we are operating now.

I do not know why the Foreign Affairs
Committee is so sensitive. We are operat-
ing under a completely legal rule. These
are the procedures we follow when the
business of the House gets bogged down.
I do not think that that committee is
holier than thou; neither do I think the
Committee on Appropriations is holier
than thou. It is a question of doing the
right thing at the right time so that the
Members can finish their work and go
home for Christmas.

I am going to have to assume that most
of the dissatisfaction about this bill is
brought about by the very substantial re-
ductions made by our committee. I want
to, if I may, read an article from the
local press. It is not very complimentary:

Acting with characteristic blind Irrespon-
sibility, however, OTro PAssmaAN's ald appro-
priations subcommittee slashed the figure to
$1.6 billion (against $1.75 billion finally ap~-

propriated last year),; the Passman massacre
is likely to be confirmed on the floor.

I certainly hope it will be, and if that
is being irresponsible, I wish we had more
irresponsible committees, because we are
spending money we do not have for
things which we do not need trying to be
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everything to everybody all over the
world.

I want to say that it has been my
privilege to walk into the well of this
House for the 15th year to handle the
foreign aid appropriations bill. I am
going to give you some information on
the first 14 years it was my privilege to
handle the bill. The budget asked for
$54,963,341,250. During that same period
Congress—and I give the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee credit for making some
reduction, but most of the reductions
were actually made in the Committee
on Appropriations—actually reduced the
budget request by $11,185,185,500, or an
average cut of almost $800 million per
year below what the budget had re-
quested, and each and every year, with-
out exception, we left the foreign aid bill
overfunded.

There is not a Member on the floor of
the House that can refute the accuracy
of that statement.

We left the program overfunded and
each and every one of those years the
program had unobligated funds at the
end of the year. And that is also true this
yvear. With all the erying that took place
last year about this Committee's recom-
mendation to reduce foreign aid, the pro-
gram still wound up with a substantial
amount of unobligated funds.

Mr. Chairman, this program has been
greatly fragmentized. The most astute
Members of Congress has difficulty in
keeping up with the actual amount of
money in the foreign aid program. So
for the benefit of the membership I am
going to go directly to the record and
read these figures:

Item 1 this year, mutual security, as
we refer to it, or foreign assistance, the
budget request was $2,710,020,000. That
is spigot 1.

Item 2. Receipts and recoveries from
previous programs, from previous years,
$274,785,000.

Item 3. Military assistance—in Defense
budget—$2,230,900,000, previously car-
ried in this bill.

Item 4. Economic assistance—in De-
fense budget—$76,600,000, previously
carried in this bill.

Item 5. Foreign military credit sales
fund, $275,000,000.

Item 6. MAAG's, missions, and mil-
groups, $168,800,000.

Item 7. Export-Import Bank, long-
term credits, $1,872,200,000.

Item 8. Export-Import Bank, regular
operations, $570,423,000.

Item 9. Export-Import Bank, export
expansion program, $100,000,000.

Item 10. Public Law 480—agricultural
commodities—§986,600,000.

Item 11. Inter-American Development
Bank (FSO0), $300,000,000.

Item 12, International Development
Association, request 1, $160 million.

Item 13. International Development
Association, request 2, $160 million.

Item 14. Asian Development Bank—
regular contribution—$20 million.

Item 15. Asian Development Bank—
special funds—$25 million.

Item 16. Peace Corps, $101,100,000.

Item 17. Permanent military construc-
tion, foreign nations, $255,300,000.

Item 18. Contributions to international
organizations, $130,187,000,
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Item 19. Educational—forelgn and
other students—$43,614,000.

Item 20. Ryukyu Islands, $20,651,000.

Item 21. Migrants and refugees, $5,-
511,000.

Item 22, Trust Territories of the Pa-
cific Islands, $41,612,000.

That makes a total of $10,528,303,000,
that has been requested for authoriza-
tion and appropriation for selected pro-
grams of foreign assistance.

In addition to that staggering total of
over $10.5 billion, the President has sent
a request to the Senate asking for an
additional $890 million for the Export-
Import Bank, which would bring the
total aid program up to $11,400,000,000.
This listing includes grant aid, sales,
credits, and other programs, That is the
grand total.

Now let us go over some of the items
in this bill alone, which is indeed fright-
ening. I want the Members to listen care-
fully, because this is a statement of fact.
Last year the requests came in for ap-
proximately $10.5 billion for the 22
spigots of foreign aid.

We had in this country what we re-
ferred to as the Revenue and Expendi-
ture Control Act. While we were cutting
back expenditures in America by closing
down projects all over America, and
causing some small contractors to go into
bankruptey—some of them had contracts
for projects which were 75 percent com-
pleted and the funds were impounded
and the contractors could not proceed
under these contracts—do the Members
realize that not one single project of the
4,408 projects and subprojects in the AID
program, in 99 nations and five terri-
tories of the world, was cut back as much
as one dime?

This year, while we are again consid-
ering making available the aggregate
sum of $11.4 billion, we have a freeze on
75 percent of all new Federal construc-
tion in America. I am not fighting that,
but I want Members to understand that
we are discriminating against our own
people in favor of many of the recipient
nations of this foreign aid program.

What are we confronted with? We
have permitted something to grow up in
our Government over which we have lost
control. We have 51,936 individuals
drawing monthly stipends from the AID
Agency—U.S. personnel, foreign na-
tionals, and participants.

This means there are 51,936 ambassa-
dors for more foreign aid who are scat-
tered in 99 nations of the world, with
the support of all the ambassadors in
those nations.

It is almost impossible for a small
commitiee, spending part time, to stay
on top of this mammoth program. I was
in hopes that the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee this year would come in and con-
gratulate the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee on Appropriations for going
into this program and ascertaining the
actual need, and not appropriating just
what some bureau or bureaucrats down-
town wanted. Evidently we are not going
to get that commendation.

Let us go into the details of this wild
and woolly foreign aid program. Lef us
take worldwide technical assistance. This
yvear there is an authorization of $200
million. Our commitiee recommended
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$150 million. Why did we recommend
this reduction? One of the factors was
because upon examination we found one
consultant was getting $260 a day, in
addition to all his expenses. There is only
one other individual in Government
drawing a larger salary, and that is the
President of the United States.

We found another one drawing $250
a day with all his expenses paid. We
found three drawing $200 per day. A
listing of these consultants can be found
on pages 311 and 312 of part 2 of the
printed hearings.

Then the Agency comes along and says
they want to allocate this money under
a different system. They want us to per-
mit them to go to the universities and
the colleges and enter into a contract and
give them a certain amount of money to
do a job. In my opinion that would de-
prive our committee of the right of ex-
amination to determine how many they
have under a contractual basis, how
many they have on another basis, and
what they are paying them.

‘While we do not think too well of this
new proposal, we are going to let the
Agency have a pilot program on that
proposal.

There is an awful lot of feeling about
another program which the administra-
tion says we have underfunded. But we
are guilty of overfunding the supporting
assistance program last year. Last year
the budget request for supporting as-
sistance was $595 million.

After a long and difficult time, we were
able to reduce the request by $230 mil-
lion, allowing $365,000,000, and of course,
the Agency screamed bloody murder that
this cut would destroy the program, that
this money goes to Vietnam, Thailand,
Laos, and Korea.

What are the facts? They came in this
year, and upon examination this is what
we found out: they actually needed only
$241,394,000 last year. We gave them
$365 million. We found on June 30 they
had $55,680,000 on hand unobligated
that lapsed because they had no use for
it. In addition to that, we found that they
had obligated $57,926,700 for projects on
which they had not submitted one iota of
supporting assistance program justifica-
tion material.

In addition, we found that they ran
a ghost project in South Vietnam. They
discovered they would have to use legal
bribery and pledge in advance to the
Saigon legislature, “If you will pass a
land-reform bill, we will give you $40
million.” So, lo and behold, on June 27,
3 days before the funds would lapse, they
had so much unneeded money, they allo-
cated $10 million to a purely nonexist-
ent ghost project.

I asked the Secretary of State, when
he came before our committee, “Is the
legislature in Saigon in session?” He said,
“¥es.” I asked, “Do you know whether
or not they have passed this legislation?”
He said, “I do not think so.” I can assure
the Members that he said, “I do not
know whether they ever will pass legis-
lation.”

Yet these people allocated $10 million
to a ghost project so as to obligate a lot
of this supporting assistance money.

My friends, there has been much feel-
ing about the supporting assistance pro-
gram. What did the committee do this
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year? I want the Members to pay par-
ticular attention to this, so they will
know we may have again overfunded this
program. The committee recommended
$300 million in new funds, and also rec-
ommended the reappropriation of the
$55,680,000 in unobligated funds.

Also, they have another little trick
known as obligating funds and then at
some subsequent date, when we are home
trying to seek reelection, they deobligate
those funds and start new projects. This
year, if you please, they are going to have
$35,910,000 of deobligated funds.

So I say that we are going to allow
in this bill funds in the amount of
$391,590,000.

Listen to the record. The so-called de-
obligated $35,910,000, in all probability,
will go to $100 million when we go home
for a brief Christmas leave, because in
supporting assistance in fiscal 1968 they
came up meekly and said, “Yes, we are
going to deobligate $18,850,000.” What
did they finally deobligate? $90,669,000.

In fiscal 1969 the estimate of deobli-
gated funds originally was $29,400,000.
What did they subsequently deobligate?
$61,022,000.

I could go on for hours on this bill,
pointing out its weaknesses, and I do
regret that my good and able friends on
the Foreign Affairs Committee do not
have the time to go into the details as we
do and establish for the record the actual
need and not agree with the wish of some
bureaucrat or some bunch of bureaucrats
downtown.

The only apology I have is the fact
that without exception during my 14
yvears serving as chairman of this sub-
committee we have overfunded the en-
tire program.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I will not yield to the
gentleman at this time, I am stating facts
and I ask the gentleman to challenge
them. I shall not yield until I finish my
statement.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us look at
another bogeyman.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, since
the gentleman referred to me, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I have not used your
name. You are only one member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, are you
not?

Now, Mr. Chairman, some of us must
assume the responsibility of facing up
to the serious situation that we have in
America, a public debt of $1,650 billion.
when you include the borrowed money
and the statutory obligations which say
we are going to give you in subsequent
years for some services you have pre-
viously rendered, and we have created
no reserves for these statutory obliga-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, every man, woman,
and child in this country is in debt to
the extent of $8,250 because we do not
have the time during which to go into
these bills in great depth as is needed
to be done rather than taking the recom-
mendations from the bureaucrats down-
town.

Mr. Chairman, I want to discuss one
item which is the $75 million request
which the committee did not approve for
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the new Overseas Private Investment
Corporation, OPIC. What are the facts?

This is a reserve to guarantee credits
to people who make investments abroad
if their property is expropriated or if
the currency is devalued. In other words,
it is a guaranteed investment. This idea
is 20 years old. About 8 years ago they
came in and said, “We need $180 million
for the Guaranty Fund and we must
have it. It is important. We need to im-
press the American businessman to make
investments abroad.” I asked the ques-
tion, “Is it not true that the full faith
and cerdit of the United States backs up
these loans?” They say, “Yes, that is cor-
rect, but it woulr be more attractive if
we had the money appropriated.”

As I said, they asked for $180 mil-
lion. We gave them $30 million. We
cut the request $150 million. Now,
this year for some reason or other, they
got the Foreign Affairs Committee to
authorize $75 million for this account. I
decided to do an examination on this
particular account. We found we had ap-
propriated $57,422,000 and they had col-
lected as of December 31, 1968, $62,950,-
000 and as of October 31 they had
collected an additional $9.6 million. So,
they have $129,972,863 in that kitty.

What is the loss record? During the
20 years of its existence, they have paid
out $11,820,000 in claims. So, they have
sufficient funds on hand at this time to
fund this program for 258 years and 4
months—I repeat, 258 years and 4
months. Despite that loss ratio they said,
“We want the $75 million. We are not
going to spend it. But if we put it in the
fund then it will make it more attractive
to businessmen who want to go abroad
and make their investments.”

If the $130 million were to revert to
the Treasury, the investment guaranty
program would still have the full faith
and credit backing of the United States
of America.

Let us go to another item in this bill.
You have 39 different agencies and bu-
reaus, not counting all the commercial
banks, where American businessmen can
borrow money to invest. They can go
to three windows of the Export-Import
Bank. The Alliance for Progress loan
fund is available for up to 50 percent
for that type of loan. The same thing is
true of the development loans.

More importantly, of course, would be
the fact that the American businessmen
have the necessary capital and do not
need to borrow from the Federal Gov-
ernment. But for some reason or other—
and we hope to find out why some day—
AID has come up with a proposal now
that they will transfer $20 million per
year for 5 years out of the repayments to
the two Development Loan Funds, to set
up a new lending program in OPIC.

This is just another little lending agen-
cy being created in the so-called Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation.
There is absolutely no justification for
it in my opinion, although there are some
Members who feel there is.

Let us go a little bit further—and if
you think you ean keep up with all these
people are dolng, you had better have
another think about it. There has been
complaint about the multilateral or-
ganization technical assistance program.

This year we have recommended $88.8
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million the same

for this purpose,

amount that was made available last year
for this purpose. As mentioned in the
committee report, the committee felt the
request for the UNDP—an increase of
$29 million—was excessive, so we reduced
the total amount requested for this pur-

For the Indus Basin they have asked
for $7,530,000. We have set that out in a
separate paragraph of the bill. So they
are getting what they asked for.

American schools and Thospitals
abroad, the committee felt that it should
recommend the entire amount.

We get down to the contingency fund.
Last year the Congress appropriated $5
million, this year your committee recom-
mends $10 million. This is double what
we appropriated last year.

Alliance for Progress loans—at this
stage last year we recommended $200
million; that is the identical amount we
are recommending in this bill at this
time for fiscal 1970.

For worldwide development loans, last
year at this stage we recommended $265
million, and you voted for what we rec-
ommended. We are recommending this
vear the same amount, $265 million.

If you look at the actual record you
will find that in all probability this pro-
gram is going to be overfunded, because
as of the first 5 months of the fiscal
vear they have committed themselves to
only $217 million. And if you look at the
two accounts it adds up, at this stage,
to $465 million.

Again, we are not criticizing the great
Committee on Foreign Affairs. But some
individuals always worry about whether
there is a budget request for a certain
item.

We do not feel that way—because we
are not holier than thou,

In the appropriation for American
schools and hospitals abroad, there is a
variety of projects numbering about
seven, There are no budget estimates for
those projects. The great Committee on
Foreign Affairs put them in its authori-
zation bill. They put them in without
budget justification. We say they are
good and we support them.

There are four or five schools in Is-
rael and, of course, the prototype desalt-
ing plant where we recommended $20
million to provide enough funds to ini-
tiate planning, design, and prepare spec-
ifications. The committee will take a
good look at this project next year to
see how it is progressing,

Mr. Chairman, I have had the honor
to chalr this committee for 15 years. I
am not smart, but I do follow the facts
as they are. I would not want to do
otherwise anyway.

There are a lot of things in this bill
that in my candid opinion, if I were to
go into them, we may not get a bill
through the House. But I think I should
state to the committee that the budget
request for spigot No. 1 only, title I of
this bill, the so-called foreign aid pro-
gram, is $2,710,020,000. The bill before
you, including the reductions the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs recommended,
recommends a total reduction of $1,110,-
640,000 less than the budget estimate.

This is just about the same percentage
cut we have made in prior years and with-
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out exception left the program over-
funded.

We are recommending a reduction of
$674,140,000 below what was authorized
by the House when it passed the authori-
zation bill on November 20.

You know, and I know, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs knows, that
this bill has many more stations to pass
before it finally comes back to this fioor.
It would please me very much to be able
to say we will bring it back just as we are
passing it. But I think it is only proper
to call the attention of the committee to
the fact that notwithstanding the fact
that there is $10,528,000,000 in total for-
eign aid requests, there is a supplemental
estimate for the Export-Import Bank for
$890,338,000 over and above that $10.5
billion figure.

I would point out that there is a pipe-
line of unexpended funds from prior
years programs of about $18,708,016,000.

If you want to get a general idea as to
how much you have in th: pipeline for
some of the recipient nations, I respect-
fully refer you to nage 5 of the committee
report. Some of these nations have al-
most a half billion dollars in the pipeline
to their credit.

I would respectfully refer you now to
page 6 of the report and then you will
get a general idea of what overspending
in the foreign field has done to this coun-
try.

As I stand here talking to you, I can
assure you that the deficit in the U.S.
international balance-of-payments ac-
count in the past 19 years amounts to
$36,896,000,000. We only had a surplus
in 2 of the 19 years.

In 1956 we had a surplus of $500,000,-
000. Last year we had a surplus of $93,-
000,000. But we did not create a surplus
by increasing our exports. Last year we
had the black satchel man looking into
the treasuries of the nations throughout
the world, and every time we found a na-
tion, whether it was one of the old aid
recipients or one of the new ones, be-
cause this country borrowed money to
pay for the commodities we gave them,
we permitted them to build up a substan-
tial foreign exchange surplus.

So the black satchel man arrived in
those countries and said, “We want to
borrow some of that money.”

Our man arrived in Bangkok, Thal-
land, and said: “We have given you a
billion dollars, but during that same pe-
riod you have built up a surplus foreign
exchange amount of over a billion dollars.
Now we want to borrow back from you
$250,000,000.”

This is the way that works. We are go-
ing out and borrowing American tax
dollars to ship the commodities to them
and letting the U.S. Treasury pay the
bill. That saves the foreign exclL.ange
they earn and permits them to build up
their foreign exchange account.

We told Thailand we want to borrow
$250,000,000. They said “No,” but after a
lot of pleading they agreed to let us
borrow $100,000,000.”

What are the terms? We will pay it
back to them in 4% years at 6-percent
interest.

I am not going to go into all of that.
I want to counsel with you. Our Nation
gives them a billion dollars in aid which
permits them to build up a billion dollar
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surplus foreign exchange. Then we go
out and borrow it from them, but we have
to pay it back in 41% years plus 6-percent
interest.

This is the way that program operates.
If T were to go any further into it, you
may defeat the bill. There is a lot of
information in this committee report,
and if you read it, this committee may
have your commendations and not your
criticism,

My friends, I am the biggest hawk on
the Hill. When my country is at war, I
support it. We are in trouble, and you
know that we are in trouble, in many
spots around the world.

Several years ago I made up my mind
that I would be a hawk. I remember we
lost 30,000 young men in Korea, and we
have lost 40,000 in Vietnam., We have a
few allies around the world. I think we
are committed in Korea, where it cost
us $2.5 billion to win the war. The figures
are classified, but we have thousands of
American soldiers there today.

In my candid opinion, if the doves, the
hawks, or even the hummingbirds would
read the secret reports I am going to
make available, they would be here seek-
ing to help correct this deficiency. It is
tremendous.

If we consider Nationalist China, I can
assure you that they are today spend-
ing tens of millions of dollars to pur-
chase military hardware from us. This
year they are going to spend some $50
million cash in the United States. You
and I know that I cannot reveal top se-
cret information. But I want the hawks,
the doves, and any Member to come and
read these secret letters. If they do, I do
not believe they could possibly support
an amendment to take the $54.5 million
out, unless it is done on a personal basis,
and I trust it shall not be. I want to de-
bate the question on its merits, I do not
want to hear the statement that there
was no budget request. The policy in the
Far East has been fixed, and it has been
fixed for many years. The only thing we
must do now is to decide at what level we
shall replace obsolete eguipment. The
budget is nothing more than a guide.
There is nothing sacred about that budg-
et. I should like to ask those who argue
that there is no budget request, about the
other bills, covering some $2,985,000,000,
that they increased without any budget
request whatsoever.

And I want to discuss another project
if you are going to get into the subject
of budget requests. It will touch on a
sacred agency, and we will have some
warm debate. I ask you to take into con-
sideration the direction in which we are
traveling and how hard your committee
has worked for many years and has now
saved in excess of $12 billion.

Mr, Chairman, since the creation of
this foreign aid progzram it has gone
into 121 nations and seven territories
of the world at an aggregate cost of
$182,583 million. That figure itself should
be convineing that we have gone too far
afield with the foreign aid program. We
have brought all the nations of the world
in but 14, and some of the nations that
we were once fighting, are getting money
out of this program.

Mr. Chairman, I refer the members of
the committee to the printed report of
the committee.




37954

Mrs, HANSEN of Washington, Mr.
Chairman, will the distinguished gentle-
man yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I am pleased to yield
to the gentlewoman from Washington,

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. I would
like you to clarify the explanation of the
$12 million for the United Nations Chil-
dren’s Fund, found on page 13 of the
committee report. Is it not true that
this amount is a “floor” and not a “ceil-
ing’ for the Children’s Fund?

Mr. PASSMAN. The gentlewoman is
absolutely correct. In previous years we
had funded the UN. Children’s Fund at
$12 million.

Last year we increarsed it by an addi-
tional $1 million because it was an an-
niversary, so they got $13 million. This
yvear we thought we would return to
the original figure, that no less than
$12 million would be available, but there
is no limitation. If the Department
should decide they need $15 million, of
course, then the legislation is broad
enough to take care of it.

My, Chairman, I commend the gentle-
woman for the great contribution she
has made for funds for the Children’s
Fund. She has interrogated on this item
every year and has made very sure that
this item was adequately funded. I am
very pleased the gentlewoman did ask
this question so we could make this
legislative history.

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I do
not rise at this time to take issue with the
gentleman's figures.

Mr, PASSMAN. I commend the gen-
tleman for modifying his feeling, and he
will wind up supporting my bill, I hope.
Does the gentleman have a question?

Mr, ZABLOCKI. I know figures can be
juggled.

Mr. PASSMAN. If the gentleman is
making a statement that I juggled the
figures, I can assure him I did not.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I did not as yet accuse
the gentleman of juggling anything.

Mr. PASSMAN. I hope the gentleman
makes sure he defines what is being jug-
gled, What is the gentleman's question?

Mr, ZABLOCKI. The gentleman re-
ferred to the 22 foreign aid facets, listed
on page 4 of the committee’s report.

Mr, PASSMAN. Yes.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I know the gentle-
man is very influential. Would the gen-
tleman advocate the authorization of the
funds for the 22 items listed on page 4
should be placed within the jurisdiction
of the Foreign Affairs Committee? The
gentleman from Wisconsin would like to
point out that some included in the list
should not be included as foreign aid.
Specifically the Migrants and Refugees,
Ryukyu Islands, Trust Territories of the
Pacific Islands, and the Export-Import
Bank, are not foreign aid programs. On
the other hand since the gentleman has
mentioned other programs such as Public
Law 480, Inter-American Development
Bank (FSO), International Development
Bank, for example, would the gentleman
use his influence to see that the author-
ization for these programs be placed in
the Foreign Affairs Committee? The
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Foreign Affairs Committee could then
take a look at all of these programs as the
proper legislating and authorizing com-
mittee.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am so pleased the
gentleman brought up that question. If
I go any further into this bill, we may
wind up without a bill. The people down-
town are specialists in fragmentizing and
hiding foreign aid. Does the gentleman
realize that they proposed that only a
small part is to be handled by the For-
eign Affairs Committee?

Here is something I just want to whisk
over, because we do not want to go into
too much detail. This has grown up in
the past few years. We have in this bill,
not even included in the $2,710,000,000
estimate, an amount of $665 million for
three banks. Let us take the Interna-
tional Development Association. This
year there are two requests for $160 mil-
lion each, totaling $320 million. What are
the terms for IDA loans? Here are the
terms: Fifty years, no interest, with a
10-year grace period, then 1 percent per
year repayment of principal for 10 years,
then 3 percent a year for the next 30
years. There is only three-fourths of 1
percent service charge for handling the
loan.

IDA was created, I assume, because
they detected other types of aid would
go down, so they started creating these
banks. If the gentleman will look at the
total bill, he will find items totaling $665
million for these three banks which are
also foreign aid and assistance but which
are not included in title I of the bill, the
so-called foreign aid program. So the gen-
tleman is correct. This is only a small
part. But the recapitulation is correct.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I am not questioning
the recapitulation. I am questioning
whether some of the programs and agen-
cies mentioned should be considered as
foreign aid.

Mr. PASSMAN. I believe I can give
the gentleman a better explanation. May
I explain it so we can all understand it?

I have a friend in Monroe, La., who
was an aleoholic. I went down and asked
about him, and they said that old John
had given up whisky. He had been on
that stuff so long I did not think he
would ever reform. Then, 3 months later,
I went down and asked about old John.
They said he was in the hospital. I asked,
“What is the trouble?” They said, “Al-
cohol.” I said, “I thought he gave up
whisky.” They said, “Yes, he did. But
he is now on vodka.”

That is the way this program is. They
switched to a different brand, but it is
still foreign aid.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, PASSMAN. I yield.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Not being a drinking
man, I would not know the difference.

Mr. PASSMAN. I do not drink, either.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. The gentleman's story
reminds me of an earlier reference of the
gentleman from Louisiana. In his open-
ing statement the gentleman insisted
that this bill does not contain any legis-
lation except in two little instances. That
is like being just a little bit pregnant.

Mr. PASSMAN. Let me repeat what I
said. This bill does not contain any legis-
lation. It includes only limitations we
have been carrying in this bill for years
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and years. The only two exceptions would
be the foreign military credit sales pro-
gram and a small project in Israel, plus,
of course, some new limitations the com-
mittee felt was necessary.

The other provisions we have carried
in this bill year in and year out. Tech-
nically, I could say perhaps everything
in the bill, if you want to get technical,
the Foreign Affairs Committee should
have looked at.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I want to compliment
the gentleman——

Mr. PASSMAN. I thank you for the
compliment.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. For striking out the
$75 million for OPIC.

Mr. PASSMAN, I knew the gentleman
wanted it out, and that is why we took
it out. I had reason to believe that, and
we were glad to take it out for him.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. May I ask one final
question?

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. As the gentleman
from Louisiana knows, the gentleman
from Wisconsin is deeply interested in
the military assistance program.

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. The authorizing com-
mittee did include $50 million for Korea.

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. And on the floor of
the House during the consideration of
the foreign aid bill $54.5 million was
added for Taiwan. I noticed the Appro-
priations Committee has stricken the $50
million for Korea but has retained the
$54.5 million for Taiwan. Would the
gentleman enlighten the House, the
members of the committee the justifi-
cation and the logic for the committee’s
action? What was the reasoning? Did
the Appropriations Committee hold hear-
ings on these items?

Mr. PASSMAN. If you start using logie
you are really going to embarrass me,
because I am afraid we do not use too
much logic in considering both the au-
thorization and appropriation bills for
foreign aid.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Undoubtedly the
gentleman would agree, however, we
ought to return to logic?

Mr. PASSMAN. I am just as strong for
the $50 million for Korea as I am for the
$54.5 million for Taiwan. I pleaded with
the members of my subcommittee not to
take out of the $50 million for Korea. I
supported it in my subcommittee.

We move on to the full committee.
Again I supported an amendment for $50
million for Korea. I turned to my dis-
tinguished chairman yesterday, when it
was defeated, and I said, “I must reserve
on this, and if the rules will permit, if
there is an amendment offered to put $50
million back for Korea, not only am I
going to support it but also I am going
to speak for it, because I know you know
this is a very small percentage of the
amount needed over there if we are going
to protect our boys.”

I support you. I have supported you. I
have supported you at every station. I
am going to support you if an amend-
ment is offered to put it back.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr, GROSS. I note that when the Sec-
retary of State appeared before the For-
eign Relations Committee of the other
body a few days ago, he said “we appear
to be cutting back on our share of the
job.” In other words, we are nof carry-
ing out our share of the foreign handout
load. Would the gentleman care to com-
ment on this statement?

Mr. PASSMAN. The Secretary is a
very personable type of fellow. This is
standard. He picked it up. It was put in
the direction books some 15 years ago. I
am very fond of him.

This is the same type of statements
they have made in previous years. I have
reported this bill in my committee, and I
have seen the white envelopes slipped
under the door to my chairman, not to
my present chairman but to a previous
chairman, and to the ranking minority
Member, saying, “Do not cut it. There are
grave consequences.”

So this does not cause me any alarm.

That is the stock answer, the stock
justification.

Mr. GROSS. And, I note that the Di-
rector of the foreign give-away outfit,
Mr. Hannah takes the same view.

Mr. PASSMAN, That is the stock line.

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if the gentle-
man has ever inquired into the amount
of money that has been allocated to
Michigan State University and to the
University of Michigan through the
years? This so-called foreign aid pro-
gram has been a bonanza for those two
institutions. I tried to get together some
figures for this occasion and it seems to
me that it now runs to about $40 million,
and there are open contracts in existence
dealing with those two institutions, Dr.
Hannah as the former president of one
of those institutions had an interest in
these lush contracts.

Mr. PASSMAN, May I say to the dis-
tinguished gentleman I think Dr. Han-
nah is one of the most dedicated Chris-
tian men I have ever met. I think his
integrity is absolutely unimpeachable. I
do not believe Dr. Hannah would under
any circumstance recommend a contract
for Michigan State University that could
not be justified as a contract for any
other college or university. I feel that
way about the gentleman. I do not know
that he knows anything about foreign
aid. He knows what he is doing in sup-
porting foreign aid and he knows only
what we are going to give him.

Mr, GROSS. Anyway, those Michigan
institutions have been and still are doing
very well on contracts with the AID
organization.

Would the gentleman address himself
to the proposition of the obligations and
commitments of money as of June 30,
the last day of the fiscal year?

Mr, PASSMAN. Well, I might say this,
that these people get very busy begin-
ning about June 25 and the amount of
work they do between June 25 and June
30 would justify three times the amount
of salary they are receiving based upon
how much money they can obligate in
the last few days of the fiscal year. Does
that answer the gentleman’s question?

Mr. GROSS, They seem to have done
an extraordinarily good job in shoveling
out the money at the last minute.
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Mr. PASSMAN. That is the period of
time from which most of your deobli-
gations eventually occur. As I say, I want
to be complimentary about this bill be-
cause I want to see it passed but if I
keep on talking, I might defeat it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The gentle-
man from Louisiana has said that his
committee has taken a look at the actual
need of the various programs prior to
making recommendations. I have three
questions.

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The first
question is this: What is the justifica-
tion for the very substantial cut in the
development loan program for Latin
America?

Mr. PASSMAN. Let me answer them
one at a time,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The other
question is, What is the purpose for these
cuts in the development loans, generally ?

Mr. PASSMAN. We are recommend-
ing the same amount for Latin America
now that we recommended last year and
that is $200 million. We have been into
this fiscal year for a total of over 5
months and the gentleman will find that
there is a considerable amount of money
in that fund. I refer the gentleman re-
pectfully to this report. Last year we
recommended $200 million and this year
we are recommending $200 million in this
bill. In addition to that, you may find
all kinds of spigots of foreign aid for
Latin America, There is a pipeline of
unexpended funds of about $1,162 mil-
lion.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN., Mr. Chalr-
man, if the gentleman will yield further,
the gentleman is looking solely at the
past, and not at this year's request.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am looking at the
unexpended funds. After all is said and
done, are we ever going to be able to say
that now we can start going back the
other way? Does this mean that for the
remainder of our lives we must dissipate
everything we see, hear, and taste? Is
there a law that says that we must burn
up the entire resources of Ameriea? I
think they are doing very good to get the
same recommendation this time as they
did last year, $200 million. They do not
need the $200 million, but we recom-
mended the $200 million.

Now, the next question, please.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I assume the
answer to the next question will be the
same.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am giving you the
best answers I have.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But if your
same line of reasoning is applied to my
question, I think I know the answer.

Mr. PASSMAN. What is the answer?
Go to the next one, if you know the an-
swer. I do not want to argue, but I am
trying to save time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If the gen-
tleman would let me ask the question,
why was so substantial a cut made in
the Development loans, worldwide, not
Alliance loans, but other loans? You rec-
ommend only 40 percent of what was re-
quested.
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Mr. PASSMAN. I can only say this to
the gentleman. Development loans,
worldwide, again last year we had some
$265 million at this point. This year we
are again recommending $265 million,
the same amount we recommended last
year.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. This is simply
looking backward.

Mr. PASSMAN. I do not know whether
you call it looking backward or looking
forward, I think it is looking forward be-
cause we are borrowing this money to
give away and some day we might have
to be called upon to pay it back.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN, I do not know
what figures the gentleman is using. The
report on page 22 says that $300 million
was appropriated last year, but your rec-
ommendation this year is $265 million,

Mr, PASSMAN. I have to clarify my
answer to the gentleman’s question. I
said at this time. We came to this floor
last year recommending $265 million. We
are on the floor today recommending
$265 million. If it goes over to the Sen-
ate, they may increase it, and in all
probability there will have to be a
compromise.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If I could ask
the gentleman one final question regard-
ing the cutback in the multilateral pro-
grams: Is this attributable to a feeling
that too much is being requested for the
United Nations development program?

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, If that is the
reason, why does the commniittee feel that
way?

Mr. PASSMAN. Let me say to the gen-
tleman—and I am very fond of the gen-
tleman, I like to kid the gentleman be-
cause the gentleman is a good kidder.

Mr. FREYLINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for the compliment—if it is
one.

Mr. PASSMAN. It is a compliment, I
am a lover always, not a hater; I am not
a great foreign aid enthusiast.

I believe that if you go to page 13 of
the hearings you will find the answer
where, if you look at the multilaterial
organizations, we are recommending
$88.8 million. Is that true, or is that what
you find? $88.8 million?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is what
the gentleman is saying. However, that
is a substantial limitation from the re-
quest.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am going to explain
to the gentleman what has happened—
and I do not believe there are 20 experis
in America who can match wits with the
51,000 people, directly and indirectly,
who are spending their full time finding
ways to give away our money,

First, they have changed its name. The
name of it now is Multilateral Organiza-
tions, whereas previously it was Inter-
national Organizations and Programs.
The $88.8 million is recommended in
new funds under the new name Multi-
lateral Organizations. There is $19.6
million carried now under Supporting
Assistance, which was previously carried
under International Organizations.

In addition to that, last year they
requested $17.6 million for the Indus
Basin. They carried that under Inter-
national Organizations and Programs.
This year they deleted that likewise from
the new appropriation, and they are
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funding that as a separate item, $17,-
530,000, as you will find in the report, and
we are recommending the full amount.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I might say
that the gentleman has not answered my
guestion at all, although he may have
made a basis for an answer which he may
still provide.

I understand from page 12 of your re-
port that $122 million is requested, but
something like $88 million is going to be
recommended.

That means that something is going to
have to be cut very substantially. The
fact that certain programs are no longer
included among those listed on page 12
is completely irrelevant to my question.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am going to make it
abundantly clear that we are funding
this program in accordance with the new
name, and if you return to the new name
the two programs that they transferred
out of the old name, then you are go-
ing to come up with full funding.

I make that for a statement of fact.
Subsequently, if the gentleman will take
the time and give me a couple of minutes,
I will convince you I am right.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I hate to im-
pose on the gentleman’s time.

Mr. PASSMAN. The gentleman is mix-
ing up the budget request with the au-
thorization of last year’'s appropriation
and what we are doing at this point.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. This gentle-
man is not doing any such thing. I am
referring to the figure on page 12 which
states $122,620,000 is needed. I am say-
ing, if you only provide something like
$89,000,000 for these same programs—
and not some other programs—I am not
talking about any other program—how
will there be enough to finance these
programs?

Mr. PASSMAN. I want to give you the
grand total, so that the gentleman will
understand—we are not reducing this
from $126,000,000 to $88,800,000; am I
correct there?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I think the
gentleman is wrong, as I understand him.

Mr. PASSMAN. I can assure you I am
not. I will be glad to reconcile this dif-
ference later for the gentleman.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. This discus-
sion proves the difficulty of legislating on
the floor. I do not think there is any pos-
sibility of reconciling this.

Mr., PASSMAN. I will bring this paper
directly to you so that you will get the
correct record later and say that I was
correct.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is as well
balanced a bill as you can expect your
committee to bring out. I want the com-
mittee to understand that the amount
of the reductions made this year, per-
centagewise, is about the amount of re-
ductions ' that we have made in prior
years—make no mistake about that. Past
experience has taught me—and the rec-
ord is on my side, that we are again
overfunding some of the programs.

But there has been so much noise and
so much pleading until we were actually
afraid to go any lower.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to support
this bill and I certainly am going to sup-
port the amendment to provide the $50,-
000,000 for Eorea.

I wish, if you would, recognize that this
is my job. I spend some 400 to 600 hours
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every year on this bill. I think I under-
stand it as well as any Member could
possibly understand it.

I hope the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union will give
this Committee a vote of confidence so
that we may in subsequent years, as we
have in prior years, continue to work for
you and bring information to your atten-
tion by mail and on this floor which
would justify your full confidence and
your enthusiastic support.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. Passman) has consumed
1 hour.

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

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee held
many weeks of hearings on this bill under
the leadership of the distinguished
chairman of the committee, the gentle-

man from Louisiana (Mr. PASsMAN).

I certainly want to give eredit fo the
members of this subcommittee who have
worked along with the chairman and
who have heard many, many hours of
testimony—reams of testimony. The
members of the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee differ at times and we do
not always agree on priorities as to
where reductions could be made or in-
creases made in the program. It cer-
tainly has been a pleasure for me to
sit with the members of this subcom-
mittee and to discuss this program since
early in the year—and we concluded
our hearings in late July.

Mr. Chairman, your Appropriations
Committee has reported to the House
the lowest foreign aid recommendation
in the history of these programs. While
the amounts recommended for the vari-
ous categories will be strongly debated
here today, I would like to take just a
few minutes to discuss the long-range
significance of our actions on this bill.

Some will say that the primary rea-
son for the $1.1 billion cutback from the
administration’s foreign aid request is
the lack of a constituency for these pro-
grams in an America beset by wartime
and domestic priorities. There is some
truth to that.

Some will say that the 40-percent cut
in economic and military assistance
stems from the disillusionment of for-
mer supporters of our aid efforts, due
to deep involvement in the internal af-
fairs of the recipient nations which ac-
company such efforts. There is =also
truth in that.

Others will point out the growing frus-
tration of a generous and charitable
people who have seen over $120 billion
of their taxes spent for economic and
social development overseas, then have
waited with amazing patience for im-
provements which seldom came. We
have all observed this frustration in our
correspondence and in our opinion polls.

These practical, political observations
will work their will on this bill when the
votes are taken. My votes in the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee, in the full
Appropriations Committee, and here on
the floor of the House are based this year
on an overriding consideration—the fu-
ture strength and success of our activi-
ties in and relationships with the de-
veloping world dictate a “bare bones”
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cutback in our existing foreign aid pro-
gram now,

Last February, when I was on a for-
eign aid inspection trip for the commit-
tee, one of our top AID administrators
in Turkey made an unusually candid ob-
servation to me. He said:

Aid too long continued at too high a level
becomes counter-productive,

For years our committee has been told
by a steady progression of foreign aid
administrators, all dedicated men, that
salvation for the developing world de-
pended on ever-increasing appropria-
tions levels for the existing assistance
programs. Relatively small amounts of
these appropriations were to be spent for
evaluations of current efforts, but the
resulting reports were generally printed
and filed, never to be heard from again.

I am disappointed this year to say that
the language of the fiscal 1970 budget re-
quest has not changed to any marked
degree. However, there does seem to be
more willingness on the part of the top
administrators and the President to ini-
tiate increased discussion of the funda-
mental rationale of our role in the de-
velopment process. In his foreign aid
message to Congress last May, President
Nixon called for “a fresh approach” to
the problem.

Late in October, the President called
for substantial and promising changes
in our relationships with the Latin
American nations. He proposed greater
reliance on multilateral administration
of economic assistance activities, less
overbearing “leadership” by the United
States, and for more emphasis on the de-
veloping potential of trade rather than
continued dependence on the artificial
foundation of aid. In short, the Presi-
dent advocated a badly needed restruc-
turing of our participation in the Alli-
ance for Progress.

There have been indications that some
of these basic changes are being con-
sidered in relation to our aid programs
in the rest of the world, In addition, this
truly could be called the year of the for-
eign aid studies. The Peterson Task
Force, appointed by the President as di-
rected by Congress in the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1968, is to submit its repert on
U.S. foreign assistance efforts by next
March 31. On September 15 of this year,
the Pearson Commission on Interna-
tional Development submitted its 400-
page report to the World Bank. The pri-
vate National Planning Association re-
leased an extensive report with recom-
mendations on foreign aid policy last
March. Several other private and con-
gressional studies are currently in prog-
ress, or have recently reported their
findings.

I would direct particular attention to
committee print issued on March 24 of
this year by the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs entitled “Staff Memo-
randum on What To Do About Foreign
Aid.” T mention this specific report *a
point out that some of the gquestions and
recommendations which are now being
considered constitute a radical departure
from some of our currently held theories
about foreign aid.

It is not my purpose to discuss in de-
tail all of the recommendations which
are evolving from these studies. In rela-
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tion to the bill before the House now
which funds our ongoing foreign aid pro-
grams for the next 62 months, it is im-
portant only that we acknowledge the
existence of these serious efforts to re-
design the aid vehicle. Let us remember
that if the current foreign aid approach
had been successful, these studies would
not have been initiated. It makes no
sense to continue funding at a high level
the ongoi-g programs which have not
worked, and thus add more superfluous
projects to a gerry-built aid structure
which has proved that it cannot work.

The present administration has de-
termined that continued foreign aid is
in our national interest. The appropri-
ation recommended by the committee,
with a few exceptions, will provide ade-
quate funding for a low-level program
pending the major redirection in our aid
programs and a redefinition of the aid
process itself which must come early next
year.

An exception I have taken to the com-
mittee’s recommendations concerns the
reduction of over one-fourth of the
House-authorized amount for the sup-
porting assistance category. In the re-
port accompanying this bill it is stated:

The committee expects that in allocating
the funds provided by this appropriation ac-
tion will be taken to the maximum extent
possible to assist in the Vietnamization of
our programs in that country.

With the amount recommended, this
cannot be done.

The President has pledged to the
American people his intention as Com-
mander in Chief to Vietnamize the war
and to bring our troops home as soon as
this process has succeeded. The original
request for the supporting assistance
funds deemed necessary for Vietnam in
fiscal 1970 was $440 million. The House,
in the authorizing legislation, cut the
amount for all supporting assistance by
$100 million, or to a total which is over
$25 million below the amount needed for
Vietnam alone.

Other supporting assistance program
requests, such as those for South Korea,
Thailand, Laos, Nigerian relief and U.N.
peacekeeping activities in the Middle
East, total more than $137 million, Even
with a carryover of $55 million in the
supporting assistance account, the total
amount available for fiscal 1970 would
be only $355 million, or $85 million short
of what is estimated to be necessary for
Vietnam.

There is no other item in our economic
assistance programs which deals more
directly with our own national interests
and security than the supporting as-
sistance category. Especially at a time
when, by continuing and increasing our
financial support for the Government
of Vietnam, ' e can hasten the day when
American combat troops will no longer
be needed in that tragic war, we must
not practice false economy here.

For the most part this is a good bill
and I intend to support it.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from
Kansas consumed 10 minutes.

Mr, SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. CoNTE) .

Mr, CONTE. Mr, Chairman, I have
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been a member of the distinguished Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations for 11
years now, During that time, I have con-
sistently raised my voice in support of
effectively planned and efficiently admin-
istered foreign assistance programs. I do
so again today, and ask my colleagues to
take a very careful look at what has hap-
pened to these programs.

To cut out foreign economic assistance
would be to turn off the lights of the less
developed world. That, however, is pre-
cisely what this body will be doing if it
accepts all of the committee’s recom-
mendations.

The House authorized a bare bones
budget of $1.8 billion for economic as-
sistance under title I, and the committee
cut those bones up into a thousand pieces.
Our recommendation—$1.2 billion.

This is not surprising to me, but it is
still a tragedy. Every time I have called
for continued economic aid, that budget
has been sliced and the military aid
budget has been stuffed in its place.

As my colleagues will note, I filed sup-
plemental views to the committee report.
I was joined in them by my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from California
(Mr. Coneran). I strongly recommend
that you read them because they raise
questions that each of you will have to
resolve in your own minds before voting
on this bill.

Opposition to foreign aid stems from a
variety of factors. One is the failure to
distinguish military assistance from
economic assistance. The result of this
failure is all too clear—the widespread
bitterness toward military programs that
have tied us down all over the world has
carried over fo our economic programs.

This is unfortunate because it is
through small and calculated economic
investments—not large and misguided
military adventures—that the best inter-
ests of the United States are served.

CONTE AMENDMENT

I have long felt that the United States
should not become the weapons arsenal
for the so-called free world.

It is bad enough when the recipient
can afford our new and shiny weapons.
It is even worse when the recipient can-
not, and that is precisely why I amended
our bill back in 1967 to prohibit the
fransfer of sophisticated weapons to
underdeveloped countries.

In view of current efforts to water
down my amendment, I would like to
explain what the committee did with it.

You will note that in the second pro-
viso under military assistance, we have
refained a general prohibition on the use
of ald funds to furnish sophisticated
weapons to underdeveloped countries,
There are five exceptions—Greece, Tur-
key, China, the Philippines, and Korea.

We have also retained section 119, the
penalty clause. The President must with-
hold in economic assistance the amount
a less-developed country, except the five
just mentioned, spends on sophisticated
weapons. This is mandatory, unless the
President himself determines such pur-
chase is important to our national secu-
rity and reports such determination to us
in 30 days.

The addition of new section 120 does

not change what I have said.
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In other words, the intent of the com-
mittee is to retain the Conte amend-
ment as it was. I certainly support this
action because, as I have said many
times in the past, these countries do not
have the money to waste on elaborate
weapons systems.

JETE TO CHINA

By the same token, I do not believe we
should give away sophisticated weapons
to any nation just because it is excluded
from the provisions of my amendment—
especially when they are neither re-
quested nor wanted by the President, the
State Department, the Agency for Inter-
national Development, or the Defense
Department.

This, however, is precisely what hap-
pened in the case of the jets for the
Republic of China. Over the strong ob-
jection of 169 of its Members, this body
authorized $54.5 million for this out-
right gift. And the committee, I regret
to say, went right along with it.

I strongly oppose this appropriation
because there has been no justification
whatsoever for it.

To begin with, I am deeply disturbed
over the fact that no request was ever
made for the planes, and over the cir-
cumstances surrounding its unexpected
inclusion in the authorization bill. I think
by colleagues should be equally disturbed.

Moreover, even during the very lim-
ited floor debate on this surprise move,
serious doubts were raised about wheth-
er Taiwan had any real military need for
the jets. One such doubt is that Com-
munist China may very well not have the
capability to invade the island republic.

It was also pointed out that Israel,
which in contrast to China is faced with
daily military threats, paid in full for the
jets we sent her. The appropriation we
are considering, however, is nothing more
than a big fat $54.5 million handout at
the expense of the American taxpayer.

This handout is as unnecessary from
an economic point of view as it is from a
military point of view. The economy of
Nationalist China is booming—{riggered
in large part by some $5 billion in U.S.
assistance over the last 20 years.

Now I ask my colleagues very pointed-
ly—how do we know whether China needs
these jets? Floor debate consisted of some
five pages in the Recorp, No supporting
material was sent "1p to Congress. In fact,
barely anyone knew anything about these
jets until that fateful day in November—
the 20th to be exact—when an amend-
ment was offered calling for the expendi-
ture of $54.5 million of the taxpayers’
money.

We are already half-way through fiscal
1970 and at the end of calendar 1969.
Why, then, not wait on these jets and
consider them at a later date in the new
budget, or even now in a supplemental
request? I might note that the Appro-
priations Committee is currently holding
hearings on several supplemental budget
requests.

Either way, the delay would give us a
chance to question the right people, in-
cluding Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird, about the need for them. I urge my
colleagues as strongly as I can to adopt a
wait and see attitude, and take a very,
very hard look at this item,
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My guess is that, if we do this, we will
knock the money out. This action not
only would save the taxpayers some-
thing, but also would improve the over-
all aid program.

For this reason Mr. Chairman, I plan
to introduce an amendment at the ap-
propriate time to delete these funds. I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting that amendment.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The problem of these jets is tied in
with the entire question of what the re-
lationship between economic and mili-
tary assistance should be. As you can
see from the budget, this relationship is
just plain lopsided.

The committee recommended nearly
$1.2 billion for economic assistance and
$350 million for military assistance, not
including the $54.5 million for jets to
China, under title I of the bill.

Now for one who believes that eco-
nomie assistance should take priority
over military assistance, this all seems
reasonable enough. It is not, because
this is not the end of the story.

The military appropriation under
title I is only a drop in the bucket com-
pared to what we really give out. The
fact is that an additional $2.2 billion
comes out of the Defense Department
budget to finance free world military
assistance forces in Vietnam, Laos, and
Thailand.

And this is not the end of the story
either. When you add in military credit
sales under title II, international mili-
tary headquarters and agencies, NATO,
MAAG's missions and milgroups, the
grand total for fiscal 1970 reaches $3.2
billion—or nearly three times the eco-
nomic assistance provided under title I.

It is also interesting to note that more
than two-thirds of that $3.2 billion—
specifically $2.5 billion—is funded by De-
par.ment of Defense appropriations
under a separate bill.

Our military interests permeate the
far reaches of the earth. We give this
money out right and left, often without
regard to its need, and sometimes even
in spite of the recipient. In the latter
regard, I would cite the reported $40
million we paid the Philippines and the
$1 billion we are paying Thailand to
stand by us in Vietnam. It looks like
we have to beg these countries to let us
“save” them.

In spite of all this, we did not cut one
penny from the regular military assist-
ance authorization of $350 million, or the
military credit sales proposed authoriza-
tion of $275 million.

ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

I am sorry the same cannot be said
for the economic assistance authoriza-
tion. However, as I noted at the outset,
the committee cut some $600 million from
the title I authorization of $1.8 billion.

I would like my colleagues to join me
now in taking a look at these cuts, and
I am only talking about cuts from the
authorization—not cuts from the original
request.

The committee cut $108.8 million from
the authorization for technical assist-
ance, and recommended only $313.8 mil-
Jion; or to put it another way, the lights
in the less-developed world have been
dimmed by that amount.
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Technical assistance is the heart of
our foreign aid program. It applies Amer-
ican technical and professional expertise
to the problems of the developing coun-
tries.

It is what you read about when we
go into the farmlands of a needy nation
and help them produce a new grain of
rice or a greater quantity of wheat per
acre.

It is the bread and butter of our ef-
forts to improve the basic quality of life
in these countries. And it is what the
committee has once again cut into a
thousand pieces.

The committee cut $114.6 million from
supporting assistance. It just happens
that the bulk of this money goes to Viet-
nam where it is directed to the peace
effort, not the war effort. It covers paci-
fication, Vietnamization, land reform,
and the like.

Thus, it represents the direction in
which we should be moving. Nonetheless,
the committee saw fit to cut it by more
than 25 percent.

The committee cut $137.5 million from
Alliance for Progress development loans,
and recommended only $200 million. It
did this in spite of the Rockefeller report
and the crisis we are facing in our rela-
tions with Latin America.

The committee cut $160.5 million from
worldwide development loans, and rec-
ommended only $265 million. Thus, it
even denied the developing nations the
right to borrow—yes, to borrow—enough
money for their needs. Incidentally, the
administration requested $675,500,000 for
development loans.

The highly acclaimed Pearson Com-
mission report was released in October.
This comprehensive study of foreign aid
comes at an important time—a time
when, the report notes, enthusiasm for
foreign aid is dwindling just as the drive
for economic development is beginning,

The Pearson report also gives a good
answer to the question of “Why Aid?”
when it appeals not only to morality but
also to enlightened and constructive
self-interest.

1 want to make it clear that I do not
approve of these cuts in the economic
assistance program. I am not proud of
what the committee has done to the
hopes and aspirations of the developing
nations, and I do not think my colleagues
should be either.

The committee seems to have cut this
authorization up with an ax rather
than with a scalpel. And like the surgeon
who cuts freely with his instruments, we
too will be called upon to explain our
actions—except we will have to do it be-
fore the peoples of the developing world.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORFPORATION

The committee cuts did not stop here.
It went on to knock out the $75 million
requested for the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation—even though
there was overwhelming evidence to the
effect that private investment has a real
role to play in the aid program.

This is bad economics. In fact, it is
among the worst I have seen on the
committee. According to testimony I re-
ceived from the administrator of AID,
Dr. John Hannah, this $75 million would
have generated some $900 million in new
investment.
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Or to put it another way, you would
get $12 for each $1 invested. I think a
ratio of 12 to 1 is pretty good, but appar-
ently it was not good enough for the
distinguished committee.

I know many of my colleagues share
my interest in encouraging private aid
programs. OPIC would have done this,
and in an extremely businesslike man-
ner. It would have administered two
programs—an insurance program and a
guarantee program. It also would have
made direct loans using repayments from
other loans covered by this bill.

But that is all over now, before it even
started. The committee saw to it that
OPIC would not get the money it needed
to carry on these programs.

There is an $80 million reserve for the
$7 billion insurance program, and a 25
percent reserve requirement, for the guar-
antee program. Some $85 millior is cur-
rently available to satisfy these reserves.
However, by the end of fiscal 1971, a total
of $165 million will be needed. Without
approval of the OPIC request, this re-
quirement cannot be met. In effect, the
committee has killed these programs.

The committee has also made sure
that the money from other loan repay-
ments would not be available for use by
OPIC for direct loans.

The overall impact of these two meas-
ures should be clear—no OPIC. Or to put
it another way, the committee did not
even give the corporation a chance—a
chance to save the taxpayers some money
and to bring a highly promising innova-
tion to the aid program.

I strongly disagree with the committee
on this.

CONCLUSION

The point in all that I have said is
that our overall aid program has become
self-defeating. Our noble efforts to lift
the development burdens of the less-de-
veloped nations have been offset by a
misguided and unfortunate preoccupa-
tion with military adventures—a preoc-
cupation a5 odds not only with the goals
of our economic aid program, but also
with the resources necessary fo accom-
plish those goals.

I urge my colleagues to take a very
close look at the military assistance pro-
gram. After you have done that, I urge
you to ask yourself whether you think
the committee is doing justice to the eco-
nomic assistance program and the hopes
of the developing world.

Mr. YATES, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Was not the gentleman
also joined in his views by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr, Boraxp) and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES) ?

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois. I meant the subcommittee
views.

The gentleman is absolutely correct.
Coming out of the full committee I was
joined by these two distinguished gentle-
men.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I compliment the gentleman
for the excellent statement he is making.
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I should like to associate myself with his
remarks.

Now, I voted against the authoriza-
tion bill because of that and I can tell
this subcommittee that there are many
people who shared my view in the House
and, therefore, that issue before us prej-
udices the legitimate objectives of the
bill.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
from California. Certainly, I am not go-
ing to threaten this House as to how I
am going to vote, but I must say that
after giving this a great deal of thought
and consideration and after standing in
this well for 11 years in supporting the
foreign assistance program, much to the
dismay of my colleagues on my side of
the aisle—supporting it under former
President Eisenhower, former President
Eennedy, former President Johnson, and
now President Nixon—I have made my-
self about as welcome as a skunk at a
lawn party and I am going to vote against
the bill if that provision remains in the
bill.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Did the gentleman’s sub-
committee have extensive hearings on
military assistance?

Mr. CONTE. Yes, we had hearings.

Mr. YATES. In the course of those
hearings was there any testimony offered
in support of the provision for $54 million
for planes for Nationalist China?

Mr. CONTE, Not a scintilla of evidence,
not a scintilla of testimony. This came
as a big surprise on the floor of the House
during the consideration of the author-
ization bill.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, was there any
testimony taken in connection with the
supplemental bill justifying this appro-
priation?

Mr. CONTE. No supplemental at all.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. The dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts is not exactly correct.

Mr. CONTE. I do not yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. I was going to
yield to the gentleman——

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Oh, please
do.
Mr. CONTE. If the gentleman wants
to discuss some of these other programs
in the bill I shall be glad to have a little
colloquy with him later.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. SHRIVER, Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 10 additional minutes.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the distinguished gentleman
yield?

Mr. CONTE. I do not care to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman de-
clines to yield?

Mr, CONTE. I hate to continue to be
bothered by the gentleman.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, if the distinguished gentleman will
vield, T am just trying to bring out the
facts.

Mr, CONTE, Regular order, Mr, Chair-
man.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman de-
clines to yield.

Mr. CONTE, The gentleman from
Brooklyn got treated pretty well in the
subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, we are already halfway
through fiscal year 1970 and are nearing
the end of calendar year 1969, The gen-
tleman from New York is holding up the
secret document. The secret document
says that should be brought in under a
supplemental budget.

But that is the avenue which should
be taken. That is what the secret docu-
ment says—which I am sure is not secret.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE)
has expired.

Mr, PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New York (Mr. ROONEY).

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not like to have to call to the
attention of the Committee of the Whole
the fact that the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE)
has uttered remarks which might mis-
lead the Committee.

The gentleman stated that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, of which he is
a member, had no information—not a
scintilla of evidence—about these air-
planes, these jet fighter airplanes, for
the Republic of China Government.

Mr. Chairman, the fact is that infor-
mation is contained in this top secret
document dated December 5, 1969, which
I hold in my hand and which the gentle-
man from Massachusetts himself has
read, if only within the past hour. He has
had the opportunity to read it previously.
Any Member of the Committee of the
Whole, as you were invited by the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
PassmanN) may come over here to the
committee table and read this document
and see how important these airplanes
are—and to whose interest—to the inter-
est of the Government of the Republic
of China or to the interest of the Gov-
ernment of the United States? They are
in the interest of the Government of the
United States.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER, I understood the gentle~
man from Massachusetts to ask whether
there had been any testimony on the
question of airplanes, and I did not
understand the gentleman from New
York to indicate——

Mr. ROONEY of New York. The
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. Pass-
MAN) has already stated there was no
testimony on this subject.

Mr. YATES. I asked that question.

Mr. FRASER. May I pursue another
point on the same subject? We had be-
fore us Admiral McCain, who has the re-
sponsibility for the Pacific Command. He
made the statement in his overall posture
statement to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs:

Moving south, another area of Communist
pressure is the Taiwan Strait. The Free
Chinese defensive forces and the Seventh
Fleet would render Chicon attack on Taiwan
a foolhardy venture,
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Mr. ROONEY of New York. The date,
please? Will the gentleman tell us the
date of this testimony.

Mr. FRASER. The date of Admiral
McCain’s testimony is June 26, 1969.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. This docu-
ment in my hand is dated December 5,
1969. I should like to point out that it
was utterly impossible for the Commit-
tee on Appropriations to hold any hear-
ings, because it was only approximately
a week ago that the authorization for the
$54.5 million was inserted by the House
in the authorization bill.

Mr. FRASER. If the gentleman will
yield further, it was striking that when
this subject came to the floor the other
day in the Foreign Assistance Act there
was no one who was willing or able to
get up and indicate why these airplanes
were needed, and I have yet to hear a
responsible person say that there is evi-
dence that the Chinese Communists have
the seaborne capability of sending
enough divisions across the strait to pose
a major threat to Taiwan. I might say to
the gentleman that I, too, have checked
some of the classified information, and I
find nothing there that justifies any dif-
ferent conclusion.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I thought
the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota was a member of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. All he needs
do is read the item appearing on page 51
of the report of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs on the authorization bill,
dated November 6, 1969, which practical-
ly invites everyone to offer an amend-
ment to supply these airplanes to the
Republic of China.

Mr. FRASER. I am familiar with that.

Mr., ROONEY of New York. I do not
know whether the gentleman voted for
or against this language in his commit-
tee, but the fact is that this is in the
report of the majority of his committee.
I should like to read briefly a part of this
language:

The Committee on Foreign Affairs has in
past years expressed its concern over the
military capability of Nationalist China com-
pared to the ever-present threat from the
mainland of China. There is danger that the
number and quality of aircraft in the Na-
tionalist China inventory may not be ade-
quate to cope with the new and sophisticated
aircraft now appearing, in Increasing num-
bers, in the armed forces of Communist
China. However, the austere funding of mili-
tary assistance programs in recent years has
limited Nationalist China’'s ability to improve
her air defense capability.

The committee has been heartened——

I take it that that is the majority of
the committee and does not include the
distinguished gentleman from Minne-
sota——
by the effort being made by the Department
of Defense to contribute to the solution of
this problem by developing and procuring
aircraft adapted to the regquirements of Na-
tionalist China as well as other countries.
Until such aircraft can be made available,
Nationalist China should be alded in ob-
taining our most modern fighter aireraft.

Now, this is the gentleman’s own
committee.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Surely, I
yield.
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Mr. FRASER. Let me tell you just two
things about that statement of the com-
mittee report. No. 1, there is no testimony
in the record to support that.

Second, that insertion was made at
the request of the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, who went to our
committee chairman and asked that it
be inserted.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Evidently
the gentleman has fault to find with both
his own committee and the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. FRASER. I just wanted to make
clear that this was not a genuine pro-
duct of our committee’s deliberations.
It was inserted at the request of a mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee,
and it ought not to be given any more
weight than that fact deserves.

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

Mr. Chairman, Members recognize
that the China situation is fully covered
with a top-secret document. I am not
privileged to discuss the contents of this
top-secret document but I can assure
this committee that the $54.5 million
recommended for appropriation for
China is an extremely small percentage
of the total program we may have to
make available to Nationalist China in
the immediate future. I am telling Mem-
bers that what we must make available in
the not-too-distant future is going to be
in the neighborhood of $400 million, If
we are not going to recognize the benefit
of this appropriation to our own security
and to that of our own Armed Forces in
that part of the world, then I think we
might as well pul] out of that part of the
world and come home.

Furthermore, as Members well know,
Okinawa is now going to revert back to
Japan in 1972. What will happen then,
we do not know. If Members will have a
look at this letter, I do not see how any
person—hawk, dove, or hummingbird—
could vote to take this money for China
out of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. DANIEL) .

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Lou-
isiana for permitting me to speak at this
time.

First of all, I want to say I support the
committee in its attempt to provide
fighter planes for Nationalist China. It
is time, in my judgment, that we should
make better use of the ready forces on
Taiwan, because I believe it to be in our
security interest.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Foreign Assistance Act. For 23 years
now we have been attempting to buy
friends over the bargain counter as we
would ordinary merchandise, and we
have fewer friends around the world to-
day than we have had in my lifetime, I
believe it was Bismarck who said:

The word “gratitude” is not to be found
in the international language.

Mr., Chairman, this program started
out as the Marshall plan in 1946 and
had for its purpose a very noble objec-
tive, which was to rehabilitate the war
torn countries of Western Europe, The
American people were told when this
plan was inaugurated that it would last
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for 4 years and cost the American tax-
payer $17 billion. It has lasted until now,
and as far as we can see into the future,
and it has cost us untold billions.

Each President since that time, be he
Democrat or Republican, has requested
an average of about $3 billion to carry
on this program. In each instance they
have predicted dire consequences for the
country if all of the amount was not
forthcoming.

Mr. Chairman, if we are really as bad
off as all this would seem to indicate,
then I suggest that our beneficiaries are
about ready to collect on our insurance.
What they are saying is that we are
safe only as long as we are able to
pay protection money. The fact of the
matter is that many of our leaders have
become so self-conscious of our self-
wealth that they have developed a path-
ological passion for giving it away.

This is not to say that a case cannot
be made for foreign aid, because it can.
This has been true in the case of Greece,
Turkey, Korea, and Formosa.

If projects can be brought forth which
will serve our national interest, such
projects can be funded out of pipeline
money which has been alluded to here
today.

Mr. Chairman, what I am saying is
that this country cannot shoulder the
financial burdens of the world, and if in
our attempt to do so we allow our level
of living to be dragged down to match
that what we are attempting to raise
then we will have served no man well,

The great tragedy, it seems to me, is
that the vast majority of the countries
into which we have poured our largess
are victims of their own economic sys-
tems. What we are doing, in effect, is
propping up economies which are rooted
in shifting sand.

Mr. Chairman, I grew up on the farm
and learned a long time ago that if any
living thing is going to forage it must
eventually be weaned. It may seem eruel,
for example, to take a baby calf away
from a mother cow, but it is not, really,
because one of these days that cow is
going to go dry and the calf, not know-
ing where else to find food, is going to
starve to death.

I suggest to this Committee, Mr, Chair-
man, that we are not getting a fair re-
turn on our investment in foreign aid.
The expenditure of these funds are con-
tributing to deficit financing, fanning the
fires of inflation, and aggravating our
balance-of-payments problem.

This program ought to be phased out
and a military assistance program
brought to the floor for consideration
on its merits.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am glad to
vield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from
Louisiana indicated that in the not too
distant future the sum of $400 million
military assistance will have to be made
available to the Taiwan Government, Has
any indication of this been given to the
gentleman’s Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs?
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I might say
to the gentleman, I am certainly not go-
ing to reply to that question directly. I
believe we have probably said far too
much already about subjects which may
or may not be classified.

I should like to say also, on the basis
of what has been said about the money
proposed to be made available for planes
for Taiwan, that I am glad, as a member
of the Foreign Affairs Committee, that
I voted against that proposal when it
was considered under the authorization
bill. In my opinion, this is no way to
handle a serious problem.

If more money needs to be made avail-
able for updating the military equip-
ment of any of our allies, it seems to
me we have no reasonable alternative
but to use the regular procedure and
consider a supplemental appropriation,
if necessary. That may well be necessary.

If I had any doubts about the wisdom
of the item in this bill, those doubts
have been resolved by what has been said
already

Mr, COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. COHELAN. I want to say that I
agree with the gentleman whole-
heartedly.

I wonder, considering the gentleman’s
long experience on the Foreign Affairs
Committee, if he could explain to us why
this is being done, when we have so
many other sections dealing with
strictly military questions?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I might say
to the gentleman that many aspects of
the Appropriations Committee actions
are incomprehensible to me. I assume
the gentleman himself might have a bet-
ter answer than I as to that.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE, I want to compliment the
gentleman from New Jersey for the ob-
servation he made with respect to the
planes for Taiwan.

I agree that perhaps too much has
been said already here with regard to top
secret items.

I urge all of my colleagues here—I be-
lieve what I said on the floor has been
misinterpreted, and I urge every one of
my colleagues here to go to the table and
read this so-called top secret document.
I want them to note the first line, which
I am sure is not top secret, and that is
that the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
Passman) called them down there and
discussed this with them after the au-
thorization bill passed the House, put-
ting the planes in; and the second thing
which is very important, and I am sure
not top secret, that the author of the let-
ter says this should come up under the
supplemental route.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for his comments. Let me say
also that I compliment him on his initial
statement.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. YATES. Has the gentleman's
Committee on Foreign Affairs been given
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secret information before in connection
with wvarious programs, including the
military assistance program, and has not
testimony been given to the gentleman’s
committee in support of such secret pro-
grams? Has not the gentleman’s com-
mittee brought its bill to the floor with-
out revealing such secret information?

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. That is a fact.
I might say also that Admiral McCain,
commander in chief of the Pacific Fleet,
appeared before the committee some
months ago and discussed this area.

Mr. Chairman, apparently we are go-
ing through the same spectacle this year
as we did last year. It had been my hope
that we would not do this another year.

During the course of the debate on the
foreign aid appropriations bill in Sep-
tember 1968, I commented on the dis-
orderly manner in which we were pro-
ceeding. This year also it does seem to
me, as it did last year, that an orderly
consideration of this legislation should
be possible even though we are nearing
adjournment. I know as well as does the
gentleman from Louisiana that it is close
to Christmas. As a member of the For-
eign Affairs Committee I know also that
he is going to remind me that the au-
thorization bill only came up for a vote a
few weeks ago. However, that still is no
excuse for us not to be given a reasonable
opportunity to see what the committee’s
recommendations are. We need to get
an understanding and appreciation of
the reasons for the cuts, and to have
an adequate consideration of a bill of this
substance. We need also an opportunity
fully to discuss it and to offer amend-
ments.

The rules of the House were disre-
garded last year, and we are disregard-
ing the rules of the House again this
year, Granted the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee has been late in bringing out an
authorization bill and I think it is re-
grettable. Next year perhaps we can be
more expeditious in bringing the author-
ization bill out so we will not share the
blame for playing fast and loose with the
legislative process.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. PASSMAN, Let me say to the
gentleman, if I may, that we are operat-
ing under a proper procedure of the
House in handling this bill.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I do not hap-
pen to think it is proper, I might say to
the gentleman from Louisiana, even if
it is legal, I think it is wrong to use this
approach.

As I said last year, and I repeat now,
just because we are in a hurry there is
no excuse for us to play fast and loose
with this kind of a bill. I do not think we
should be called upon to accept or reject
today the recommendations contained in
this bill., We have read in the newspapers
what the committee was going to recom-
mend, but I might say to the gentleman
from Louisiana that he has provided no
enlightenment at all as to the reasons
for the substantial cuts in the program.
He has apparently been confused by his
own eloguence in discussing the bill. I
understood him to say, regarding the cuts
that have been made in the multilateral
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programs, that not one dime has been
cut from them.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I think I
justified completely and fully my posi-
tion and the commitee’s position in de-
fending the cuts made by the committee.
The gentleman knows very well that we
have justified each and every one of
these cuts.

I would like to correct a part of the
record and I will answer the gentleman
by referring to page 13 of the report
relating to technical assistance wherein
it says:

A large volume of technical assistance and
preinvestment activity is handled by the
UNDP and the specialized agencles, and they
have played ploneering roles in many of the
improvements of the past two decades. The
world owes them great praise and apprecia-
tion for these vital contributions. Their oper-
ating capacity now, however, seems strained
to the limit.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 1 thank the
gentleman but I refuse to yield any
further.

Mr. PASSMAN. The gentleman appar-
ently does not want to listen to the facts.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I might say
to the gentleman that all he is doing is
reading from the committee report. He is
not dealing in facts. The report says that
in the opinion of the Pearson Commis-
sion the resources of the UNDP are
strained to the limit. Yet the solution
of the gentleman from Louisiana as to
this strain is to cut back substantially on
the funds requested.

This is a nonsensical way of treating
the President's suggestion for making an
improvement of a major multilateral
program for development assistance. If
we are cutting back on bilateral assist-
ance in line with the recommendations of
the Committee on Appropriations, and if
we are also cutting back on multilateral
assistance, is it because we are trying to
get out of the picture altogether? If we
are, why are we not frank enough simply
to say we do not believe in any kind of
assistance? My point is that if we believe
in multilateral assistance, we should
surely support the strongest element of
that program, the United Nations De-
velopment Program. That would not
mean a reduction of $29 million in the
funds reguested.

I see no other indication as to why
there has been this reduction except that
some commission says that the UNDP is
strained to the limit.

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

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Would the gentleman agree with me
that the program under the leadership
of Mr. Paul Hoffman at the United Na-
tions is taking steps to expand their re-
sources for operations through the use
of agencies not limited to the agencies
that they have been using to date?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The gentle-
man is correct. The leadership of Mr.
Hoffman has been of great significance,
both to our country for providing a man
of that caliber, and to the United Na-
tions program which has done so much
in so short a time. Quite obviously there
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have been problems in experience that
the UNDP has experienced. They are
providing about four times as much re-
sources now as they were 10 years ago.
This speaks well for the value of what
the UNDP is doing.

No one is arguing that a look should
not be taken at the way in which they
are operating, but if we believe in a
multilateral approach to aid we certainly
should provide money to carrv on that
program and not cut it back.

That is the only point I was making.
The chairman earlier seemed to think
that the committee had not advocated
a substantial cut in that program. I am
glad at least he now recognizes there is
a substantial cut recommended in that
program.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to commend the gentleman again for his
contribution, because I think we are clar-
ifying a very important point. At the
appropriate time I expect to offer an
amendment to restore the funds that
were requested. So I thank the gentleman
for raising the point he did in connection
with the item that was referred to by the
Pearson Commission.

In discussing it with the people and
the agencies involved, it is very clear they
have allowed for an orderly progression
because they have been limited by avail-
able personnel.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
5 additional minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for the ad-
ditional time.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I want
to join in commending the gentleman
from New Jersey for bringing out this
excellent point of his. I wonder if we
could ask the chairman of the subcom-
mittee what justification there was,
whether there were any hearings, when
the Committee on Appropriations de-
cided to put the proviso in the bill as re-
ported on page 13 of the report:

Provided jurther, That none of the funds
contained in this paragraph shall be avail-
able for transfers authorized by section 202
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969.

Chairman, will

This to me appears as legislation in an
appropriation bill. I wonder if the gentle-
man from New Jersey would care to com-
ment on this proviso?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I would cer-
tainly agree with the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. ZasrLock:) that this is
legislation in an appropriation bill. It is
the kind of thing I do not believe should
be permitted. I would hope that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations could diseci-
pline itself not to include language of this
kind, especially if the bill is considered
on a basis where we are not able to raise
points of order against it.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield further?
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am reluc-
tant to yield any further, because I have
some things to say myself.

Mr, ZABLOCKI, Mr. Chairman, I won-
der if the distinguished chairman would
tell us whether he had hearings on that?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I will yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
Passman) for that purpose.

Mr. PASSMAN. I have been in Con-
gress for 23 years, and I must say to
my distinguished friend that is the most
ridiculous question I have ever been
asked—the idea of having hearings as
to whether we should place a limita-
tion in the bill. Certainly, we did not
have any hearings on placing the limita-~
tion in the bill and incidentally it is
not legislation, it is a limitation.

Mr., FRELINGHUYSEN, The gentle-
man sometime ago revealed a reason
why a cut was made in technical assist-
ance. The reason seems to me very
flimsy. The gentleman pointed out that
there were some high paid consultants
and this is the only reason he gave for
cutting back on technical assistance.

If that is the sole reason, I would say
we ought to take a second look at all these
requests for cutbacks in these funds. If
we believe in foreign aid at all, we would
recognize that the knowhow that this
country has can be usefully transferred
to countries that need it—that is what
technical assistance provides.

I would have hoped that we would ap-
prove the President’s request for funds
in this area and not be bemused by the
allegation that there may be some high
paid consultants,

If there are certain abuses of that
kind, then why not check the abuses
but not curtail the program?

I asked earlier about the development
loan programs, both for the Alliance for
Progress and worldwide development
loans. There is a very substantial cut in
both of these programs, far below the
very substantial cuts made in the au-
thorization bill.

It has been said that if we appropriate
as much as the commitiee is recom-
mending this year, we will be as gener-
ous as we were last year. My point is
that this is not much of a basis to go on.
You certainly do not need much intelli-
gence to use as a blind reference point
what we actually made available last
year. Is it not more intelligent to look,
as our Foreign Affairs Committee tried
to, at what the money is to be used for
this year?

Almost 40 percent of this development
loan money is to be used to help people,
both in Latin America and elsewhere, to
develop their resources or for food so
that they can feed themselves. Why
should be try to slow down that process
of letting these people feed themselves?

As the committee report points out
on page 22, at the bottom, the basic
purpose is “to finance loans to the less
developed countries to provide capital
resources needed for growth. The loans
finance the commodities and technical
services necessary for construction of
factories, dams, education and health
facilities, and the import from the United
States of raw materials and capital goods
needed.”

Why—if that is what development
loans are for—and we agree that these
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objectives are good—are we cutting back
so drastically?

I would like to ask the gentleman from
Louisiana or anyone else whether there
is any reason for the drastic cutbacks
other than the fact that only a certain
amount was made available last year?

As an example, I point out that we
should go along with this level of fund-
ing—India alon¢ could use in develop-
ment loans $200,000,000 for food pro-
grams. If only $265,000,000 is to be used
worldwide for development loans, then
obviously India is going to get a lot less
from us. Also, if we cut back, it is ob-
vious that other countries that are con-
tributing assistance to India will cut
back. Thus assistance to these develop-
ing countries will be cut back at a time
when the needs are great.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Washington
(Mrs. HANSEN) ,

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, we have heard a great deal of
discussion about cutbacks. I think any of
you who heard the President last night
say to the underprivileged of America
and to those who are on social security,
“No, we cannot afford 15 percent for
these people who are pgetting $50 a
month,” and “No, we cannot afford an
$800 personal income tax exemption,”
can understand why there is a problem
on cutbacks.

Mr. Chairman, I serve on the Interior
Committee day after day, and day after
day there are items before us relative to
cutbacks and these are programs as wide-
spread as schools for Indians—food and
welfare for Indians and programs that
mean development in the economy and
of land which belongs to the Federal
domain in the United States—some 752,
000,000 acres.

I do think it only fair to point out that
this House provided $150,000,000 last
year—identical with this year. In the
Alliance for Progress funds the House
last year appropriated $70,000,000; this
year there is $75,000,000. In the contin-
gency fund the 1969 appropriation was
$5,000,000; in the 1970 budget it is $10,-
000,000. Alliance loans in 1969 were $200,-
000,000; 1970 funds are $200,000,000. De-
velopment funds in the House 1969 were
$265,000,000; it is identical this year. Ad-
ministrative expenses have been cut $1,-
000,000 and with justification.

There are problems of inflation and
budgetary restraints before each commit-
tee. This'is no exception.

Now I would also like fo point out
that I personally have always supported,
and will continue to support, techniecal
assistance and economic assistance, and
would support increased funds in this
area. I think this is the most valuable
part of this program, and I think it is
something the United States can take
credit for.

It is that program which the United
States is extending to the less developed
countries of the world. We try in this
bill to make some contribution to the
urgent and sometimes painful cries of
help from men, women, and children in
dire need of assistance and compassion.
People of the less developed world look to
Americans for leadership in the fields
of health, nutrition, and education, and

December 9, 1969

in the words of John Fitzgerald Ken~
nedy:
If a free society cannot help the many

Who are poor, it cannot save the few who
are rich,

_Each of us should remember our for-
eign aid technical assistance program is
designed to help people—not govern-
ments, not economies, not balances of
power—but, people. I have no enthusiasm
for our foreign military aid enterprises
nor will they in the long look build the
genuine security that technical and eco-
nomiec assistance will.

As recently as 1880, only 14 percent
of all Americans survived the years of
working usefulness to reach 65. Every
decade previous to 1880 revealed a darker
situation. People died because of malnu-
trition, poor sanitation, and inadequate
or unwise medical care. Babies were born
weak and sick because of inadequate
prenatal attention, and they succumbed
to disease because they were too weak to
fight it off. Primarily people died because
they were expected to die—attitudes to-
ward survival which were only realistic
at that time are horrifying to us in 1969.
Men married early and took the youngest
wives they could find because young girls
were stronger and more likely to last.
People had six and eight children because
they only expected to raise three or four.
Epidemics struck communities time after
time because no one knew how to stop
them; children ate the wrong foods be-
cause no one knew what the right foods
were, and too often there was no money
to buy enough of even the wrong kind.
Infant and child mortality was a prime
causative factor in the low rate of sur-
vival, mortality due in turn to depriva-
tion and lack of care, knowledge, and fa-
cilities—all the debilitating effects of
economic disadvantage through lack of
development. May I add, also, that in the
United States, poverty, nutrition, and
health require billions to make this
Nation completely whole,

HEALTH

However there has been progress. The
infant mortality rate in the developed
countries of the world is 2.5 percent, and
life expectancy is 70 years. Malaria has
lost its terrifying aspects, as have
pneumonia, influenza, and tuberculosis.
Typhoid and small pox are virtually un-
known in this country.

The reason for this dramatically im-
proved situation is rooted in our eco-
nomic and scientific advancement. We
know more about the causes and preven-
tion of illness and premature death; but
more importantly, we have the means
to sustain a healthy, sturdy, and highly
productive population if all resources are
utilized. We have found specific cures
for many diseases traditionally assumed
to be incurable, but far fewer people are
contracting these diseases, because the
population is healthier. And good health
is the result of economic development,
Just as the economic development of a
society is dependent upon the good
health of its human resources.

The picture is different in underde-
veloped areas in which two thirds of the
world’s population live, There, the infant
mortality rate is 11 percent, while life
expectancy is an average 48 years. Dis-
eases which we in America long ago erad-
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icated still rage in epidemic propor-
tions—not only the traditional killers,
but also simple childhood diseases are
fatal or crippling. Measles, for example,
kills one afflicted West African child in
five, while it leaves many survivors blind
or deaf. One out of every four Africans
stricken dies of smallpox.

The age structure of an unhealthy
population may yield twice the number
of mouths to feeu as it does hands to
work, because of the smaller proportion
that survive to enter the productive age.
A large percentage of children are fed
and housed and educated only to die be-
fore reaching an age at which they can
contribute to the economy that sup-
ported them. This situation is further
aggravated by the fact that the produc-
tivity of the survivors is reduced by the
same diseases or deficiencies that kill
their dependents who have never
produced.

Therefore, the major contributions of
health programs to economic develop-
ment are to carry the population through
the productive years and, at the same
time, to increase produectivity by the
significant reduction of illness and the
building of stronger bodies. If the object
of our foreign aid is to help weak nations
become strong, viable economies, one of
our main efforts must be directed toward
the support of their irreplaceable human
resources. This is why AID has increased
its programs of assistance dramatically
in the area of health, working for the
greater productivity and better life
which good health makes possible.

Apart from the major work being done
in the field of family planning and pop-
ulation growth, AID’s health programs
fall into three main categories: First,
helping to reduce and ultimately to solve
the problem of malnutrition, above all in
mothers and children; second, assisting
in the control and eradication of com-
municable disease; and third, helping the
poor nations to find and train their own
health workers.

NUTRITION

During the past year the world has
been horrified by the deaths of 1 million
people—mostly children—in the Nigeria-
Biafra conflict. These' desths were not
the result of bullets or bombs. They were
caused by starvation and malnutrition.

And in the United States we have been
especially appalled and ashamed by the
disclosure that 14 million Americans are
malnourished. For this to occur in the
world’s most afluent nation is incon-
gruous and outrageous.

But malnutrition anywhere is unnec-
essary—in the 20th century. It need not
and should not exist. It will not exist, if
we provide the proper support for meas-
ures being taken to end malnutrition.
We have the means to end it.

It is estimated that throughout the
world 10,000 deaths per day are caused
directly or indirectly by malnutrition.
But the foreign assistance programs
aimed at wiping out this statistic are not
solely humanitarian—although that
would be justification enough. These pro-
grams are also a means to an end—eco-
nomic development.

For malnutrition affects learning ca-
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pacity: it reduces productivity; it in-
creases the frequency and duration of
illness. It saps the strength of a people,
and this retards the pace of economic
and social progress.

Nutrition thus extends beyond the
province of the dietitian and specialist.
It becomes the concern of the economist,
the educator, the agriculturist, the doc-
tor, the lawmaker,

The Agency for International Devel-
opment has recognized this. AID carries
on a number of important programs
aimed at ending malnutrition. One of
these, of course, is the direct feeding of
more than 50 million children in 105
countries, These children are not only
getting the calories they need through
the food-for-peace feeding programs,
but through additives such as CSM—
corn-soya-milk—they are getting the
vital proteins required for health. Other
high-protein food blends are being in-
troduced, as, for example, WSM—wheat-
soya-milk. And AID has taken the lead
in developing FPC—fish protein concen-
trate—which is even higher in protein
content than vegetable produets.

AID works with and helps finance vol-
untary agencies in the school lunch and
material feeding programs. AID also is
encouraging private investment in the
nutrition field, helping American firms
develop foods and beverages that use in-
digenous products in the developing
countries.

AID financed research projects are
seeking new ways of fortifying foods
with amino acids. And, most signifi-
cantly, AID is helping researchers find
ways of breeding strains of wheat, corn,
and rice that carry their own high-
protein content.

These are exciting programs and proj-
ects. They will be of immense benefit to
the entire world. They should be en-
couraged and strengthened—so that
malnutrition no longer will be the rea-
son for a child's death, here or in Afriea,
or anywhere in the world.

DISEASE ERADICATION

Another major objective is the con-
trol and eradication of disease. In this
area, AID plans to continue working
with other government and international
health organizations such as WHO and
UNICEF, to combat the ravages of small-
pox, cholera, measles, sleeping sickness,
and other diseases on a worldwide scale.
In the hot, often damp climates where
most of the people of the poor nations
live, disease travels like wildfire, crossing
national boundaries and spreading con-
tagion rapidly among hundreds of
thousands of people who live in un-
sanitary, primitive conditions. Hence
innoculation on a mass scale must be
combined with specific research and
technical projects, to identify sources
of contagion and then to isolate and
eliminate these sources, rather than
simply containing them. At the same
time, a basic education and informa-
tion program must be conducted, to in-
struct real and potential victims in self-
protection against future attacks of the
same or similar diseases.

Typical of the projects in which AID
has been cooperating is the West African
vaccination program. The goals of this
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program include the immunization of
110 million people against smallpox and
the eradiction of rinderpest among
cattle in the region.

These are only a few of the better
known epidemic diseases which AID is
fighting. Many people have never heard
of the others, but among them are some
which have far more severe economic ef-
fects on the less-developed ccunftries
than diseases like measles. Onchocer-
ciasis, or river blindness, alone infects 20
million people and prevents the settle-
ment of some of the most fertile river
valleys in Africa.

At the same time, enteric diseases are
a major cause of death in developing
countries, resulting from contaminated
water and poor sanitation. Supplies of
drinkable water and adequate sewage
disposal are the only effective and eco-
nomical solutions to this problem. AID
has been working with the World Health
Organization, the Pan American Health
Organization, and international lending
agencies and banks, to install or ex-
pand community water supply systems in
a number of countries, and to train
professional waterworks operators to
maintain them.

MANPOWER FOR HEALTH

In regard to AID's third major health
goal, it is clear that if health is a key to
sound and rapid development, well-
trained manpower is the key to effective
public health systems. In the past 10
years, ATD’s efforts in the health man-
power field have concentrated in higher
education, facilities for producing a
greater number of doctors and nurses in
developing nations, and hospital con-
struetion,

But the more critical immediate ob-
stacle to rapid and significant improve-
ment in health conditions is the shortage
of auxiliary workers or paramedical per-
sonnel, of trained technicians below the
professional level, who are sufficiently
skilled to be effective, particularly in
rural areas remote from cities and doc-
tors. AID has redesigned the emphasis
of its assistance to help remove this ob-
stacle, chiefly a problem in organizing
and training on a scale commensurate
with need. In Laos, for example, where
there are almost 26,000 people per doctor,
health workers are receiving short-term
training as medical aides and in practi-
cal skills, enabling them to man health
stations in remote rural areas. Mobile
teams are an additional feature of simi-
lar programs in neighboring Thailand.
In addition to providing basic health
services, these workers also assist in bet-
ter nutrition, family planning, and dis-
ease control through elementary sanita-
tion.

Which brings us to the problem of
education.

Americans are frequently being
warned these days, ‘“You cannot get to-
morrow’s jobs with today’s skills.”

That slogan is quite true of course, But
there is another and meaningful mes-
sage in it that applies not only in our own
Nation but to conditions beyond our own
shores. We have under training in less-
developed nations of the world, many
people who do not even have yesterday’s
skills, the basic skills needed to lift them
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above the level of a life of mere subsist-
ence, Many can neither read nor write.

No matter how many dollars we spend
helping less-developed countries build up
industry and agriculture, without educa-
tion for their people they can gain no
real self-sufficiency, no political stability,
no democracy, and no future.

That is why our foreign aid program
stresses a continuing spread of knowl-
edge,

During fiscal 1969, AID committed
about $115 million for education and
manpower training in developing coun-
tries. The Agency is helping to
strengthen educational planning and in-
crease and upgrade the supply of teach-
ers and teaching materials. AID is
continuing to support development of
educational facilities to serve regional
and multicountry needs. Strong efforts
in this direction are being made in both
East Asia and Africa.

Some 430,000 students attended college
level AID-assisted schools in fiscal 1969.
Over 60,000 teachers complete their
courses during the year. Just over 19,000
teachers received inservice training with
AID help. Some 22 million students below
the college level were enrolled in AID-as-
sisted schools. About 10,000 classrooms
were constructed with financial support
irom AID and over 17 million textbooks
and other technical publications were
either produced or distributed with AID
assistance.

In India and Pakistan, AID continued
to encourage science education with spe-
cial summer science institutes. Over 20,-
000 Indian teachers at the college and
polytechnic levels have received training
since fiscal 1864. Six thousand were
trained in fiscal 1969. An arrangement
with the National Science Foundation is
providing information on low-cost labo-
ratory equipment which can be produced
within the developing countries.

In support of innovations in educa-
tion the Agency has provided additional
funding for an educational TV project
in El Salvador. This pilot project should
bring about the most comprehensive re-
form of education yet begun in a devel-
oping country.

AID, in cooperation with the Organi-
zation of American States, is developing
a series of regional training centers in
educational broadecasting. Planning for a
similar regional center in Southeast Asia
is well advanced. The Agency has also
made arrangements for a major feasi-
bility study to explore the use of pro-
gramed instruction in India and Paki-
stan.

In promoting self-help, a plan is now
in effect for the Association of African
Universities to take over the administra-
tion of the African higher education pro-
gram through which the Agency sup-
ports study by African students in se-
lected fields at African universities.

We are not only helping to build both
educational structures within the de-
veloping countries—AID is bringing
promising students to the United States
to learn. This year there are about 10,000
foreign students studying in the United
States—potential leaders in the fields of
agriculture, education, public adminis-
tration, health and family planning, pub-
lic safety, and industry and transporta-
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tion. Their average age is between 30
and 35. About half come from Asia,
one-fifth from Africa, and a third
from Latin America, and their average
training period in the United States is 9
to 12 months. About half who come here
are on academic programs, 25 percent on
shorter specialized programs, 15 percent
are on-the-job training, and 10 percent
on observation training programs.

This is a kind of world university—
whose faculty are the training and edu-
cation facilities of American universities
and colleges, American industry, Amer-
ican labor, American cooperatives,
American foundations, American farmer
associations, American government; an
international university—whose students
come from about 70 developing coun-
tries; and whose administration is han-
dled by AID in cooperation with about 35
other Federal agencies and hundreds of
private institutions across the United
States.

There remains much to do in expand-
ing, and giving greater priority to co-
operative Government-private sector en-
deavors in “closing the worldwide learn-
ing gap.”

This program combines low cost to the
U.S. taxpayer and a potential for highest
benefit to every country involved.

It is a program which can over the
yvears do much to increase political and
economic stability and well-being in the
emerging nations of the world.

The argument that foreign aid tech-
nical assistance is a giveaway which
hurts the U.S. economy is not true. The
foreign assistance program pumps money
into our economy and buys American
goods and services which are sent abroad
while the money stays home.

Except for assistance to Latin America,
ATID regulations require that almost all
commodities financed by AID develop-
ment loans and supporting assistance
loans or grants must be purchased from
U.S. sources. As a result, about 98 per-
cent of the commodities financed by
AID in fiscal 1969 were purchased from
U.S. manufacturers. The total amount
of money which these manufacturers
received was well over $887 million.

These funds purchased such varied
products as fertilizer, industrial machin-
ery, steel, paper, tractors, oil, and textiles.
American shipping lines earned millions
of dollars from carrying these products to
their destinations. One result of all this is
the creation of permanent markets for
future cash exports.

AID's technical service contracts give
a further boost to our economy, As of
December 31, 1968, AID had in effect
over a thousand technical service con-
tracts with private American institu-
tions, companies, and individuals. The
value of these contracts was $508 mil-
lion.

Dollars return to the United States in
interest payments and capital repay-
ments on loans made in the past. In the
current fiscal year, it is estimated that
this net inflow of dollars under the AID
program will total $197 million. The in-
flow will increase as receipts from in-
terest and repayments continue to rise.

The U.S. economy benefits in another
way from the AID program. Poor coun-
tries are poor markets for American
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exports. International development
greatly expands the base of foreign trade.
U.S. exports to Iran, Israel, and Tai-
wan—countries on the AID roles just
a few years ago—doubled between 1963
and 1968.

In conclusion, the foreign economic
and technical assistance is part of our
national concept of deceney and Christi-
anity, we help the sick, the malnourished,
the poor, and oppressed. In this Christ-
mas season it seems fitting to remember
Christ’s words:

As ye have done unto the least of these,
ye have done it unto Me.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ADAIR).

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I have
asked for this time to put some questions
to the gentleman from Louisiana, the
chairman of the subcommittee, concern-
ing the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation.

From what I read and understand, I
take it that it is the will of the subcom-
mittee that the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation be not established.
‘Would the gentleman comment upon
that?

Mr. PASSMAN. If the gentleman will
yield, the subcommittee and the full
committee have provided for the Agency
to be established, but we did not provide
the $75 million requested for the Guar-
ranty Fund. I can tell you why, and I
am sure this was never brought to the
attention of the gentleman from Indiana.

The agency has been attempting to
promote this particular account for
many, many years. A few years ago they
came before the committee and stated
they needed $180 million, They actually
made a very poor case for the $180
million, so we cut them $150 million and
gave them $30 million.

Since the creation of the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation the
amount of appropriated funds and fees
collected gives the agency an amount on
hand at this time of $129,972,000. They
have paid out in claims during that en-
tire 20-year period only $11,820,000. So
on the basis of the record, they are pres-
ently funded for a period of 258 years
and 4 months, ThHey said to us that they
would not spend the money but if we
would appropriate it, it would look more
attractive to American business people
who wanted to invest abroad, even
though all the accounts would already
be guaranteed by the faith and credit
of the Federal Government. That is in
the hearings.

Furthermore, the second part of it,
they wanted to transfer $20 million per
year for 5 years out of repayments to the
development loan funds so as to create
a $100 million lending agency. We felt
that inasmuch as we had 39 other
agencies attempting to make loans for
overseas investment and recognizing that
under the Alliance for Progress and also
on the development loan program 50 per-
cent of the total funds can be used for
this purpose alone, that there was no
need for the additional $75 million.

For that matter, if we run the gambit
we will find out there are 39 different
sources of revenue for people who may
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want to invest in businesses overseas.
Experience certainly teaches, and the
record backed us up in prior years, that
most businesses have their own capital.
We found that some of the applications
were from businesses who were semi-
insolvent, and in all probability should
not go overseas anyway. So for many
reasons the committee did not recom-
mend these funds. But in a subsequent
year, if there could be established the
types of businesses and the type of credit
and the type of security and the type of
need, if I am still on the committee,
whether I am chairman or not, I would
be very happy to consider anything the
gentleman recommends.

Mr. ADAIR. Let me put the question to
the gentleman in a different way. Is it not
true that the action of the committee
has made impossible the establishment
of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation?

Mr, PASSMAN. Absolutely not.

Mr. ADAIR. That is, as provided in the
authorizing legislation?

Mr. PASSMAN. No. If the gentleman
will turn to page 4 of the bill, beginning
on line 8, he will see that the agency has
been authorized. It is in the bill itself, not
in the report.

Mr. ADAIR. Then is it true that all
funds have been denied to that agency?

Mr. PASSMAN. At this time. That is,
the guaranty fund of $75 million.

Mr. ADAIR. So at best what we would
have would be an agency without any
funds with which to operate.

Mr. PASSMAN. They have $130 mil-
lion, and under this legislation there are
certain ways to use it, and inasmuch as
they have 258 years’ supply of money, we
just did not feel like loading the account
with any further funds.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the gentleman from Louisiana
his interpretation of the effect of section
122 of the bill, on page 15.

Mr. PASSMAN. Under this section,
it was intended to establish $100 million
as a revolving fund, to be funded out re-
payments to the development loan fund,
and to transfer $20 million per year over
to this new revolving fund.

Mr. ADAIR. We provided 2 years.

Mr. PASSMAN. Is that not true?

Mr. ADAIR. The proposal was for five,
and we provided two.

Mr, PASSMAN. We did not feel the
witnesses made any reasonable justifica-
tion for the fund. Therefore, the com-
mittee, by a very one-sided vote, denied
it, and the full committee also denied it.

Inasmuch as we have so many lending
agencies, and inasmuch as the President
is impounding 75 percent of all funds for
new starts, .. would appear to me this
new lending agency could be postponed
until we do have better conditions in
this country, and not create a brandnew
agency overnight to do wha’ other agen-
cies are already doing. If we had any
justification as to what types of loans
and wheot businesses and in what
amounts, we could have given some con-
sideration to it, but these people did not
know anything about it whatsoever.

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

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I make
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the point of order that a quorum is not
present.
The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The Clerk will call the roll.
The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to

their names:
[Roll No. 308]

Fuqua
Gettys
Gray
Gude
Hays
Hébert
Hogan
Hosmer
Jarman
Kirwan
Kyl
Landrum
Lipscomb
Macdonald,

Nichols
O'Hara
Ottinger
Powell
Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Riegle
Rosenthal
Ruppe
Scheuer
Taft
Tunney
Utt

Abbitt
Addabbo
Erademas
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Cahill

Carey

Celler
Chisholm
Clark

Clay

Cowger
Cramer
Dawson
Downing
Eilberg
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flowers
Fulton, Tenn.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill HR. 15149, and finding it-
self without a quorum, he had directed
the roll to be called, when 376 Members
responded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted the names of the absentees
to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from California (Mr, COHELAN).

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the chairman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time not
to add to your store of knowledge but to
explain that the remarks which have
been made by our distinguished col-
leagues from Massachusetts and New
Jersey, I share them completely.

In relation to the report, I would hope
that the members of the committee will
take the time to read the additional views
of our colleague the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. RIEGLE), a member of the
committee, who speaks to the general
problem of foreign aid and where we are
going.

I will say to the Committee that I have
learned a great deal while serving on this
committee under the distinguished chair-
manship of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana. Much which the gentleman has
said about this bill is unfortunately quite
true. It has become a bag of worms.

I am very happy that the Rudy Peter-
son Commission headed by the distin-
guished chairman of the Bank of America
is currently studying the foreign aid pro-
gram. I feel confident, on the basis of
the conversations which I have had with
some of the people involved in that study,
that we will come out one of these days,
hopefully, with a development loan pro-
gram and an assistance program that
will be directed solely to the problems of
developing nations. In addition it is my
hope that military assistance will be
transferred to the Department of De-
fense where it belongs. If this is done we
would not be involved in the kind of
hassle we are having here today over
proper legislative methods.

Vander Jagt
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wydler
Young

Mass.
Mailliard
Morton
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Nelsen

37965

It seems obvious te me that there
should be a supplemental appropriation
where at the end of the year we could
have hearings. Or better still, it could be
put over until next session. There is ab-
solutely no reason why we cannot do this
in an orderly legislative manner. Then
there would be no doubt about whether
or not this is a required military pro-
gram.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. I want to say to the
gentleman that not too long ago and
during the discussion this afternoon
there was reference to the secret report
on China and it was alleged that this
report gave support to the idea that we
needed this $55 million for Taiwan,

I want to advise the gentleman that I
for one have read the report and find
that the report does not support the $55
million for Taiwan for jets. If one reads
it one will find that other items are given
a higher priority than the jets author-
ized or contemplated in the bill now
pending before us.

I do not know if the gentleman from
California has had the time during
which to read the report, but I would
recommend it to him.

Mr. COHELAN. I have heard of the
report in the committee and I have had
the opportunity to listen to the distin-
guished gentleman, but I am much less
impressed by supporting arguments—I
only wish I had heard a little from Mr.
Lamrp and Mr. Rocers on it. This whole
thing has been so informal that it is
shocking.

May I say to the committee that I am
not against military assistance if we can
Jjustify it. Certainly there may be a case
for it.

With reference to the Korean situa-
tion there has been some discussion with
men whom I greatly admire about the
Korean item. I have beea to Korea
enough times to know that there has
been an argument going on for some
years about whether or not we ought to
keep 60,000 troops in Korea. As the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. RiecLE) points out in his separate
views, we had better commence “Ko-
reanizing” there as we are “Vietnamiz-
ing” in Vietnam. Instead we have this
amendment dropped in our lap. The
question of deleting $50 million by sub-
committee action, in striking it out, was
more than justified. I am merely arguing
on a procedural basis that the money for
Korea and Taiwan was not adequately
justified because I do not have enough
time to develop the foreign policy ques-
tions thoroughly.

Might I say in one final pleading com-
ment, this bill is measured far too much
on the basis of our feelings about an ad
hoc Taiwan amendment and I would
hope that we can defeat the amendment
at the appropriate time and go ahead and
pass the other important provisions con-
tained in the bill.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. COHELAN. I would like to ask the
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members of the commitiee to give me
your attention for just 1 minute. I intend
fo propose at the appropriate time a res-
toration of the funds which have been
cut from the UNDP program. The com-
mittee report refers to the Pearson Com-
mission and it points out the fact and
says that this program is being operated
at too tight a pace.

At the appropriate time I will give you
the explanation for this. I have discussed
it with the authorities, and they told me
what is going to happen if we cut this
International Organization’s item by $34
million. We will, of course, seriously crip-
ple one of the most important programs
in the foreign aid bill if we sustain the
cut.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. COHELAN) .

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for the additional time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to point out in regard to the claims
again, and again I urge everyone in the
House to read this so-called secret docu-
ment. There you will see that the author
of the letter, at the request of the chair-
man of our subcommittee, who called
him by phone, stated that that should
come through the supplemental process,
and he makes no mention of this.

Also I might point out that there is an
article in the Washington Post of No-
vember 25 by Warren Unna, wherein he
says that Rogers and Hannah ‘‘reserved
judgment on an added $54.5 million,
which Representative RoperT L. F. SIKES,
a major general in the reserve, had suc-
ceeded in tacking onto the House foreign
aid bill to authorize granting a squadron
of FP-4D fighter jets for Chiang Kai-
shek’s government on Taiwan.”

Also, I think it is no secret, it is just
unfortunate, this document has been
floating around the Hosue all day long,
but there is nothing in there about F-
4D)’s, is there?

Mr. COHELAN. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to add to
what the gentleman said. I think, if I
may say this, that it will be a grave error
for us to get involved in this at this
time. I plead with the Members to go
through the regular process. It seems fo
me it is vital to get supporting testimony
on this. We have not heard from the
State Department officially. A number of
us have heard from them unofficially.

It should be no secret about what is
happening in the new administration in
its formulation of its forelgn policy for
the Far East. We are taking another look
at our posture. There are a number of
changes that are pending, and they are
long overdue. The whole question of
Okinawa, the recent Sato agreements,
are very important developments, and it
probably is the first step in what is even-
tually going to be the low posture that
many of us have been talking about.

So that, when we take precipitous ac-
tion on the spur of the moment on the
floor because some people genuinely feel
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there Is a need for jets for Taiwan, I
think we make a terrible mistake; I think
it is bad legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I want to spend the
rest of my time on this item of the
United Nations development program. I
am going to ask for your support. I have
talked to the parties involved, and they
explained to me that there were two
major studies; they are over 3 years old,
but they find an enormous need for these
programs. And what Mr. Hoffman has
done is to keep manning his programs at
an even pace and he is not going too fast.
However, if we are going to cut this pro-
gram, it will seriously cripple one of the
best programs in the whole foreign-aid
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

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

Mr, Chairman, it is my understanding
that the executive branch of the Govern-
ment establishes its foreign policy, and
military assistance is a part of it. When
that poliey has been established then the
level at which we shall fund the military
assistance is a prerogative of the Con-
gress. I make that as a statement of fact.

We have heard remarks about no
justification for this small amount of
money but this is only a very small per-
centage of the amount needed to update
the military forces in China.

Some of the speakers gave a lot of sup-
port to amendments of as much as a
billion dollars in one bill without any
justification whatsoever. The total

amount put in the President’s budget
without any justifications in other pro-

grams amounts to in excess of $2 billion.

Now I would never recommend for this
Committee's consideration anything that
was not supported with facts. This top
secret document has material in it that
I cannot use—and Members know that.
But I am going to say again, upon my
own honor, and I shall not give the
source, that the need for China is al-
most $400 million—immediately—and
not $54,500,000.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot go any fur-
ther into detail because this top-secret
document was sent to meé. If we had
hearings, it could not have been put in
the record.

If we are going to fuss about not any
hearings on something that is badly
needed. I am wondering why that criteria
did not apply to all of these other items
when they were loading up this bill.

There are about seven projects in this
bill that were put in by the Committee
on Foreign Affairs. We had not one word
of testimony before our committee for
these programs. But we put them in be-
cause the Committee on Foreign Affairs
felt those projects were needed.

So I ask you to follow the recommen-
dations of the committee. The subcom-
mittee put it in—the full committee put
it in—and the House put it in a few days
ago simply because we had proof then
that it was needed and we have more
proof now that it is very badly needed.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly hope the
Members will back the committee up in
its recommendations.

Mr. PASSMAN. How much time do we
have remaining?
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The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Louisiana has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
to the distinguished gentleman from Cal-
ifornia (Mr. S1sx) 3 minutes.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to speak out of the regular
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

BADIO AND TELEVISION COVERAGE OF
PROCEEDINGS OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, in a few
weeks, if our present plans materialize,
the special subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Rules expects to come to the
floor with a bill which would provide
among other things for opening the
House to radio and television coverage.

I expect to be arguing at that time in
defense of the electronic media, but in
fairness to the House I feel it is incum-
bent on me to call to the attention of
the House those instances in which I feel
the broadcasters for one reason or an-
other have strayed off the reservation.

Last week it was my privilege—and I
use the word advisedly—to have some fun
with the Rowan and Martin “Laugh-In"
show.

This week I call to your attention what
I believe to be a unwarranted insult to
ihe entire membership of the House of
Representatives which occurred on the
“Huntley-Brinkley Report” last Satur-
day. During a segment of less than a
minute duration, Mr. Brinkley reported
on the action of the other body in amend-
ing the tax reform and commented on
the possibility that the President would
veto the bill in the shape it was in at
the time. He pointed out the bill would
have to go to conference with the House
and then stated that since “the House
seems more determined to bleed the tax-
payers than the Senate does” some of
the Senate benefits would no doubt be
removed from the bill.

We requested a copy of the script for
the show to make sure we heard it cor-
rectly, and on examination of this seript,
I am unable to find anything in it which
would justify a comment that the House
of Representatives, or the other body
either for that matter is inclined to
“bleed the taxpayers.”

Let me make it clear that I defend Mzr.
Brinkley's right to accuse the Congress
of bleeding the taxpayers. He can take
the whole half-hour show to do it, or he
can do it in a 2-hour special in prime
time if he chooses, But it seems to me
that if he is going to do so, he should
give his viewers some examples of House
actions which lead him to that conclu-
sion or in some fashion indicate why he
believes the House is guilty of bleeding
the people of this country. That way
the viewers would be at least partially
equipped to evaluate the validity of the
conclusion reached.

This statement appears to be entirely
gratuitous. It is unrelated to anything
that preceded or followed it in the Satur-
day night newscast. It cannot by any
stretch of the imagination be called an
analysis of the news because no action
of the House relating to tax matters is
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reported or analyzed or examined in
depth or in any fashion at all.

I consider this statement an insult to
the House and to the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr, MiLLS).

All of us, of course, recognize that the
tax reform bill which passed the House
is not perfeet, but it represents a sub-
stantial improvement over the present
tax laws and in some respects goes fur-
ther to help the “little guy” than the
Senate bill does.

I never really realized the impact of
national network television until I had
an encounter with the “Laugh-In" show.
As a result of that brief encounter I have
received more mail than I received fol-
lowing President Nixon’'s October speech
on Vietnam. Most of it is critical, and
some of it is highly abusive. In my judg-
ment, Mr. Brinkley’s unjustified attack
on the integrity of the House does a great
disservice to all of us and I for one resent
it.

Mr. Chairman, I insert in the Recorp at
this point the seript of the portion of the
Huntley-Brinkley Show to which I refer:

ExcerPT FROM REPORT

The Senate spent all day Saturday voting
amendments to the so-called tax reform
bill . . . including some the Treasury bkays
will cost the government too much money.

In fact, it says the benefits put in by the
Senate this week will cost the government
12 billion dollars.

And so there was some talk President
Nixon might veto it ... on grounds it

wouldn't give the government enough money

to spend.

Senator Willlams of Delaware even said
they ought to change the name of the bill
and call it The Christmas Tree Act of 1969.

But . . . before any of this becomes law
it all has to go to a conference with the
House . . . and the House seems more deter=
mined to bleed the taxpayers than the Sen-
ate does . . . and a lot of the benefits now
in the bill may then be removed.

And so there is some doubt in the Senate
that when it's all finished, the President
will veto it.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I yield to my colleague from
California.

Mr. COHELAN. The gentleman is not
alluding to the fickle finger of fate, is he?

Mr. SISK. The gentleman can make
up his own mind.
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED PROGRAMS

APPROPRIATION BILL, 1870

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the term “foreign aid” for this leg-
islation is a huge fraud, and any resemb-
lance between the objectives of this bill
and the overall long-range needs of de-
veloping nations must be the result of
some mistake.

With this bill as & guide, America’s
commitment to helping developing coun-
tries becomes a mockery—both in its de-
gree and in its direction.

For example, in a report published in
September by the prestigious Committee
for Economic Development—which was
distributed to all Members of this body
by my friend from New Jersey (Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN) —the following analysis
was made dealing with capacities of de-
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veloped nations to supply assistance to
developing economies:

The capacity to provide assistance is gen-
erally related to some measure of the capital-
supplying countries’ total Iincome. The
United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD) in 1964 recommended
that the combined public and private flows
from advanced countries should equal at
least one per cent of their national income.
Then in 1968 it increased the target to one
per cent of gross national products, or by
more than one-fifth.

Although both formulas are completely
arbitrary, they are easily understood visible
targets and are the only ones on which the
agreement of the capital-supplying countries
could be reached. The formulas would more-
over, produce the $15 billion to $20 billion of
requirements estimated for the early 1970's.
The first figure corresponds roughly to one
per cent of the anticipated national income
of the non-Communist industrial countries
in the early 1970’s and the second to one per
cent of their cNP.

By comparison, the total net flow (public
and private) in 1968 was 0.97 per cent of
combined national income and 0.77 per cent
of NP for the 16 member countries of oECD'S
Development Assistance Committee, The
United States ranked thirteenth among the
pac countries in 1968 In terms of the per-
centage of national income flowing to de-
veloping countries in the form of net official
(governmental) flows and private invest-
ment. Our outlays for space exploration are
substantially greater than official expendi-
tures for economic assistance, and our out-
lays for national defense are over 20 times
those for such foreign assistance.

We belleve that a good basis for planning
the future annual flow of official and private
assistance of the advanced countries includ-
ing that of the United States would be one
per cent of national income initially, and
ultimately one per cent of GNP. By 1970, an
increase from the 1968 level of 0.79 per cent
of national income to one per cent should
be feasible for the total flow from the United
States. Beyond 1970 the flow of resources to
developing countries should increase at a
rate that would permit the target of one per
cent of GNP to be met by 1975.

A one per cent target would not imply &
tax burden on the United States equivalent
to the full amount of resource transfers. For
one thing, more than a third of current re-
source transfers from the United States are
in the form of private investment. For an-
other, the bulk of the officlal flows is in the
form of loans that will ultimately be repaid
and some of which are financed not through
taxation but through borrowing on the
private capital market.

Mr. Chairman, if we take the Commit-
tee for Economic Development recom-
mendation as the minimal level of U.S.
development assistance, this bill should
be asking for appropriation of at least $9
billion—instead of the measly $1 billion
of this legislation which might be pri-
marily for economic development pur-
poses.

Such neglect by this country is shame-
ful. Virtually every other developed na-
tion in the world devotes more of its
resources on a proportional basis for de-
velopment than we do. And, of course, the
situation becomes even more ludicrous
when we realize that our foreign aid
development commitment continues to
decline year after year.

I stress development because it is obvi-
ous that this “foreign aid” bill has so
little to do with development—at least
in economic terms. Instead—and once
again—the establishment tacks the “aid”
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label onto its schemes of military sup-
port and adventurism throughout the
world.

It does not surprise me when this body
slashes away at development aid at the
same time it adds on new weapon give-
aways for some of our entrenched fo-
talitarian “friends.” I am not surprised,
but I am depressed.

America's commitment to the third
world is in urgent need of major revision.
My vote today against this appropria-
tion is aimed at the structuring of our
aid program—not because I am op-
posed to assisting development, but be-
cause I strongly believe our present at-
tempts are patronizing and ill conceived.

As long as the practice continues of
including military aid in with economic
assistance, I shall not support any
foreign aid legislation. Congress must
realize that massive military aid pro-
grams rarely are positive actions toward
economic development in recipient coun-
tries. Military aid tends to reinforce mis-
allocations of resources away from areas
of infrastructural economic growth and
into wasteful assemblages of military
paraphernalia.

As an alternative to the type of “aid
package” we are considering today, I
would prefer much more emphasis on
multilateral assistance, and greater help
in the key area of population contro! and
family planning,

I certainly would vote for this bill if
I thought it was in the best long-range
interests of both the United States and
the developing nations. It is not and I
will not.

This is another legislative tool of the
military complex and their friends, and
I refuse to support their dangerous and
tragic policies.

I am for foreign economic develop-
ment aid, but this is not it at all.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of HR. 15149, the for-
eign aid appropriations bill. Normally,
my support for this legislation would be
strong; but I find it difficult to applaud a
bill which sets a new low of $1.6 billion
or less than 0.25 percent of our gross
national product for the U.S. foreign as-
sistance program.

Yesterday, this House passed by an
overwhelming margin a bill appropriat-
ing a total of nearly $70 billion to the De-
fense Department. Of that $70 billion,
$1.5 billion—or roughly the amount we
will be spending for foreign assistance
in this fiscal year—is earmarked for
Marine personnel alone. For “operations
and maintenance,” in the Defense De-
partment, we will be spending more than
$20 billion—or 12 times the amount we
have allocated for foreign aid in the com-
ing year. I submit that this investment in
war rather than constructive economic
assistance programs is just one more in-
dication of the upside priorities of this
body.

Three aspects of the measure we are
considering today are, in my judgment,
cause for considerable concern. The most
disturbing cuts in the bill were those
made in the programs of the Alliance for
Progress, through which we assist our
neighbors in Latin America in the devel-
opment process. In the early years of the
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Alliance, this country allocated approxi-
mately $1.1 billion annually to invest-
ment in the nations of this hemisphere.
In 1967, following the Conference at
Punta del Este, President Johnson re-
quested that that amount be increased by
$300 million annually, to a total of
roughly $1.4 billion annually. The bill
we have before us today provides a mere
$275 million—roughly one-fifth of that
amount—for loans and grants for the
Alianza in fiscal 1970.

It is true that the United States con-
tributes to development in Latin Amer-
ica through programs other than those
contained in this bill, including the food-
for-peace program and loans made
through the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank. But it remains true that
U.S. assistance to Latin America has
shown a catastrophic decline in recent
years, a decline which will surely hold
back developments in agriculture, edu-
cation, and family planning—areas in
which multilateral organizations pro-
vide little assistance, making the U.S.
contribution increasingly important.
The President has called for “action for
progress” in the Americas. Are we, the
Congress, to preclude the action needed
in the coming decade by refusing to
provide the necessary funds? I would
hope that we will not fall back on our
commitment in this manner.

Another distressing cut is that made
by the Appropriations Committee in the
U.S. 1970 contribution to multilateral
organizations. As my colleagues may re-
call, this body authorized a total allo-
cation of $122,620,000 for multilateral
organizations, of which it was expected
that $100 million would go to the United
Nations development program. The com-
mittee in its wisdom has cut the total
appropriation for multilateral organiza-
tions to $88.8 million, with $12 million
of that amount earmarked for the United
Nations Children's Fund—UNICEF. It
is currently estimated that the U.S. con-
tribution to the U.N. development pro-
gram will therefore be held to the fiscal
1969 level of $71 million.

In my judgment, it would be a tragic
mistake not to restore full funding for
U.S. contributions to multilateral orga-
nizations and thus make possible a con-
tribution of the full $100 million to the
UNDP. According to Mr. Paul Hofiman,
administrator of the program, the U.S.
contribution of $71 million in fiscal 1969
helped trigger additional contributions
of approximately $425 million from other
sources. It is estimated that a US.
contribution of $100 million for fiscal
vear 1970, along with the $138 million
already pledged by other donor coun-
tries and the $20 million expected from
interest payments and other sources,
could generate $500 million—funds
which could have an important impact
on the development of the 122 countries
which participate in the program.

In my judgment, the United Nations
development program is playing a vital
role in economic modernization of many
countries of the world. Certainly I think
any serious student of the UNDP would
dispute the Pearson Commission report’s
statement, with regard to the UNDP and
the specialized agencies, that—
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Thelr operating capacity now .
strained to the limit.

Mr. Hoffman and his staff appear to be
doing a superb job, and I would hope
that the Members will support the
amendment being offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. COHELAN)
later today, which would restore full
funding for this program.

My colleagues, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) , and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CoHELAN)
have already called the other major
problem to your attention in a letter to
all the Members. That is the inclusion
of $54.5 million for the gift of jets to Na-
tionalist China—a gift which has been
neither requested nor justified by the
President, the State Department, AID,
or the Defense Department. Further-
more, it is my understanding that none
of the agencies involved desires that
these jets be given to Nationalist China,
and in view of that fact, I would hope
that my colleagues will support the
amendment of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. ConTE) to strike the ap-
propriation for this gift from the bill.

I recognize the futility of the attempts
to restore funds to H.R. 15149, and I
therefore urge the Members to support
the bill in its present form, without any
additional cuts. However, I would hope
that the Congress will act more respon-
sibly next year and once again begin to
meet the Nation's obligation to the less
developed countries of the world.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I must
oppose this foreign aid bill because it
fails to meet a minimal standard of
morality and decency in American for-
eign policy.

I have been a strong supporter of
foreign aid in the past. It was my hope
that we would develop a prudent pro-
gram which would clearly express our
Nation’s commitment to help develop-
ing countries help themselves. It was
my hope that America would take world
leadership in preventing starvation, pov-
erty and the desperation which would
ultimately lead to violence and war,

It was also my earnest hope that our
foreign aid program would be utilized
to actively support freedom and free
governments. From what I can deter-
mine, the overwhelming portion of these
foreign aid funds are destined for mili-
tary dictatorships and antidemocratic
governments. Foreign aid funds should
be used to inspire freedom and free en-
terprise and not to smother it.

This bill is fatally defective in ap-
propriating $54' million to provide an
additional squadron of jet figchters for
Chang Kai-shek and his government of
Taiwan. The American people should
seek to learn more about the combina-
tion of forces, foreism and domestic,
which skillfully organized such a coup
at the taxpayers expense.

On the other hand, a decent and
proper move to increase development loan
funds to provide dignified self-help was
quickly turned aside. Where have our
priorities gone?

Last night, President Nixon, in a mat-
ter-of-fact tone, admitted that our
country was paying for the services of
“yolunteers” from Thailand, Korea, and
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in South Vietnam. These “volunteers”
are hired mercenaries and “hired” allies.

My fear is that most of the revenue
appropriated under this bill will be di-
verted to the war effort rather than to
urgent human needs. If foreign aid is to
be war aid, it belongs in the defense
budget.

The time is at hand for a complete re-
view of the foreign aid program and its
place in American foreign policy. The
administration of foreign aid must meet
our moral responsibilities in the world
rather than offend them.

Our experience in Vietnam should
have set new and positive directions in
our foreign policy and the aid program
which brings it life.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I am deep-
ly concerned with the possibility that
funds contained in this bill for multi-
lateral organization may ultimately be
allocated to hostile Communist nations,
including Hanoi. To me it would be an
inexcusable act to tax Americans to pay
those who kill, maim, and imprison
American youths. I trust that the com-
mittee has explored this possibility and
has provided safeguards to insure
against such an actuality.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chairman, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969 authorized $40,-
000,000 for the U.S. share in the develop-
ment of a prototype desalting plant for
Israel as part of a dual-purpose power
and desalting project.

The authorized amount of $40,000,000
was determined after full consideration
by the House Foreign Affairs Committee
and in the light of the recommendation
for $40,000,000 made last January by the
Department of the Interior.

I regret that the foreign assistance
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1970
has cut the authorization by 50 percent—
to $20,000,000.

I believe that the desalination plant
should be funded to the full level. The
proposed plant is important, not only to
the immediate water needs of Israel, but
also to the development of facilities and
techniques for dealing with the problems
which have to be solved in order to use
sea water to make up for the water
shortage in many areas of the world.

The concept of such a project has had
support since 1964, when President John-
son announced a joint United States-
Israel program of research and develop-
ment. A year later, the American-Israel
Desalting Board reported that a facility
was technically feasible, and that it could
produce the wate